Fiscal  Notes  Prepared  by  the  Missouri  State  Auditor's  Office  in  2018 


Fiscal 

Note 

Number 

Date 

Received 

Fiscal  Note  Description 

Date 

Submitted  to 

Secretary  of 

State 

18-R002 

02/22/2017 

Senate  Substitute  No.  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19  (Louis)  -  Collective 

Bargaining 

03/24/2017 

18-R001 

02/07/2017 

Senate  Substitute  No.  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19  (Louis)  -  Collective  Bargaining 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-HJR 

59 

06/01/2018 

House  Joint  Resolution  No.  59  (Bingo) 

06/25/2018 

18-371 

03/27/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  558,  RSMo  (Walker)  -  Prison  Commitment 

Terms 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-370 

03/23/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  173,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Campus  Free  Expression 

Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-369 

03/23/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  116,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Fines 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-368 

03/15/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  441,  RSMo  (Reed)  -  Rent  Eviction 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-367 

03/15/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  250,  RSMo  (Reed)  -  Disconnection  of  Water 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-366 

03/15/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  The  Grand  Marshal  Party 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-365 

03/13/2018 

Proposed  Amendment  (Brown)  -  Formal  Process  for  Sainthood 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-364 

03/13/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  321,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Illegal  Office  Holders 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-363 

03/12/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  196,  RSMo  (Melton)  -  Prescribing  Protocols  on 
Dangerous  Drugs  of  Abuse 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-362 

03/12/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  178,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Recall  Unbonded  Board 
Membership 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-361 

03/07/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo  (Owens)  -  Missouri  Renewable 
Energy  Standards 

04/03/2018 

18-360 

03/06/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  3  (Owens)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

04/02/2018 

18-359 

03/06/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  2  (Owens)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

04/02/2018 

18-358 

03/01/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Truck 
Driving  Lane 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-357 

02/28/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Reed)  -  Petitioning  in 

Outdoor  Spaces 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-356 

02/16/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  3  (Patterson)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-355 

02/16/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  2  (Patterson)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-354 

02/16/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  1  (Patterson)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-353 

02/09/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  3  (Owens)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-352 

02/09/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  2  (Owens)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-351 

02/09/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  1  (Owens)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-350 

02/01/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  3  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 

Rejected  by 

Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Secretary  of 

State 

18-349 

02/01/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  2  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-348 

02/01/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  1  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-347 

01/22/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  506,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Conceal  Carry  for  Process 

Servers 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-346 

01/19/2018 

Proposed  Statutory  Amendment  (Reed)  -  Rent  Eviction 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-345 

01/19/2018 

Proposed  Statutory  Amendment  (Reed)  -  Disconnection  of  Water 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-344 

01/19/2018 

Proposed  Statutory  Amendment  (Reed)  -  Petitioning  in  Outdoor  Spaces 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-343 

01/17/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for 
Technology  Parks 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-342 

01/17/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  6  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-341 

01/17/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  5  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-340 

01/17/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  4  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-339 

01/17/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  3  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-338 

01/17/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  2  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-337 

01/17/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  393,  RSMo,  version  1  (Linhares)  -  Missouri 
Renewable  Energy  Standards 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-336 

01/16/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V  (Reed)  -  Bar  Exam 
Eligibility 

02/15/2018 

18-335 

01/11/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Rail 
Passenger  Service 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-334 

01/10/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  Section  48  (Reed)  - 
Limitations  on  Use  of  Hand-Held  Communication  Devices  in  Vehicles 

02/09/2018 

18-333 

01/10/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Rail 
Passenger  Service 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-332 

01/10/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Reed)  -  Petitioning  at 

State  Funded  Operations 

02/09/2018 

18-331 

01/08/2018 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Truck 
Driving  Lane 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-330 

01/03/2018 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  47,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Formation  of  a  New 

Missouri  County 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-329 

12/22/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  178,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Community  College  Police 

Officers 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-328 

12/19/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Briggs)  -  Sales 

Tax  to  Fund  Law  Enforcement 

02/26/2018 

18-327 

12/19/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Briggs)  -  Sales 

Tax  to  Fund  Law  Enforcement 

02/26/2018 

18-326 

12/18/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Chapter  142,  RSMo,  version  3 
(Briggs)  -  Motor  Fuel  Tax 

01/18/2018 

18-325 

12/18/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Chapter  142,  RSMo,  version  2 
(Briggs)  -  Motor  Fuel  Tax 

01/18/2018 

18-324 

12/18/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Chapter  142,  RSMo,  version  1 
(Briggs)  -  Motor  Fuel  Tax 

01/18/2018 

18-323 

12/18/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Briggs)  -  Sales 
Tax  to  Fund  Law  Enforcement 

01/18/2018 

18-322 

12/18/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Briggs)  -  Sales 

Tax  to  Fund  Law  Enforcement 

01/18/2018 

18-321 

12/12/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  590,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Regulation  and  Licensing 
of  Corporate  Security  Advisors 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-320 

12/12/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  57,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Election  of  Sheriffs 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-319 

12/12/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  320,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Fire  Department 
Registration 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-318 

12/12/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V,  version  2  (Thomas)  - 
Election  of  Judges 

01/12/2018 

18-317 

12/12/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V,  version  1  (Thomas)  - 
Nonpartisan  Election  of  Judges 

01/12/2018 

18-316 

12/08/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XIV,  version  3  (Thomas)  - 
Right  to  Remember  Amendment 

01/05/2018 

18-315 

12/08/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VI  (Thomas)  -  Immigration 

and  Custom  Enforcement 

01/05/2018 

18-314 

12/08/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XIV,  version  2  (Thomas)  - 

Union  Abuse  Prevention  Amendment 

01/05/18 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-313 

12/08/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XIV,  version  1  (Thomas)  - 
Union  Abuse  Prevention  Amendment 

01/05/18 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-312 

12/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  320,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Fire  Department 
Registration 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-311 

11/27/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  558,  RSMo  (Walker)  -  Prison  Commitment 

Terms 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-310 

11/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  6  (Thomas)  - 
Right  To  Work 

12/28/17 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-309 

11/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  5  (Thomas)  - 
Right  To  Work  -  Freedom  of  Speech 

12/28/17 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-308 

11/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  4  (Thomas)  - 
Right  To  Work  -  Freedom  of  Speech 

12/28/17 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-307 

11/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  3  (Thomas)  - 
Right  To  Work  -  Freedom  of  Speech 

12/28/17 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-306 

11/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  2  (Thomas)  - 
Right  To  Work  -  Freedom  of  Speech 

12/28/17 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-305 

11/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  1  (Thomas)  - 
Right  To  Work 

12/28/17 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

03/27/18 

18-304 

11/13/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Thomas)  -  Right  To  Work 

12/11/2017 

18-303 

11/02/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Thomas)  -  Right  To  Work 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-302 

10/30/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Morrow)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-301 

10/27/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  558  and  560,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Excessive  Bail 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-300 

10/26/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  116,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Fines 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-299 

10/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  4  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 
Annual  Franchise  Tax 

11/09/2017 

18-298 

10/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  3  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

11/09/2017 

18-297 

10/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  2  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

11/09/2017 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

18-296 

10/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  1  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

11/09/2017 

18-295 

10/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Voter  Identification 

11/09/2017 

18-294 

10/11/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  218,  544,  and  557,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  House 

Arrest  Program 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-293 

10/11/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  559,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Probation  and  Prison 

Sentences 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-292 

10/10/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  558,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Felony  Fine  Penalties 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-291 

10/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  374,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Bail  Bonds  and  Surety 

Agents 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-290 

10/05/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V  (Worthan-Loux)  -  Election  of 
Judges 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-289 

10/04/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V  (Worthan-Loux)  -  Election  of 
Judges 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-288 

09/29/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  217,  544,  and  557,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  House 

Arrest 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-287 

09/29/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  558  and  559,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Prison  Sentences 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-286 

09/29/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  558  and  560,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Excessive  Bail 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-285 

09/26/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-284 

09/25/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  2  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-283 

09/25/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  1  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

Rejected  by 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Secretary  of 

State 

18-282 

09/20/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Rail 
Passenger  Service 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-281 

09/20/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Reed)  -  Missouri  Career 

Centers 

10/20/2017 

18-280 

09/20/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V,  version  2  (Reed)  -  Bar  Exam 
Eligibility 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-279 

09/20/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V,  version  1  (Reed)  -  Bar  Exam 
Eligibility 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-278 

09/19/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  374,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Regulation  of  Bail  Bond 
Agents  and  Surety  Recovery  Agents 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-277 

09/11/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to  Annual 

Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-276 

09/08/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  217  and  544,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  House  Arrest 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-275 

09/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  208,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to  the 
Missouri  HealthNet  Program 

10/06/2017 

18-274 

09/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  2  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-273 

09/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo,  version  1  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 

Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-272 

09/05/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  558  and  560,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Criminal 

Sentences 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-271 

09/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  192, 195,  263,  and  311,  RSMo  (Pearson)  - 

Missouri  Patient  Care  Act 

09/29/2017 

18-270 

08/30/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  188,  RSMo  (Loftis)  -  Right  To  Life 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-269 

08/28/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Reed)  -  Federal 

Constitutional  Convention 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-268 

08/24/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  374,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Professional  Bail  Bondsman 
and  Surety  Recovery  Agent  Licensure  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-267 

08/22/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  559,  RSMo  (Hagg)  -  Probation  and  Prison 

Sentences 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-266 

08/15/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  192,  195,  263,  and  311,  RSMo  (Pearson)  - 

Missouri  Patient  Care  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-265 

08/11/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Reed)  -  Federal 

Constitutional  Convention 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-264 

08/08/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  217,  221,  544,  557,  558  and  577,  RSMo  (Hagg) 

-  Changes  to  Law  Enforcement 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-263 

08/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  558,  RSMo  (Walker)  -  Prison  Commitment 

Terms 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-262 

08/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  156  and  290,  RSMo,  version  2  (Peterson)  - 

Taxation  of  Gross  State  Product 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-261 

08/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  156  and  290,  RSMo,  version  1  (Peterson)  - 

Taxation  of  Gross  State  Product 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-260 

08/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  156,  RSMo,  version  2  (Peterson)  -  Taxation  of 
Gross  State  Product 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-259 

08/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  156,  RSMo,  version  1  (Peterson)  -  Taxation  of 

Gross  State  Product 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-258 

08/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  147,  161,  and  191,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes 

to  Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-257 

08/03/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  208,  RSMo,  version  2  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 
the  Missouri  HealthNet  Program 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-256 

08/03/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  208,  RSMo,  version  1  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to 
the  Missouri  HealthNet  Program 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-255 

08/03/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  147,  161,  and  191,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes 
to  Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-254 

08/03/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to  Annual 

Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-253 

07/28/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  192,  195,  263,  and  311,  RSMo  (Pearson)  - 

Missouri  Patient  Care  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-252 

07/25/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  156,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Taxation  of  Gross  State 

Product 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

state 

18-251 

07/25/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  156  and  290,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Taxation  of 

Gross  State  Product 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-250 

07/18/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  147,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to  Annual 

Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-249 

07/17/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V  (Reed)  -  Bar  Exam 
Eligibility 

08/17/2017 

18-248 

07/17/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for 
Technology  Parks 

08/17/2017 

18-247 

07/17/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Rail 
Passenger  Service 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-246 

07/17/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Reed)  -  Missouri  Career 

Centers 

08/17/2017 

18-245 

07/17/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  208,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to  the 

Missouri  HealthNet  Program,  version  2 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-244 

07/17/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  208,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes  to  the 

Missouri  HealthNet  Program,  version  1 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-243 

07/17/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  147,  161,  and  191,  RSMo  (Peterson)  -  Changes 

to  Annual  Franchise  Tax 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-242 

07/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  188,  RSMo  (Loftis)  -  Right  To  Life 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-241 

07/10/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  130,  RSMo,  version  2  (Dean)  -  Constitutional 
Change  to  Campaign  Financing 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-240 

07/10/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  130,  RSMo,  version  1  (Dean)  -  Citizens 
Commission  Concerning  a  Constitutional  Amendment  to  Secure  Free  and 

Fair  Elections  and  Government  of  the  People  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-239 

06/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  V  (Reed)  -  Bar  Exam  Eligibility 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-238 

06/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for 
Technology  Parks 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-237 

06/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Reed)  -  Sales  Tax  for  Rail 
Passenger  Service 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-236 

06/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Reed)  -  Missouri  Career 

Centers 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-235 

06/23/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  188,  RSMo  (Loftis)  -  Right  To  Life 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-234 

06/16/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  (Peterson)  -  Tax  on  Missouri  Gross 
State  Product  to  Fund  Education 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-233 

06/12/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  (Peterson)  -  Expanding  Medical 
Coverage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-232 

06/08/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  (Peterson)  -  Expanding  Medical 
Coverage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-231 

05/26/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 
Treatment  Amendment 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-230 

05/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 

Treatment  Amendment 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-229 

05/24/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Johnson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-228 

05/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-227 

05/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-226 

05/02/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Johnson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-225 

05/02/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 
Treatment  Amendment 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-224 

05/02/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III  (Johnson)  -  Initiative 

Petitions 

06/01/2017 

18-223 

04/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

05/25/2017 

18-222 

04/07/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Voter 

Approval  of  Sales  and  Use  Taxes  and  Financing  of  Sport  Facilities 

05/05/2017 

18-221 

04/05/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Baker)  -  Toll 
Project 

05/02/2017 

18-220 

04/05/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Baker)  -  Toll 
Project 

05/02/2017 

18-219 

04/05/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Baker)  -  Toll 
Project 

05/02/2017 

18-218 

04/04/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Burlison)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

05/02/2017 

18-217 

04/04/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 
Treatment  Amendment 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-216 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  21  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-215 

03/28/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  20  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-214 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  19  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-213 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  18  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-212 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  17  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-211 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  16  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-210 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  15  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-209 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  14  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-208 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  13  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-207 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  12  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-206 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  11  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-205 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  10  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-204 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  9  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-203 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  8  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-202 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  7  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-201 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  6  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-200 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  5  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-199 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  4  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-198 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  3  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 

05/02/2017 

Wage 

18-197 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  2  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-196 

04/04/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  1  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

05/02/2017 

18-195 

04/03/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III  (Apple)  -  House  of 
Representatives 

05/02/2017 

18-194 

04/03/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Johnson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-193 

03/31/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  128,  RSMo  (Apple)  -  Congressional  Elections 

04/28/2017 

18-192 

03/31/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  321,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Establishing  the  St.  Louis 
City  Fire  Protection  District 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-191 

03/30/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Johnson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-190 

03/30/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

04/28/2017 

18-189 

03/29/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  4  (Ellinger)  - 

Native  Missouri  Wildlife  Conservation  Amendment 

04/28/2017 

18-188 

03/29/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Ellinger)  - 
Native  Missouri  Wildlife  Conservation  Amendment 

04/28/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-187 

03/29/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

04/28/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-186 

03/29/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Ellinger)  - 
Native  Missouri  Wildlife  Conservation  Amendment 

04/28/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-185 

03/21/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

04/20/2017 

18-184 

03/21/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

04/20/2017 

18-183 

03/21/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

04/20/2017 

18-182 

03/20/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Burlison)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-181 

03/15/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Johnson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-180 

03/15/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-179 

03/15/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

04/13/2017 

18-178 

03/14/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  115,  RSMo  (Johnson)  -  Voter  Identification 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-177 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X,  version  4  (Johnson)  -  Voter 
Approval  of  Sales  and  Use  Taxes  and  Financing  of  Sport  Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-176 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X,  version  3  (Johnson)  -  Voter 
Approval  of  Sales  and  Use  Taxes  and  Financing  of  Sport  Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-175 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X,  version  2  (Johnson)  -  Voter 
Approval  of  Sales  and  Use  Taxes  and  Financing  of  Sport  Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-174 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X,  version  1  (Johnson)  -  Voter 
Approval  of  Sales  and  Use  Taxes  and  Financing  of  Sport  Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-173 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-172 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 
Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

04/13/2017 

18-171 

03/14/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-170 

03/13/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  321,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Qualifications  of  Fire 

Directors 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-169 

03/07/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  320,  RSMo  (Brown)  -  Fire  Protection  Districts 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-168 

02/23/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III  (Apple)  -  House  of 
Representatives 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-167 

02/23/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  2  (Apple)  - 
Campaign  Contributions  by  Artificial  Entities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-166 

02/23/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  1  (Apple)  - 
Campaign  Contributions  by  Artificial  Entities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-165 

02/23/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  128,  RSMo,  Sections  346  and  348  (Apple)  - 
Congressional  Elections 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-164 

02/23/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  128,  RSMo,  Section  005  (Apple)  -  Interstate 
Compact  on  the  Agreement  Among  the  States  to  Elect  the  President  by 
National  Popular  Vote  Act 

03/24/2017 

18-163 

02/15/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Burlison)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-162 

02/15/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III  (Apple)  -  Altering, 
Amending,  or  Repealing  Enacted  Initiative  Petitions 

03/17/2017 

18-161 

02/10/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  (Meyer)  -  Missouri  Death  with 

Dignity  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-160 

02/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  130  and  143,  RSMo  (Apple)  -  Public 

Financing  for  Elections 

03/09/2017 

18-159 

02/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  286  and  143,  RSMo,  version  2  (Apple)  -  The 
Renewable  Energy  Project 

03/09/2017 

18-158 

02/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  286  and  143,  RSMo,  version  1  (Apple)  -  The 
Renewable  Energy  Project 

03/09/2017 

18-157 

02/06/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-156 

02/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  128,  RSMo,  Section  005  (Apple)  -  Interstate 
Compact  on  the  Agreement  Among  the  States  to  Elect  the  President  by 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

National  Popular  Vote  Act 

State 

18-155 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  3  (Apple)  - 
Campaign  Contributions  by  Artificial  Entities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-154 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  2  (Apple)  - 
Campaign  Contributions  by  Artificial  Entities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-153 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  1  (Apple)  - 
Campaign  Contributions  by  Artificial  Entities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-152 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III  (Apple)  -  Locally 
Established  Minimum  Wage 

03/03/2017 

18-151 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  2  (Apple)  - 
House  of  Representatives 

03/03/2017 

18-150 

02/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  192,  RSMo  (Apple)  -  The  Missouri  Health 
Insurance  Cooperative 

03/03/2017 

18-149 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Apple)  -  Election  of 
Statewide  Office  Holders 

03/03/2017 

18-148 

02/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  128,  RSMo  (Apple)  -  Congressional  Elections 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-147 

02/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  130  and  143,  RSMo  (Apple)  -  Public  Financing 

for  Elections 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-146 

02/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  286  and  143,  RSMo,  version  2  (Apple)  -  The 
Renewable  Energy  Project 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-145 

02/01/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  286  and  143,  RSMo,  version  1  (Apple)  -  The 
Renewable  Energy  Project 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-144 

02/01/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  1  -  (Apple)  -  House 
of  Representatives 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-143 

01/27/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-142 

01/26/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-141 

01/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  5  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

02/27/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-140 

01/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  4  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

02/27/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-139 

01/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 
Chase  Amendment 

02/27/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-138 

01/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

02/27/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-137 

01/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

02/27/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-136 

01/25/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Burlison)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-135 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-134 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-133 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-132 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  5  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-131 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  4  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-130 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-129 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-128 

01/24/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization 

02/27/2017 

18-127 

01/23/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  (Meyer)  -  Missouri  Death  with 

Dignity  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-126 

01/18/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-125 

01/11/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-124 

01/11/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Financing 

Sport  Facilities 

02/10/2017 

18-123 

01/10/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Boyd)  -  Compensation  for 

Services 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-122 

01/10/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Financing  Sport 

Facilities 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-121 

01/10/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-120 

01/06/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  (Meyer)  -  Missouri  Death  with 

Dignity  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-119 

01/03/2017 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  (Meyer)  -  Missouri  Death  with 

Dignity  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-118 

01/03/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-117 

01/03/2017 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Missouri 
Legalization  and  Regulation  of  Cannabis  and  Cannabis  Hemp  Initiative 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-116 

12/30/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  (Meyer)  -  Missouri  Death  with 

Dignity  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-115 

12/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Johnson 

Amendment  II 

01/23/2017 

18-114 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Johnson)  -  Non- 

Partisan  Candidates 

01/23/2017 

18-113 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Financing  Sport 
Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-112 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-111 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-110 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

01/23/2017 

18-109 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Johnson)  -  Non- 

Partisan  Candidates 

01/23/2017 

18-108 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Financing  Sport 

Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-107 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-106 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-105 

12/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 
Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-104 

12/19/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  191,  RSMo,  (Meyer)  -  Missouri  Death  with 

Dignity  Act 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-103 

12/14/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  84  and  105,  RSMo,  (Ellinger)  -  Local  Control 

of  Police 

01/13/2017 

18-102 

12/13/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  10  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-101 

12/13/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  9  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-100 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Financing  Sport 

Facilities 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-099 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  8  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-098 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  7  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-097 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  6  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-096 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  5  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-095 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  4  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-094 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  3  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-093 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  2  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-092 

12/12/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1,  version  1  (Louis)  - 
Collective  Bargaining 

01/09/2017 

18-091 

12/09/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Decriminalization 

01/06/2017 

18-090 

12/09/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Gilio)  - 
Cannabis  Decriminalization 

01/06/2017 

18-089 

12/09/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapters  84  and  105,  RSMo,  (Ellinger)  -  Local  Control  of 
Police 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-088 

12/07/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-087 

12/07/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-086 

12/07/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-085 

12/07/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  X  (Johnson)  -  Financing  Sport 

Facilities 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-084 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  12  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-083 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  11  (Von  Glahn)  - 

01/03/2017 

Minimum  Wage 

18-082 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  10  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Minimum  Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-081 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  9  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-080 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  8  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-079 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  7  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-078 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  6  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-077 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  5  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-076 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  4  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-075 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  3  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-074 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  2  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-073 

12/06/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  1  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

01/03/2017 

18-072 

12/05/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  5  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

01/03/2017 

18-071 

12/05/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  4  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

01/03/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-070 

12/05/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

Chase  Amendment 

01/03/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-069 

12/05/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 
Chase  Amendment 

01/03/2017 
Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-068 

12/05/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Ellinger)  -  Fair 

01/03/2017 

Chase  Amendment 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

01/17/18 

18-067 

12/05/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Boyd)  -  Compensation  for 

Services 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-066 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-065 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  3  (Johnson)  - 
Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-064 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-063 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-062 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Waggoner)  -  Absentee 
Voting 

01/03/2017 

18-061 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Waggoner)  - 
Discrimination  In  Employment 

01/03/2017 

18-060 

12/01/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 

Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-059 

11/30/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Johnson)  -  Non-Partisan 

Candidates 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-058 

11/30/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-057 

11/30/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-056 

11/30/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-055 

11/30/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Johnson)  -  Cannabis 

Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-054 

11/29/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XVI,  version  4  (Dundon)  - 
Medical  Marijuana 

12/29/2016 

18-053 

11/29/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XVI,  version  3  (Dundon)  - 
Medical  Marijuana 

12/29/2016 

18-052 

11/29/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XVI,  version  2  (Dundon)  - 
Medical  Marijuana 

12/29/2016 

18-051 

11/29/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XVI,  version  1  (Dundon)  - 
Medical  Marijuana 

12/29/2016 

18-050 

11/28/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Gilio)  -  Cannabis 

Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-049 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  8  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-048 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  7  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-047 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  6  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-046 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  5  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-045 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  4  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-044 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  3  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-043 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  2  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-042 

11/23/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  1  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/23/2016 

18-041 

11/22/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XIV  (Bradshaw)  -  Medical 
Marijuana 

12/23/2016 

18-040 

11/21/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XVI  (Dundon)  -  Medical 
Marijuana 

12/23/2016 

18-039 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  12  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-038 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  11  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-037 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  10  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-036 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  9  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-035 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  8  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-034 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  7  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-033 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  6  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-032 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  5  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-031 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  4  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-030 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  3  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-029 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  2  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-028 

11/17/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  285,  RSMo,  version  1  (Von  Glahn)  - 
Employee  Sick  Time 

12/19/2016 

18-027 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  12  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-026 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  11  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-025 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  10  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-024 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  9  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-023 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  8  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-022 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  7  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-021 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  6  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-020 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  5  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-019 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  4  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-018 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  3  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-017 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  2  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-016 

11/15/2016 

Proposal  Related  to  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  version  1  (Von  Glahn)  -  Minimum 
Wage 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-015 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  8  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-014 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  7  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-013 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  6  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-012 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  5  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-011 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  4  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-010 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  3  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-009 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  2  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-008 

11/14/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  III,  version  1  (Nicholson)  - 
Campaign  Finance,  Ethics,  and  Legislative  Reform 

12/15/2016 

18-007 

11/10/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  2  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-006 

11/10/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XVI  (Dundon)  -  Medical 
Marijuana 

Withdrawn  by 

Petitioner 

18-005 

11/10/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV,  version  1  (Johnson)  - 

Cannabis  Decriminalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-004 

11/10/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  1  (Johnson)  -  Right  to  Grow 
Cannabis  and  Hemp 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-003 

11/10/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  VIII  (Johnson)  -  Non-Partisan 

Candidates 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-002 

11/09/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  IV  (Jones)  -  Cannabis 
Legalization 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-001 

11/09/2016 

Proposed  Constitutional  Amendment  -  Article  XIV  (Bradshaw)  -  Medical 
Marijuana 

Rejected  by 
Secretary  of 

State 

18-R002 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  oe  Missouri 


February  22,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


received 

FEB  2  2  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  referendum  petition  for  Senate 

Substitute  2  for  Senate  Bill  19 (20I8-R002) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  a  referendum  petition  sample  sheet  for  Senate  Substitute  2  for  Senate  Bill  19  filed  by 
Mike  Louis  on  February  21, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 tot 
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18-R002 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county 
jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name 
more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  “An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,”  passed  by  the  99th  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99°'  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the 
State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate 

another  date,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF  _ _ 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers)  MO.  SECRETARYOFSTATE 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4.  . 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


RECEIVED 

FEB  21  2017 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  AD. _ . 

_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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FIRST  REGULAR  SESSION 
[TRULY  AGREED  TO  AND  FINALLY  PASSED] 

SENATE  SUBSTITUTE  NO.  2  FOR 

SENATE  BILL  NO.  19 

99TH  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY 
2017 

0269S.05T 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor 
organizations,  with  penalty  provisions. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 

Section  A.  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new 
2  section,  to  be  known  as  section  290.590,  to  read  as  follows: 

290.590.  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall 

2  mean: 

3  (1)  "Employer",  any  individual,  organization,  partnership,  state 

4  agency,  political  subdivision,  corporation,  or  other  legal  entity  which 

5  employs  or  has  employed  one  or  more  individuals  performing  services 

6  for  the  entity  within  this  state;  and 

7  (2)  "Labor  organization",  any  organization  of  any  kind  or  agency, 

8  or  employee  representation  committee  or  union  which  exists  for  the 

9  purpose  in  whole  or  in  part  of  dealing  with  employers  concerning 

10  wages,  rates  of  pay,  hours  of  work,  other  conditions  of  employment,  or 

11  other  forms  of  compensation. 

12  2.  No  person  shall  be  required  as  a  condition  or  continuation  of 

13  employment  to: 

14  (1)  Become,  remain,  or  refrain  from  becoming  a  member  of  a 

15  labor  organization; 

16  (2)  Pay  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or  other  similar  charges 

17  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  labor  organization; 

18  or 

19  (3)  In  lieu  of  the  payments  listed  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this 

20  subsection,  pay  to  any  charity  or  other  third  party  any  amount 

21  equivalent  to,  or  on  a  pro  rata  basis,  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or 

22  other  charges  required  of  members  of  a  labor  organization. 

23  3.  Any  agreement,  understanding,  or  practice,  written  or  oral, 

24  implied  or  expressed,  between  any  labor  organization  and  employer 


18-R002 


SS#2  SB  19  2 

25  that  violates  the  rights  of  employees  as  guaranteed  under  this  section 

26  is  unlawful,  null  and  void,  and  of  no  legal  effect. 

27  4.  Any  person  who  violates  or  directs  another  to  violate  any 

28  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor. 

29  5.  (1)  Any  person  injured  as  a  result  of  any  violation  or 

30  threatened  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  entitled  to  injunctive  relief 

31  against  any  and  all  violators  or  persons  threatening  violations. 

32  (2)  Any  person  injured  as  a  result  of  any  violation  or  threatened 

33  violation  of  this  section  may  recover  any  and  all  damages  of  any 

34  character  resulting  from  such  violation  or  threatened  violation 

35  including  costs  and  reasonable  attorney  fees.  Such  remedies  shall  be 

36  independent  of  and  in  addition  to  the  other  penalties  and  remedies 

37  prescribed  under  this  section. 

38  6.  The  prosecuting  attorney  or  circuit  attorney  with  jurisdiction 

39  over  the  location  where  a  violation  or  threatened  violation  of  this 

40  section  occurs  or  the  attorney  general  of  this  state  shall  investigate 

41  complaints  of  violation  or  threatened  violation  of  this  section, 

42  prosecute  any  person  violating  this  section,  and  use  all  means  at  their 

43  command  to  ensure  the  effective  enforcement  of  this  section. 

44  7.  This  section  shall  not  apply: 

45  (1)  To  employers  and  employees  covered  by  the  federal  Railway 

46  Labor  Act; 

47  (2)  To  federal  employers  and  employees; 

48  (3)  To  employers  and  employees  on  exclusive  federal  enclaves; 

49  (4)  Where  this  section  conflicts  with  or  is  preempted  by  federal 

50  law;  or 

51  (5)  To  any  agreement  between  an  employer  and  a  labor 

52  organization  entered  into  before  the  effective  date  of  this  section  but 

53  shall  apply  to  any  such  agreement  upon  its  renewal,  extension, 

54  amendment,  or  modification  in  any  respect  after  the  effective  date  of 

55  this  section. 


/ 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-R002) 


Subject 

Referendum  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  Senate  Substitute  2  for  Senate  Bill  19 
(Received  February  22,  2017) 


Date 


March  14,  2017 

Description 

Voters  will  approve  or  reject  this  statutory  change. 

The  referendum  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  the  proposed  referendum  could 
result  in  increased  litigation.  They  assume  it  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the 
increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional 
appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  are  deferring 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  this  request. 

This  petition  refers  to  legislation  that  was  passed  this  session,  SB  19.  Their  response  to 
Oversight  on  the  fiscal  note  for  SB  19,  0269-05,  was  that  they  were  deferring  to  OA.  See 
Oversight's  wording  in  the  actual  fiscal  note  for  SB  19.  They  believe  their  response  for 
this  referendum  petition  18-R002  would  be  the  same. .  .defer  to  OA. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  referendum  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  they  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel  to  calculate  the  fiscal  impact  of  the 
proposed  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  referendum  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to 
their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  OA  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note  request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  referendum  petition  would  put  the  provisions  of  SB  19  to  a  vote  of  the  people  in  the 
November  2018  general  election. 

This  proposal  should  have  no  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  petition  will  not 
have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  no  quantifiable  information  to  submit 
regarding  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report  from  their  county  for  the  referendum 
petition.  They  also  attached  the  fiscal  note  that  was  prepared  for  Senate  Substitute  #2  for 
SB  19  that  was  completed  by  the  Committee  on  Legislative  Research  Oversight  Division 
and  notes  the  same.  Costs  of  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  fiscal  year  2019,  and  fiscal  year 
2020. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  referendum  petition  will  have  no 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any  significant  financial 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  petition,  no  fiscal 
impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan 
Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University, 
Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and 
Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


February  7.  20 1 7 


FEB  0  /  201/ 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  referendum  petition  for  Senate 

Substitute  2  for  Senate  Bill  19  (20I8-R001) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  a  referendum  petition  sample  sheet  for  Senate  Substitute  2  for  Senate  Bill  19  filed  by 
Mike  Louis  on  February  6.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

•  :um.|.uiT  >1  ■  (TIES  •  STATE  AH£HIV£S  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLFNSR  LlBKAKY 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county 
jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name 
more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  I  lonorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  “An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,”  passed  by  the  99!h  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99"'  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the 
State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate 
another  date,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  ant  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 
County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 
CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF _ 


(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


E/VgQ 

!  ®  Ofi  2017 
^CRETARYOFSTMs: 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  tow  n  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ _  County. 


FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  I  I IAT  1 1 IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  Ido _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A  D. _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  ofNotary 


My  commission  expires: 
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FIRST  REGULAR  SESSION 
[TRULY  AGREED  TO  AND  FINALLY  PASSED] 

SENATE  SUBSTITUTE  NO.  2  FOR 

SENATE  BILL  NO.  19 

99TH  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY 
2017 

0269S.05T 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor 
organizations,  with  penalty  provisions. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 

Section  A.  Chapter  290,  RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new 
2  section,  to  be  known  as  section  290.590,  to  read  as  follows: 

290.590.  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall 

2  mean: 

3  (1)  "Employer",  any  individual,  organization,  partnership,  state 

4  agency,  political  subdivision,  corporation,  or  other  legal  entity  which 

5  employs  or  has  employed  one  or  more  individuals  performing  services 

6  for  the  entity  within  this  state;  and 

7  (2)  "Labor  organization",  any  organization  of  any  kind  or  agency, 

8  or  employee  representation  committee  or  union  which  exists  for  the 

9  purpose  in  whole  or  in  part  of  dealing  with  employers  concerning 

10  wages,  rates  of  pay,  hours  of  work,  other  conditions  of  employment,  or 

11  other  forms  of  compensation. 

12  2.  No  person  shall  be  required  as  a  condition  or  continuation  of 

13  employment  to: 

14  (1)  Become,  remain,  or  refrain  from  becoming  a  member  of  a 

15  labor  organization; 

16  (2)  Pay  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or  other  similar  charges 

17  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  labor  organization; 

18  or 

19  (3)  In  lieu  of  the  payments  listed  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this 

20  subsection,  pay  to  any  charity  or  other  third  party  any  amount 

21  equivalent  to,  or  on  a  pro  rata  basis,  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or 

22  other  charges  required  of  members  of  a  labor  organization. 

23  3.  Any  agreement,  understanding,  or  practice,  written  or  oral, 

24  implied  or  expressed,  between  any  labor  organization  and  employer 
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25  that  violates  the  rights  of  employees  as  guaranteed  under  this  section 

26  is  unlawful,  null  and  void,  and  of  no  legal  effect. 

27  4.  Any  person  who  violates  or  directs  another  to  violate  any 

28  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor. 

29  5.  (1)  Any  person  injured  as  a  result  of  any  violation  or 

30  threatened  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  entitled  to  injunctive  relief 

31  against  any  and  all  violators  or  persons  threatening  violations. 

32  (2)  Any  person  injured  as  a  result  of  any  violation  or  threatened 

33  violation  of  this  section  may  recover  any  and  all  damages  of  any 

34  character  resulting  from  such  violation  or  threatened  violation 

35  including  costs  and  reasonable  attorney  fees.  Such  remedies  shall  be 

36  independent  of  and  in  addition  to  the  other  penalties  and  remedies 

37  prescribed  under  this  section. 

38  6.  The  prosecuting  attorney  or  circuit  attorney  with  jurisdiction 

39  over  the  location  where  a  violation  or  threatened  violation  of  this 

40  section  occurs  or  the  attorney  general  of  this  state  shall  investigate 

41  complaints  of  violation  or  threatened  violation  of  this  section, 

42  prosecute  any  person  violating  this  section,  and  use  all  means  at  their 

43  command  to  ensure  the  effective  enforcement  of  this  section. 

44  7.  This  section  shall  not  apply: 

45  (1)  To  employers  and  employees  covered  by  the  federal  Railway 

46  Labor  Act; 

47  (2)  To  federal  employers  and  employees; 

48  (3)  To  employers  and  employees  on  exclusive  federal  enclaves; 

49  (4)  Where  this  section  conflicts  with  or  is  preempted  by  federal 

50  law;  or 

51  (5)  To  any  agreement  between  an  employer  and  a  labor 

52  organization  entered  into  before  the  effective  date  of  this  section  but 

53  shall  apply  to  any  such  agreement  upon  its  renewal,  extension, 

54  amendment,  or  modification  in  any  respect  after  the  effective  date  of 

55  this  section. 

/ 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  1,  2018 

RECEIVED 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 

RE:  Fiscal  Note  and  Fiscal  Note  Summary  Request  for  House  Joint  Resolution  No.  59 

Dear  Ms.  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  a  copy  of  House  Joint  Resolution  No.  59  that  was  received  by  our  office. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  joint  resolution  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  in  accordance  with  Sections  116.160.1,  116.170  and  1 16.175,  RSMo.  As  you 
are  aware,  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  are  required  to  be  forwarded  by  you  to  our  office 
within  thirty  days  of  receipt  of  the  joint  resolution,  pursuant  to  Section  1 16.170,  RSMo. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 
Secretary  of  State 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


JUN  1  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 01 
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RECEIVED 


SECOND  REGULAR  SESSION 
(TRULY  AGREED  TO  AND  FINALLY  PASSED] 


MAY  3  0  2018 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 
—  ££ _ 


HOUSE  JOINT  RESOLUTIONT^OfSf 


99TH  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY 


51 15H.0IT  2018 

JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Submitting  to  the  qualified  voters  of  Missouri  an  amendment  repealing  section  39(a)  of  article 
111  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri,  and  adopting  one  new  section  in  lieu  thereof  relating 
to  bingo. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Senate  concurring  therein: 

That  at  the  next  general  election  to  be  held  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  on  Tuesday  next 
following  the  first  Monday  in  November.  2018,  or  at  a  special  election  to  be  called  by  the 
governor  for  that  purpose,  there  is  hereby  submitted  to  the  qualified  voters  of  this  state,  for 
adoption  or  rejection,  the  following  amendment  to  article  III  of  the  Constitution  ol  the  slate  ol 
Missouri: 

Section  A.  Section  39(a),  article  III.  Constitution  of  Missouri,  is  repealed  and  one  new 
section  adopted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known  as  section  39(a),  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  39(a).  The  game  commonly  known  as  bingo  when  conducted  by  religious, 
charitable,  fraternal,  veteran  or  service  organizations  is  not  a  lottery  or  gift  enterprise  within  the 
meaning  of  subdivision  (9)  of  section  39  of  this  article  if  the  general  assembly  authorizes  by  law 
that  religious,  charitable,  fraternal,  service,  or  veteran  organizations  may  conduct  the  game 
commonly  known  as  bingo,  upon  the  payment  of  the  license  fee  and  the  issuance  ol  the  license 
as  provided  for  by  law.  Any  such  law  shall  include  the  following  requirements: 

(1 )  All  net  receipts  over  and  above  the  actual  cost  of  conducting  the  game  as  set  by  law 
shall  be  used  only  for  charitable,  religious  or  philanthropic  purposes,  and  no  receipts  shall  be 
used  to  compensate  in  any  manner  any  person  who  works  for  or  is  in  any  way  affiliated  with  the 
licensed  organization; 

EXPLANATION  —  Matter  enclosed  in  bold-faced  brackets  [thus]  in  the  above  bill  is  not  enacted  and  is  intended 
to  be  omitted  from  the  law.  Matter  in  bold-face  type  in  the  above  bill  is  proposed  language. 
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1 1  -  (2)  No  license  shall  be  granted  to  any  organization  unless  it  has  been  in  continuous 

12  existence  for  at  least  live  years  immediately  prior  to  the  application  for  the  license.  An 

13  organization  must  have  twenty  bona  fide  members  to  be  considered  to  be  in  existence; 

14  (3)  No  person  shall  participate  in  the  management,  conduct  or  operation  of  any  game 

15  unless  that  person: 

16  (a)  Has  been  a  bona  fide  member  of  the  licensed  organization  for  the  [two  years]  six 

1 7  months  immediately  preceding  such  participation,  and  volunteers  the  time  and  service  necessary 

1 8  to  conduct  the  game; 

1 9  (b)  Is  not  a  paid  staff  person  for  the  licensed  organization; 

20  (c)  Is  not  and  has  never  been  a  professional  gambler  or  gambling  promoter; 

2 1  (d)  Has  never  purchased  a  tax  stamp  for  wagering  or  gambling  activity; 

22  (e)  Has  never  been  convicted  of  any  felony; 

23  (0  Has  never  been  convicted  of  or  pleaded  nolo  contendere  to  any  illegal  gambling 

24  activity: 

25  (g)  Is  of  good  moral  character; 

26  (4)  Any  person,  any  officer  or  director  of  any  firm  or  corporation,  and  any  partner  of  any 

27  partnership  renting  or  leasing  to  a  licensed  organization  any  equipment  or  premises  for  use  in  a 

28  game  shall  meet  all  of  the  qualifications  of  paragraph  (3)  except  subparagraph  (a); 

29  (5)  No  lease,  rental  arrangement  or  purchase  arrangement  for  any  equipment  or  premise 

30  for  use  in  a  game  shall  provide  for  payment  in  excess  of  the  reasonable  market  rental  rate  for 

3 1  such  premises  and  in  no  case  shall  any  payment  based  on  a  percentage  of  the  gross  receipts  or 

32  proceeds  be  permitted: 

33  (6)  No  person,  firm,  partnership  or  corporation  shall  receive  any  remuneration  or  profit 

34  for  participating  in  the  management,  conduct  or  operation  of  the  game; 

35  (7)  [No  advertising  of  any  game  shall  he  pcrmittcdcxccpt  on  the  prcmiscsof  the  licensed 

36  organization  or  through  ordinary  communications  between-the  organization  and  its  members: 

37  - tH-)J  Any  other  requirement  the  general  assembly  finds  necessary  to  insure  that  any  games 

38  arc  conducted  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  eligible  organizations  and  the  general  community. 


President  Pro  Tem  of  the  Senate 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-HJR  59) 


Subject 

Truly  Agreed  To  and  Finally  Passed  House  Joint  Resolution  No.  59.  (Received  June  1, 
2018) 


Date 


June  21,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  and  the  Missouri  Gaming 
Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  anticipate  no 
impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  no  cost  or  impact  for 
their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
MoDOT/MHTC. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

House  Joint  Resolution  59  proposes  a  constitutional  amendment  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
time  a  person  is  required  to  be  a  member  of  a  licensed  organization  in  order  to  participate 
in  the  management,  conduct,  or  operation  of  a  bingo  game.  It  also  removes  the  current 
prohibition  against  bingo  advertising  except  on  the  premises  of  the  organization  or 
through  ordinary  communications  between  the  organization  and  its  members.  There 
could  be  an  unknown  positive  impact  to  the  Bingo  Proceeds  for  Education  Fund  as  a 
result  of  the  removal  of  the  prohibition  on  bingo  advertising.  House  Joint  Resolution  59 
will  not  impact  Total  State  Revenues  or  the  calculation  under  Article  X,  Section  18(e). 
This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated: 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017,  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  their 
office  reserves  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing 


requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or 
continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  House  Joint  Resolution 
No.  59  regarding  bingo  will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  resolution  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  House  Joint  Resolution  No.  59  proposing  to  amend  Article  III. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  they  expect  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Gaming  Commission  indicated  this  legislation  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  operations  of  their  office. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community 
College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 

March  27,  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  2  7  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charnita  Walker  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  558  (2018-371) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Charnita  Walker  on  March  27.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  11  seal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County  _ 
Page  No. 


,t  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contraty.  or 
a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both, 
for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  s.gn  h.s  or  her  name 
more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  tire  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is 

not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  die  Honorable  John  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missoun: 

We  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - -  -  c  ^ 

St  Louis)  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missoun.  for  their 
appreva.  or  reaction  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6-  day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 

savs-  I  have  personally  signed  tills  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  - - -  —— 

County  (or  e^t  of  St.  Louis,,  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  .  live  are 

correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 
1 _ 


..  being  first  duly  sworn,  say 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Dale 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street.  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/ 

/ 

2. 

/ 

/ 

3. 

/ 

/ 

4. 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

6. 

/ 

/ 

7. 

/ 

/ 

8. 

1 

/ 

9. 

/ 

/ 

10. 

/ 

/ 

1  1. 

/ 

/ 

12. 

1 

/ 

13. 

/ 

/ 

14. 

/ 

/ 

15. 

/ 

/ 

16. 

/ 

/ 

17. 

/ 

/ 

18. 

/ 

/ 

19. 

/ 

/ 

20. 

/ 

/ 

21. 

/ 

/ 

22. 

/ 

/ 

23. 

/ 

/ 

24. 

/ 

/ 

25. 

/ 

1 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street.  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

26. 

/  / 

27. 

/  / 

28. 

/  / 

29. 

/  / 

30. 

/  / 

31. 

/  / 

32. 

/  / 

33. 

/  / 

34. 

/  / 

35 

/  / 

36. 

/  / 

37. 

/  / 

38. 

/  / 

39. 

/  / 

40. 

/  / 

41. 

/  / 

42. 

/  / 

43. 

/  / 

44. 

/  / 

45 

/  / 

46. 

/  / 

47. 

/  / 

48. 

/  / 

49. 

/  / 

50. 

/  / 

. 

. 

signed  tins  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  In  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 

stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  Is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _  lnh. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do - do  not - (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  tills  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Address  of  Affiant 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 
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PROPOSED  MEASURE 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Section  558  019  RSMo  subsection  3  would  be  repealed.  In  lieu  of  it  a  new  subsection  relating  to  prison  commitment 
terms  for  first- time  dangerous  felony  offenders  and  offenders  with  multiple  convictions  of  dangerous  felonies.  The  current 
law  reads  as  follows  (with  die  matter  to  be  deleted  in  (brackets),  and  the  new  matter  shown  underlined). 

§  558.019  R-S.Mo.  (2017) 

8  558  019  Pnor  felony  convictions,  minimum  prison  terms  -  prison  commitment  defined  -  dangerous  felony. 

LS  prison  term  how  calculated  -  sentencing  commission  created,  members,  duties  -  expenses  -  cooperation  with 
commission  —  restorative  justice  methods  -  restitution  fund 


1  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  affect  the  powers  of  the  governor  under  arficle  lV.  section  7.  of  the  Mssoun 
Constitution.  Tills  statute  shall  not  affect  those  provisions  of  section  565.020.  section  566.125.  or  section  571.015.  whi 
set  minimum  terms  of  sentences,  or  the  provisions  of  section  559.1 15,  relating  to  probation. 

9  'Hie  nrovisions  of  subsections  2  to  5  of  this  section  shall  be  applicable  to  all  classes  of  felonies  except  those  set  forth 
i  ■■  r,7q  ot-  rlriDler  195  prior  to  January  1.  2017.  and  those  otherwise  excluded  in  subsecUon  1  oi  this  section. 
For  the^ura^scT  o'f'thi^^Ktion"* 1 2 3 4  prison^ commitment"  means  and  is  die  receipt  by  die  department  of  corrections  o  an 
offender  differ  sentencing.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  prior  prison  commitments  to  the  depamnent  of  correct^  rt»U 

terms: 

( 1 )  If  the  offender  has  one  previous  prison  commitment  to  the  department  of  corrections  for  a  felony  offense,  the 
minimum  prison  te rin  which  the  offender  must  save  shall  be  forty  percent  of  his  or  her  sentence  or  until  the  offender 
attains  seventy  years  of  age.  and  has  served  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed,  whichever  occurs  first. 

(21  If  the  offender  has  two  previous  prison  commitments  to  the  department  of  corrections  for  felonies  unrelated  to 
occurs  first; 

mi  If  the  offender  has  three  or  more  previous  prison  commihnents  to  the  department  of  coreecdons  for  felonies 
unrelated  to  toe  present  offense  die  minimum  prison  term  which  the  offender  must  serve  shall  be  eighty  percen  of 
h,s  or  her  Lnten^  or  until  the  offender  attains  seventy  years  of  age.  and  has  served  at  least  forty  percent  of  the 
sentence  imposed,  whichever  occurs  first. 


m  if  the  offender  has  one  previous  prison  commitment  to  the  department  of  corrections  for  a  dangerous  felopy 

occurring  on  or  after  August  28.  1994. 

4.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  minimum  prison  term  to  be  sereed.  the  following  calculations  shall  apply: 

( 1 )  A  sentence  of  life  shall  be  calculated  to  be  thirty  years. 

corrections. 

sentencing  advisory  commission  at  the  pleasure  of  the  governor. 

(2)  The  commission  shall  study  sentencing  practices  in  the  circuit  courts  dimughout  the  sUte tor ^Purpose  of 

lnvesdgadon  of  disparides  in  death  penalty  sentencing  among  economic  and  social  classes. 

Missouri. 

(4)  The  governor  shall  select  a  chairperson  who  shall  call  meetings  of  the  commission  as  required  or  permitted 
pursuant  to  the  purpose  of  the  sentencing  commission. 

not  reimbursed  by  reason  ol  their  other  paid  positions. 
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(6)  The  circuit  and  associate  circuit  courts  of  this  state,  the  office  of  the  state  courts  administrator,  the  department  of 
public  safety,  and  die  department  of  corrections  shall  cooperate  with  the  commission  by  providing  Information  or  access  to 
information  needed  by  the  commission.  The  office  of  the  state  court  administrator  will  provide  needed  staffing  resources. 

7.  Courts  shall  retain  discretion  to  lower  or  exceed  tire  sentence  reconunended  by  the  commission  as  otherwise 
allowable  by  law,  and  to  order  restoraUve  justice  methods,  when  applicable. 

8.  If  the  imposition  or  execution  of  a  sentence  is  suspended,  the  court  may  order  any  or  all  of  the  following  restoraUve 
jusUce  methods,  or  any  other  method  that  the  court  finds  just  or  appropriate: 

(1)  Restitution  to  any  victim  or  a  statutorily  created  fund  for  costs  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  offender's  actions: 

(2)  Offender  treatment  programs; 

(3)  Mandatory  community  service: 

(4)  Work  release  programs  in  local  faciliUes;  and 

(5)  Community-based  residenUal  and  nonresidenUal  programs. 

9.  The  provisions  of  tills  secUon  shall  apply  only  to  offenses  occurring  on  or  after  August  28,  2003. 

10.  Pursuant  to  subdivision  (1)  of  subsecUon  8  of  tills  secUon,  the  court  may  order  the  assessment  and  payment  of  a 
designated  amount  of  resUtuUon  to  a  county  law  enforcement  resUtuUon  fund  established  by  the  county  commission 
pursuant  to  secUon  50.565.  Such  contribuUon  shall  not  exceed  three  hundred  dollars  for  any  charged  offense.  Any 
resUtuUon  moneys  deposited  into  the  county  law  enforcement  resUtuUon  fund  pursuant  to  this  secUon  shall  only  be 
expended  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  secUon  50.565. 

11.  A  judge  may  order  payment  to  a  resUtuUon  fund  only  if  such  fund  had  been  created  by  ordinance  or  resoluUon  of 
a  county  of  the  state  of  Missouri  prior  to  sentencing.  A  judge  shall  not  have  any  direct  supervisory  authority  or 
administraUve  control  over  any  fund  to  which  the  judge  is  ordering  a  person  to  make  payment. 

12.  A  person  who  fails  to  make  a  payment  to  a  county  law  enforcement  restitution  fund  may  not  have  his  or  her 
probation  revoked  solely  for  failing  to  make  such  payment  unless  the  judge,  after  cvidcnUary  hearing,  makes  a  finding 
supported  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  the  person  elUter  willfully  refused  to  make  the  payment  or  that  the 
person  willfully,  intentionally,  and  purposefully  failed  to  make  sufficient  bona  fide  efforts  to  acquire  the  resources  to 
pay. 

13.  Nothing  in  this  secUon  shall  be  construed  to  allow  the  sentencing  advisory  commission  to  issue  recommended 
sentences  in  specific  cases  pending  in  the  courts  of  this  state. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 

March  23,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

RECEIVED 

MAR  2  3  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  f 73  ‘(2 o lT 3 ' ICqUeSt  from  Brian  11388  regarding  a  Pr°P°sed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 


Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 


Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  March  22,  2018. 


to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 


Uc  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet.  y  y 


Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 
Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . . and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . I, 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

i —  d  i  1 V  F 

b 

MAR  2  2  2018 

-f\TP 

MO.  SECKtl'ARV  or  c 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 
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State  of  Missouri 


Publications 

Constitution 

- 

About 

Help  m 

0 

Worts »  Istseashtam  And  *  2nd  sadism  :  g 

(  )  Effective  28  Aug  2015 

Title  M  EDUCATION  AND  IHUNB 

Chapter  173 

173.1550.  Citation  of  law  -  expressive  activities  protected  -  outdoor  areas  deemed  traditional  public  forums,  reasonable  restrictions  -  court  action  authorized,  when.  - 

1  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the  Campus  Free  Expression  Act’.  Expressive  activities  protected  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  all  forms  of  peaceful  assembly,  protests,  speeches,  distribution  of  literature,  carrying  signs,  and  circulating  petitions. 

2.  Hie  outdoor  areas  of  campuses  of  public  institutions  of  higher  education  in  this  state  shall  be  deemed  traditional  public  forums.  Public  institutions  of  higher  education  may 
maintain  and  enforce  reasonable  time,  place,  and  manner  restrictions  in  service  of  a  significant  institutional  interest  only  when  such  restrictions  employ  clear,  published,  content, 
and  viewpoint-neutral  criteria,  and  provide  for  ample  alternative  means  of  expression.  Any  such  restrictions  shall  allow  for  members  of  the  university  community  to 
spontaneously  and  contemporaneously  assemble. 


3.  Any  person  who  wishes  to  engage  in  noncommercial  expressive  activity  on  campus  shall  be  permitted  to  do  so  freely,  as  long  as  the  person's  conduct  is  not  unlawful  and  does 
not  materially  and  substantially  disrupt  the  functioning  of  the  institution  subject  to  the  requirements  of  subsection  2  of  this  section. 

\.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  as  limiting  the  right  of  student  expression  elsewhere  on  campus. 


a.  The  following  persons  may  bnng  an  action  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  any  violation  of  this  section  or  to  recover  compensatory  damages,  reasonable  court 
costs,  and  attorney  fees: 


(1)  The  attorney  general; 


(2)  Persons  whose  expressive  rights  were  violated  through  the  violation  of  this  section. 

6.  In  an  action  brought  under  subsection  5  of  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation,  the  court  shall  award  the  aggrieved  persons  no  less  than  five  hundred  dollars  for  the 
initial  violation,  plus  fifty  dollars  for  each  day  the  violation  remains  ongoing. 

7.  A  person  shall  be  required  to  bnng  suit  for  violation  of  this  section  not  later  than  one  year  after  the  day  the  cause  of  action  accrues,  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  one-year 
limitation  period,  each  day  that  the  violation  persists,  and  each  day  that  a  policy’  in  violation  of  this  section  remains  in  effect,  shall  constitute  a  new  violation  of  this  section  and, 
therefore,  a  new  day  that  the  cause  of  action  has  accrued. 


(L.  2015  51  93) 
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Missouri  Statute  173.1550.  Citation  of  law  —  expressive  activities  protected  —  outdoor 
areas  deemed  traditional  public  forums,  reasonable  restrictions  —  court  action 
authorized,  when.  —  1.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the 
"Campus  Free  Expression  Act".  Expressive  activities  protected  under  the  provisions  of 
this  section  include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  all  forms  of  peaceful  assembly,  protests, 
speeches,  distribution  of  literature,  carrying  signs,  and  circulating  petitions. 

[2.  The  outdoor  areas  of  campuses  of  public  institutions  of  higher  education  in  this 
state  shall  be  deemed  traditional  public  forums.  Public  institutions  of  higher  education 
may  maintain  and  enforce  reasonable  time,  place,  and  manner  restrictions  in  service  of  a 
significant  institutional  interest  only  when  such  restrictions  employ  clear,  published, 
content,  and  viewpoint-neutral  criteria,  and  provide  for  ample  alternative  means  of 
expression.  Any  such  restrictions  shall  allow  for  members  of  the  university  community 
to  spontaneously  and  contemporaneously  assemble. 

3.  Any  person  who  wishes  to  engage  in  noncommercial  expressive  activity  on  campus 
shall  be  permitted  to  do  so  freely,  as  long  as  the  person's  conduct  is  not  unlawful  and 
does  not  materially  and  substantially  disrupt  the  functioning  of  the  institution  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  subsection  2  of  this  section.] 

4.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  as  limiting  the  right  of  student 
expression  elsewhere  on  campus. 

5.  The  following  persons  may  bring  an  action  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to 
enjoin  any  violation  of  this  section  or  to  recover  compensatory  damages,  reasonable  court 
costs,  and  attorney  fees: 

( 1 )  The  attorney  general; 

(2)  Persons  whose  expressive  rights  were  violated  through  the  violation  of  this 
section. 

6.  In  an  action  brought  under  subsection  5  of  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a 
violation,  the  court  shall  award  the  aggrieved  persons  no  less  than  five  hundred  dollars 
for  the  initial  violation,  plus  fifty  dollars  tor  each  day  the  violation  remains  ongoing. 

7.  A  person  shall  be  required  to  bring  suit  for  violation  of  this  section  not  later  than  one 
year  alter  the  day  the  cause  of  action  accrues.  For  purposes  of  calculating  the  one-year 
limitation  period,  each  day  that  the  violation  persists,  and  each  day  that  a  policy  in 
violation  of  this  section  remains  in  effect,  shall  constitute  a  new  violation  of  this  section 
and.  therelore.  a  new  day  that  the  cause  of  action  has  accrued. 

(L.  2015  S.B.  93) 

Missouri  Statute  173.1550  Paragraphs  2  and  3  unconstitutional  Missouri  Constitution  and 
of  the  U.S.  Constitution  First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments,  also  violate  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  Marsh  v.  Alabama  (1946)  326  U.S.  501,  Schneider  v.  State  (Town  of  Irvington). 

308  U.  S.  147  (1939),  Watchtower  Bible  &  Tract  Soc.  of  N.  Y..  Inc.  v.  Village  of 
Stratton. 

536  U.S.  150(2002) 
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U.S.  Supreme  Court  Marsh  v.  Alabama,  326  U.S.  501  (1946) 

Marsh  v.  Alabama  No.  1 14  Argued  December  6,  1945  Decided  January  7, 

1946  326  U.S.  501 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  ALABAMA 
Syllabus 

1.  A  state  can  not,  consistently  with  the  freedom  of  religion  and  the  press  guaranteed  by 
the  First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments,  impose  criminal  punishment  on  a  person  for 
distributing  religious  literature  on  the  sidewalk  of  a  company-owned  town  contrary  to 
regulations  of  the  town's  management,  where  the  town  and  its  shopping  district  are 
freely  accessible  to  and  freely  used  by  the  public  in  general,  even  though  the 
punishment  is  attempted  under  a  state  statute  making  it  a  crime  for  anyone  to  enter  or 
remain  on  the  premises  of  another  after  having  been  warned  not  to  do  so  Pp  326  U  S 
502,  326  U.  S.  505. 

Page  326  U.  S.  502 

2.  Whether  a  corporation  or  a  municipality  owns  or  possesses  a  town,  the  public  in 
either  case  has  an  identical  interest  in  the  functioning  of  the  community  in  such  manner 
that  the  channels  of  communication  remain  free.  P.  326  U.  S.  507. 

3.  People  living  in  company-owned  towns  are  free  citizens  of  their  State  and  country, 
just  as  residents  of  municipalities,  and  there  is  no  more  reason  for  depriving  them  of  the 
liberties  guaranteed  by  the  First  and  Fourteenth  Amendments  than  there  is  for  curtailing 
these  freedoms  with  respect  to  any  other  citizen.  P.  326  U.  S.  508. 

21  So. 2d  558,  reversed. 

APPEAL  from  the  affirmance  of  a  conviction  for  violation  of  a  state  statute  challenged  as 
invalid  under  the  Federal  Constitution.  The  State  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  246 
Ala.  539,  21  So.2d  564. 

MR.  JUSTICE  BLACK  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Amendments  than  there  is  for  curtailing  these  freedoms  with  respect  to  any  other 
citizen.  [Footnote  6] 

When  we  balance  the  Constitutional  rights  of  owners  of  property  against  those  of 
the  people  to  enjoy  freedom  of  press  and  religion,  as  we  must  here,  we  remain 
mindful  ol  the  fact  that  the  latter  occupy  a  preferred  position.  [Footnote  7]  As  we 
have  stated  before,  the  right  to  exercise  the  liberties  safeguarded  by  the  First 
Amendment  "lies  at  the  foundation  of  free  government  by  free  men,"  and  we  must 
in  all  cases  "weigh  the  circumstances  and  .  .  .  appraise  the  .  .  .  reasons  ...  in 
support  of  the  regulation  ...  of  the  rights."  Schneider  v.  State,  308  U.  S.  147,  308 
U.  S.  161 .  In  our  view,  the  circumstance  that  the  property  rights  to  the  premises 
where  the  deprivation  of  liberty,  here  involved,  took  place  were  held  by  others  than 
the  public  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  State's  permitting  a  corporation  to  govern  a 
community  of  citizens  so  as  to  restrict  their  fundamental  liberties  and  the 
enforcement  of  such  restraint  by  the  application  of  a  state  statute.  Insofar  as  the 
State  has  attempted  to  impose  criminal  punishment  on  appellant  for  undertaking  to 
distribute  religious  literature  in  a  company  town,  its  action  cannot  stand.  The  case 
is  reversed, 
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JERSEY  (TOWN  OF  IRVINGTON). 
YOUNG  v.  PEOPLE  OF  STATE  OF 
CALIFORNIA.  SNYDER  v.  CITY  OF 
MILWAUKEE.  NICHOLS  et  al.  v. 
COMMONWEALTH  OF 
MASSACHUSETTS. 

308  U.S.  147  (60  S.CI.  146, 84  LEd.  155) 

SCHNEIDER  v.  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY  (TOWN  OF  IRVINGTON).  YOUNG  v.  PEOPLE  OF 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA.  SNYDER  v.  CITY  OF  MILWAUKEE.  NICHOLS  et  al.  v. 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS. 

The  freedom  of  speech  and  of  the  press  secured  by  the  FirstAmendment,  U.S.C  A  Const.,  against 
abridgment  by  the  United  States  is  similarly  secured  to  all  persons  by  the  Fourteenth  against 
abridgment  by  a  state.  ‘ 

Although  a  municipality  may  enact  regulations  in  the  interest  of  the  public  safety,  heal,  welfare  or 
convenience,  these  may  not  abridge  the  individual  liberties  secured  by  the  Constitution  to  those  who 
wish  to  speak,  write,  print  or  circulate  information  or  opinion. 


■41 
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Conceding  that  fraudulent  appeals  may  be  made  in  the  name  of  charity  and 
religion,  we  hold  a  municipality  cannot,  for  this  reason,  require  all  who  wish  to 
disseminate  ideas  to  present  them  first  to  police  authorities  for  their  consideration 
and  approval,  with  a  discretion  in  the  police  to  say  some  ideas  may,  while  others 
may  not,  be  carried  to  the  homes  of  citizens;  some  persons  may,  while  others  may 
not,  disseminate  information  from  house  to  house.  Frauds  may  be  denounced  as 
offenses  and  punished  by  law.  Trespasses  may  similarly  be  forbidden.  If  it  is  said 
that  these  means  are  less  efficient  and  convenient  than  bestowal  of  power  on  police 
authorities  to  decide  what  information  may  be  disseminated  from  house  to  house, 
and  who  may  impart  the  information,  the  answer  is  that  considerations  of  this  sort 
do  not  empower  a  municipality  to  abridge  freedom  of  speech  and  press. 

Page  308  U.  S.  165 

We  are  not  to  be  taken  as  holding  that  commercial  soliciting  and  canvassing  may 
not  be  subjected  to  such  regulation  as  the  ordinance  requires.  Nor  do  we  hold  that 
the  town  may  not  fix  reasonable  hours  when  canvassing  may  be  done  by  persons 
having  such  objects  as  the  petitioner.  Doubtless  there  are  other  features  of  such 
activities  which  may  be  regulated  in  the  public  interest  without  prior  licensing  or 
other  invasion  of  constitutional  liberty.  We  do  hold,  however,  that  the  ordinance  in 
question,  as  applied  to  the  petitioner's  conduct,  is  void,  and  she  cannot  be  punished 
for  acting  without  a  permit. 

Watchtower  Bible  &  Tract  Soc.  ofN.  Y.,  Inc.  v.  Village  of  Stratton, 

536  U.S.  150(2002) 

II... 

"As  a  matter  of  principle  a  requirement  of  registration  in  order  to  make  a 
public  speech  would  seem  generally  incompatible  with  an  exercise  of  the 
rights  of  free  speech  and  free  assembly...  . 


"If  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  free  speech  and  free  assembly  cannot  be 
made  a  crime,  we  do  not  think  this  can  be  accomplished  by  the  device  of 
requiring  previous  registration  as  a  condition  for  exercising  them  and  making 
such  a  condition  the  foundation  for  restraining  in  advance  their  exercise  and 
for  imposing  a  penalty  for  violating  such  a  restraining  order.  So  long  as  no 
more  is  involved  than  exercise  of  the  rights  of  free  speech  and  free 
assembly,  it  is  immune  to  such  a  restriction.  If  one  who  solicits  support  for 
the  cause  of  labor  may  be  required  to  register  as  a  condition  to  the  exercise 
of  his  right  to  make  a  public  speech,  so  may  he  who  seeks  to  rally  support 
for  any  social,  business,  religious  or  political  cause.  We  think  a  requirement 
that  one  must  register  before  he  undertakes  to  make  a  public  speech  to 
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enlist  support  for  a  lawful  movement  is  quite  incompatible  with  the 
requirements  of  theFirst  Amendment."  Id.,  at  539-540. 

Although  these  World  War  II-era  cases  provide  guidance  for  our 
consideration  of  the  question  presented,  they  do  not  answer  one  preliminary 
issue  that  the  parties  adamantly  dispute.  That  is,  what  standard  of  review 
ought  we  use  in  assessing  the  constitutionality  of  this  ordinance.  We  find  it 
unnecessary,  however,  to  resolve  that  dispute  because  the  breadth  of 
speech  affected  by  the  ordinance  and  the  nature  of  the  regulation  make  it 
clear  that  the  Court  of  Appeals  erred  in  upholding  it. 

First,  as  our  cases  involving  distribution  of  unsigned  handbills  demonstrate,  13 
there  are  a  significant  number  of  persons  who  support  causes  anonymously.  14 
“The  decision  to  favor  anonymity  may  be  motivated  by  fear  of  economic  or  official 
retaliation,  by  concern  about  social  ostracism,  or  merely  by  a  desire  to  preserve  as 
much  of  one’s  privacy  as  possible."  McIntyre  v.  Ohio  Elections  Comm’n,  514  U. 
S.,  at  341-342.  The  requirement  that  a  canvasser  must  be  identified  in  a  permit 
application  filed  in  the  mayor’s  office  and  available  for  public  inspection 
necessarily  results  in  a  surrender  of  that  anonymity.  Although  it  is  true,  as  the 
Court  of  Appeals  suggested,  see  240  F.  3d,  at  563,  that  persons  who  are  known  to 
the  resident  reveal  their  allegiance  to  a  group  or  cause  when  they  present 
themselves  at  the  front  door  to  advocate  an  issue  or  to  deliver  a  handbill,  the  Court 
of  Appeals  erred  in  concluding  that  the  ordinance  does  not  implicate  anonymity 
interests.  The  Sixth  Circuit’s  reasoning  is  undermined  by  our  decision  in  Buckley 
v.  American  Constitutional  Law  Foundation,  Inc. ,  525  U.  S.  182  (1999) .  The 
badge  requirement  that  we  invalidated  in  Buckley  applied  to  petition  circulators 
seeking  signatures  in  face-to-face  interactions.  The  fact  that  circulators  revealed 
their  physical  identities  did  not  foreclose  our  consideration  of  the  circulators’ 
interest  in  maintaining  their  anonymity.  In  the  Village,  strangers  to  the  resident 
certainly  maintain  their  anonymity,  and  the  ordinance  may  preclude  such  persons 
from  canvassing  for  unpopular  causes.  Such  preclusion  may  well  be  justified  in 
some  situations — for  example,  by  the  special  state  interest  in  protecting  the 
integrity  of  a  ballot-initiative  process,  see  ibid. ,  or  by  the  interest  in  preventing 
fraudulent  commercial  transactions.  The  Village  ordinance,  however,  sweeps  more 
broadly,  covering  unpopular  causes  unrelated  to  commercial  transactions  or  to  any 
special  interest  in  protecting  the  electoral  process. 

Second,  requiring  a  permit  as  a  prior  condition  on  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  speak 
imposes  an  objective  burden  on  some  speech  of  citizens  holding  religious  or 
patriotic  views.  As  our  World  War  II-era  cases  dramatically  demonstrate,  there  are 
a  significant  number  of  persons  whose  religious  scruples  will  prevent  them  from 
applying  for  such  a  license.  1  here  are  no  doubt  other  patriotic  citizens,  who  have 
such  firm  convictions  about  their  constitutional  right  to  engage  in  uninhibited 
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debate  in  the  context  of  door-to-door  advocacy,  that  they  would  prefer  silence  to 
speech  licensed  by  a  petty  official. 

Third,  there  is  a  significant  amount  of  spontaneous  speech  that  is  effectively 
banned  by  the  ordinance.  A  person  who  made  a  decision  on  a  holiday  or  a  weekend 
to  take  an  active  part  in  a  political  campaign  could  not  begin  to  pass  out  handbills 
until  after  he  or  she  obtained  the  required  permit.  Even  a  spontaneous  decision  to 
go  across  the  street  and  urge  a  neighbor  to  vote  against  the  mayor  could  not 
lawfully  be  implemented  without  first  obtaining  the  mayor’s  permission.  In  this 
respect,  the  regulation  is  analogous  to  the  circulation  licensing  tax  the  Court 
invalidated  in  Grosjean  v.  American  Press  Co. ,  297  U.  S.  233  (1936) .  In  Grosjean 
,  while  discussing  the  history  of  the  Free  Press  Clause  of  the  First  Amendment,  the 
Court  stated  that  “  ‘[t]he  evils  to  be  prevented  were  not  the  censorship  of  the  press 
merely,  but  any  action  of  the  government  by  means  of  which  it  might  prevent  such 
free  and  general  discussion  of  public  matters  as  seems  absolutely  essential  to 
prepare  the  people  for  an  intelligent  exercise  of  their  rights  as  citizens.’  ”  Id.,  at 
249-250  (quoting  2  T.  Cooley,  Constitutional  Limitations  886  (8th  ed.  1927));  see 
also  Lovell  v.  City  of  Griffin  ,  303  U.  S.  444  (1938) . 

The  breadth  and  unprecedented  nature  of  this  regulation  does  not  alone  render  the 
ordinance  invalid.  Also  central  to  our  conclusion  that  the  ordinance  does  not  pass 
First  Amendment  scrutiny  is  that  it  is  not  tailored  to  the  Village’s  stated  interests. 
Even  if  the  interest  in  preventing  fraud  could  adequately  support  the  ordinance 
insofar  as  it  applies  to  commercial  transactions  and  the  solicitation  of  funds,  that 
interest  provides  no  support  for  its  application  to  petitioners,  to  political 
campaigns,  or  to  enlisting  support  for  unpopular  causes.  The  Village,  however, 
argues  that  the  ordinance  is  nonetheless  valid  because  it  serves  the  two  additional 
interests  of  protecting  the  privacy  of  the  resident  and  the  prevention  of  crime. 

With  respect  to  the  former,  it  seems  clear  that  §  1 07  of  the  ordinance,  which 
provides  for  the  posting  of  “No  Solicitation”  signs  and  which  is  not  challenged  in 
this  case,  coupled  with  the  resident’s  unquestioned  right  to  refuse  to  engage  in 
conversation  with  unwelcome  visitors,  provides  ample  protection  for  the  unwilling 
listener.  Schaumburg  ,  444  U.  S.,  at  639  (“[T]he  provision  permitting  homeowners 
to  bar  solicitors  from  their  property  by  posting  [no  solicitation]  signs  ...  suggests] 
the  availability  of  less  intrusive  and  more  effective  measures  to  protect  privacy”). 
The  annoyance  caused  by  an  uninvited  knock  on  the  front  door  is  the  same  whether 
or  not  the  visitor  is  armed  with  a  permit. 

With  respect  to  the  latter,  it  seems  unlikely  that  the  absence  of  a  permit  would 
preclude  criminals  from  knocking  on  doors  and  engaging  in  conversations  not 
covered  by  the  ordinance.  They  might,  for  example,  ask  for  directions  or 
permission  to  use  the  telephone,  or  pose  as  surveyers  or  census  takers.  See  n.  1, 
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supra  .  Or  they  might  register  under  a  false  name  with  impunity  because  the 
ordinance  contains  no  provision  for  verifying  an  applicant’s  identity  or 
organizational  credentials.  Moreover,  the  Village  did  not  assert  an  interest  in  crime 
prevention  below,  and  there  is  an  absence  of  any  evidence  of  a  special  crime 
problem  related  to  door-to-door  solicitation  in  the  record  before  us. 

The  rhetoric  used  in  the  World  War  II-era  opinions  that  repeatedly  saved 
petitioners’  coreligionists  from  petty  prosecutions  reflected  the  Court’s  evaluation 
of  the  First  Amendment  freedoms  that  are  implicated  in  this  case.  The  value 
judgment  that  then  motivated  a  united  democratic  people  fighting  to  defend  those 
very  freedoms  from  totalitarian  attack  is  unchanged.  It  motivates  our  decision 
today. 

1  he  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  is  reversed,  and  the  case  is  remanded  for 
further  proceedings  consistent  with  this  opinion. 

It  is  so  ordered. 


18-369 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  23,2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

MAR  2  3  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Haeg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

1 16(2018-369) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  March  22.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street- Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  rules  -  Business  Services  -  elections  -  Publications -Securities -state  Archives  -  State  Library  •  Wolfner  Library 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . . . and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

x — "y  \ 

'CF-\v^D 

m s  m 

c(-rn£^RX°F 

ns 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . . 

A  D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 
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This  Missouri  statute  1 16.040  sites  a  Missouri  statute  560.021  that  has  been  repealed  and 
replaced  as  558.002  but  it  is  not  listed.  The  Missouri  statute  560.021  and  558.002  does  not 
apply  to  this  because  560.021  was  for  corporations  and  it  did  not  have  the  class  of 
felonies  listed  and  558.002  does  not  have  the  same  defining  under  the  law  for  what  class 
of  felony,  or  misdemeanor  the  corporation  is  to  be  charged.  Missouri 
Constitution  Article  I  Bill  ol  Rights  Section  2  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled 
to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law:... 


I •'.>£:  t  5  U»arF«wc<o<S!i  X 

f  C  G  rf.no'mge. 

State  of  Missouri 

c.rcs  ' 

<  > 


Publications 


About 


And  *  a 


tlfective  04  Nov  2014,  see  footnote  2  Chapter  116 
Title  IX  SUFFRAGE  AND  ELECTIONS 


Constitution 


Help /FAQ 


0  -  0  X 

*  0  © 


‘116.040.  Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form  -  clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded,  penalties  for  false  signature.  -  The  following  shall  be 
substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any  law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative: 

Counts' _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  a  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  560.021.  KSMo,  to  the  contrary,  tor  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  star  in  the  countv  jail  or  a 
rate  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her 
out.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  c:  her  name  more  than  once  tor 
the  same  measure  for  the  same  electron  or  to  sign  a  petition 
when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  tot  the  state  of 

Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ Counts'  tor  City  of  St.  Louis!,  respectfully  order  that 

the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  ot  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection  at  the  genera!  election  to  be  held  on  the 

_ day  of _ , _ ,  and  each  for  himsetl  or  herself 

says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition  I  am  a  registered 
voter  ot  the  state  cf  Missouri  and _ Counts-  (or  City  ot  SL 
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*116.040.  Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form 
—  clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded,  penalties  for  false 
signature.  —  The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of 
each  petition  for  any  law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative: 

County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  [560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone 
to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition 
when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter.] 

The  Missouri  statute  560.021  and  558,002  does  not  apply  to  this 
because  560.021  was  for  corporations  and  it  did  not  have  the 
class  of  felonies  listed  and  558.002  does  not  have  the  same 
defining  under  the  law  for  what  class  of  felony,  or  misdemeanor 
the  corporation  is  to  be  charged.  Missouri  Constitution  Article  1 
Bill  of  Rights  Section  2  that  all  persons  arc  created  equal  and  arc 
entitled  to  cciual  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law:... 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of 

Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that 

the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution) 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the 

_ day  of _ , _ ,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 

says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered 

voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 
town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) _ 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 
State  Of  Missouri, 

County  Of _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of 

signers) 


DATE 

REGISTERED 

VOTING 

ZIP 

CONGR. 

NAME 

(Signature) 

SIGNED 

ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City, 

Town  or 
Village) 

CODE 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed 

or 

Typed) 

(Here  follow  numbered  lines  for  signers) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them 
signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and 
city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER 
PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER 
BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check 

one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 
the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

A.D. _ 
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Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 

If  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section 
116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  disregarding 
clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 

(L.  1980  S.B.  658,  A.L.  1986  H.B.  1471,  et  al.,  A.L.  1997  S.B.  132,  A.L.  1999 
H.B.  676,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  117) 

Effective  11-04-14 

*Revisor’s  Note:  Section  560.021,  as  referenced  in  the  form  contained  in  this 
section,  was  repealed  by  S.B.  491,  2014,  effective  1-01-17. 

*116.030.  Referendum  petition,  form  —  clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be 
disregarded,  penalties  for  false  signature.  —  The  following  shall  be 
substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  referendum  petitions  on  any  law 
passed  by  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section!  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone 
to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition 
when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter.] 
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class  of  felonies  listed  and  558.002  does  not  have  the  same 
defining  under  the  law  for  what  class  of  felony,  or  misdemeanor 
the  corporation  is  to  be  charged.  Missouri  Constitution  .Article  I 
Bill  of  Rights  Section  2  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  arc 
entitled  to  equal  riuhls  and  opportunity  under  the  law:... 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of 

Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that 

the  Senate  (or  House)  Bill  No. _ entitled  (title  of  law), 

passed  by  the _ general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 

at  the _ regular  (or  special)  session  of  the _ general 

assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held 

on  the _ day  of _ , _ ,  unless  the  general 

assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and  each  for  himself  or 
herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

City  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 
the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written 
after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) _ 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 
State  Of  Missouri, 

County  Of _ 


I,  ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say 

signers) 

(print  or  type  names  of 

REGISTERED 

DATE 

VOTING 

ZIP  CONGR. 

NAME  SIGNED 

ADDRESS 

CODE  DIST. 

NAME 

(Signature) 

(Street)  (City, 

(Printed 

or 

Town  or 

Village) 

Typed) 

18-369 


(Here  follow  numbered  lines  for  signers) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them 
signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and 
city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER 
PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER 
BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check 

one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 
the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

A.D. _ 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 

If  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section 
1 16.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  disregarding 
clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 

(L.  1980  S.B.  658,  A.L.  1986  H.B.  1471,  et  al.,  A.L.  1997  S.B.  132,  A.L.  1999  H.B.  676, 
A.L.  2013  H.B.  117)  Effective  11-04-1  *Revisor’s  Note:  Section  560.021,  as 
referenced  in  the  form  contained  in  this  section,  was  repealed  by  S.B.  491,  2014, 
effective  1-01-17 
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Is  the  old  Missouri  statute  that  1 16.030  and  1 16.040  got  560.021  from  which  is  for  corporations 


Chapter  560 


{KJfl1S.it  fcO) 

1-1-79 

560-026.  Imposition  of  fines. 
MhfainC  *l»o  amount  and  tlie  method  o 
ItlW,  ilic  court  shall,  insofar  as  pr.ictic 
Sun  the  line  lo  the  but  den  that  payi  nett 
in  \k-.v  ill' the  financial  resources  of  u 
The  court  shall  not  sentence  an  offer 
fine  ai  any  amount  which  will  press 
Dial  in  p  restitution  or  reparation  to  the 

■  r  - 

■.'2  SKhenany  other  disposal . -..i 

ifciUiic,  the  court  shall  not  sentence  j 
-16 pay  a  fine  only  unless,  h.o  ine  r 
nature  and  circumstances  of  die  off. 
Sristory  and  character  of  the  offende 
’opinion  that  the  line  nlonc  will  su 
Rotsetion  of  tlie  public. 

R';3.  The  Court  shall  noi  sentence  a 
'  to  pay  a  fine  in  addition  to  anv  od 
bpahitrizcd  by  section  557.0 1 1 .  RSS 
■/  (I)  Hchasilcrived.ipcanni.il>  a 
ol  li-nse:  or 

(2)  The  court  is  of  the  opinion 
uniquely  adapted  to  deterrence  of 
taMnsc  involved  or  to  the  cotret 

dctcndani. 

-t.  When  an  offender  is  senlenc 
ijlB  thr  court  may  prov  ide  for  the  pt 
Spade  wiUtin  a  specified  period  ul 
lapccificii  installments  If  no  such 
mode  a  part  of  the  sentence,  the  f 
JmjuMc  forthwith. 

5.  When  an  offender  is  sentenc 
Kfcy  the  court  shall  not  impose  at  ill 
ji. alternative  sentence  to  be  sorted 
jHit  the  line  is  not  paid.  Tlie  resp 
flourt  to  nonpayment  shall  lie  detoi 
jpfeer  the  fine  has  not  been  paid,  as 
vrvlion  560.031. 

,ic  intiitwi 

O.-.'f..  1*1.70 

560.031.  Response  to  nonpnsi 
AMhen  an  offender  sentenced  to  pay  a 
Rite  payment  of  the  fine  or  in  unv  ire 
Oeuit  upon  motion  of  the  pnivnilm, 
.ajvxi  its  own  motion  may  require  1 
JttUsewhy  he  should  not  be  imprisonct 
,  'nsmt.  The  court  may  issue  a  wanant 
apmmons  for  his  appearance. 


FINES 


Fines  f«»r  fclutno 

l  ine*  for  mitflenvanor.  and  infract  *»n* 
I  tn<-*  for  corporationt. 

Imposition  of  fine* 

Ropunsc  lo  maipnymew. 

Kcvui  jiion  of  n  line 


Cn»«  Hefrrrncc 

Infraction*.  Itmuanon*  on  amount  of  fine*.  RSMo  *•(*)  (l|f» 


5*60.016.  Uni's  for  misdemeanors  and 
infractions. —  I.  Except  as  otlicrvvi.se  provide* I  for 
an  offense  outside  this  code,  a  person  wixi  lias  been 
convicted  of  a  mistlcmcanor  or  infraction  may  be 
sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  which  docs  r>ot  exceed: 

(1)  hor  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  one  thou¬ 
sand  dollars; 

(2)  Fora  class  B  misdemeanor,  five  hundred 
dollars; 


Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  2000 


Revi 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
{573)751-4936 


March  15.  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  oe  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  1  5  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

441  (2018-368) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  March  15.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lavvley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

AtJMINISTRATIVK  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOI.FNER  LIBRARY 
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County  _ 
Page 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  lor  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

I  o  the  I  lonorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroli,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


.  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 


or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 
voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVI  T,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

_  County. 


-  -  w  w  .  - - -e*- —  •••*»  ....  mv.viu  m  uij  t  uciicvc  uiui  cuui  lias  siaicu  ms  Or 

address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ 

a  SWEAR  0R  AFnRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  TI IAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 

ITIAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  Ido - do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

,  A.D.  20 

Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

441.060  RSMo,  has  new  section  added  know  as:  Restrictions  on  evictions  to  read  as  follows: 

7.  That  no  landlord  in  the  state  may  evict  a  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent  unless  they  are  in 
arears  for  a  period  greater  than  30  days  (60  days  for  a  tenant  older  than  65  or  who  is  legally 
disabled'). 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


March  1 5.  20 1 8 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  1 5  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFIO 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

250(2018-367) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  March  15,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  Rules  •  Business  services  •  Elections  •  PUBLICATIONS*  Securities  •  state  Archives  •  state  Library  •  Won  ni:r  Library 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroli,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 

shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6“‘  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for  himself 

or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT,  STA  TE  OF  MISSOURL  COUNTY  OF 


I. _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1 1 IERHBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  T1 IAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  15 Y  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 _ 

Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires _ 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

250.236.  RSMo,  has  new  section  added  know  as:  Disconnection  of  water  must  be  given  at  least 
three  months  in  advance  to  read  as  follows: 

3.  Water,  being  necessary  for  life,  that  no  county,  municipality  or  co-operative  may  not 
disconnect  for  non-payment  the  water  supply  to  any  customer  without  a  minimum  notice  of  at 
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RECEIVED 

MAR  1  5  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  15,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1 15  (2018-366) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brow'n  on  March  14.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Haw  ley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street 'Jefferson  City  65101 
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uni  m  i  ui.o.1 'tat:  yi:ar  in  ilti;  cniittiy  jail  ■»  a  (uic  lli,tl  id  VkLcxu  two  . . . . .  . 

any  illinium.-  (idin.iii  »vjih  any  name  mlicr  than  !ii?  nr  lux  own,  di‘ knowingly  Id  signliis  or  her  inline  uiorr.  lliiin  mice  Ini'  llie 
'aim;  iiiciNinc  ini  iln;  ,'anu;  din  iinn,  nr  in  sign  a  petition  'vlion  such  |iersuii  knows  lie  nr  site  is  mil  a  regiMCi'chi  vnlcr. 


1  •»  llu'  I  li  iiltil  tilth; 


INITIATIVIi  I'li’J'mON  RECEIVED 

No  idaiy  m"  Stale  int  ilte  Niau'.  nf  Missouri:  20f8  MAR  14  Pfl  12’  5  | 


\Vr  i  Ur  luiili  i  si  I,  us' i  >  i  c  ci  I  vnli'i  s  i  *  I  llic  "'till:  of  IVI  issi  an  i  ami 


Cniiiny  (nixiiiy  nr/S1?!l,nms).  icspeeiliilly 
ers  orilif^smi^nf  Mtsj/duii.  liylrllicir  njtprnViil 


..i.Ii:i  linn  III.;  iiilliiwing  ainemlim  m  m  llic  _  _  - "-Ut. «  shall  he  siibiniiicil  in  the  vulers  of  llie(sliilc  nf  Misjsrimi.  ftynlicii  nppnivnf 

m  ti’i'.'.t  * i"n.  ni  ilu:  gcneml  i-l.'v.! i".i  in  he  liclil  mi  ilie  1  ilny  ul  November,  r! .  nml  each  ft>nvhi)sclf  br-hcrsclf  SiVysr-1  linvc 

|H  im  n  i,i  1 1  y  siiun-il  Iliis  i’>  minii:  I  nti  a  icgisicail  vnici  olilie  stale  nf  Missoini  ;niil _ (x\lO/s  Cfiniily  (orciJ  yt  of  Si. 

ni'i.'i.  my  K  gisicu.ll  '  •  u i ni*  iiililitfNu  mill  llic  name  of  il.c  cily.  town  nr  village  in  which  1  live  arc  correctly  wrillcn  alier  my 


Han't 


STAI  li  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF 


{Pctilicn  Circulator1!  Printed  Name) 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 
CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

being  first  duly  sworn,  say  {print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


County. 


NAME 

(Sipnoture) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Slrcetl  (City,  l'inyn  or  Village) 

Zip 
Cod  o 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(PrintiiKjrTvpcd) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

i4' 

lh_  _ i 

1 

6. 

7. 

R. 

9. 

10. 

signed  Ihis  mtscul'die  I'orcuutnu  nt?ii 

FURTHERMORE.  1 1  IFRlitlY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  SY  MP  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  FUAT  I  fl  AVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY OFTENSE  SvOLvS  FoSv 

I  am  ul  least  IS  vents  ofage  I  tin  ..  Jo  not  —  {check  one)  expect  to  lie  paid  lor  emulating  Iliis  petition.  It' paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Plywh  abusing  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

ullil  SWOIII  lU  I'ClOfL*  in*:  this _ _  .  J»u  <»f 

SiatiHlur*:  oi'N\Uai> 

Addiw  of  Notary 


Sir«nM  Addros*  of  Atl'wni 


OUy  Ulutc  Jrtd  2i)>  Code  of  Affiant 


Notruv  hihticfSviil} 


M\  qoimrmstnit  c.\j)ire:v 


BE  INVOKED  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PETITION  FOR  PLACING  A  NEW  PARTY  ON  BALLOT  CALLtU 
GRAND  MARSHAL  PARTY  AS  INVOKED  UNDER  115.31S  THRU  115.405RSM02017 
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'ewjrM 


State  of  Missouri 


Publications  Constitution  _ 

About  Help  /  FAQ 


Words  ▼  1st  search  term 


And  ▼  2nd  search  term 


^  a 


C  ^  Effective  28  Aug  1999 

Tide  IX  SUFFRAGE  AND  ELECTIONS 

Chapter  115 

115.325.  Form  of  petition  -  signing  petition,  voting  for  candidate  or  party  not 
required.  —  1.  Each  petition  filed  pursuant  to  sections  115.307  to  115.405  shall  consist 
of  pages  of  uniform  size.  The  space  for  signatures  on  either  side  of  a  petition  page 
shall  be  no  larger  than  eight  and  one-half  by  fourteen  inches,  and  each  page  shall 
contain  signatures  of  registered  voters  from  only  one  county.  When  submitted  for 
filing,  the  pages  of  each  petition  shall  be  numbered  in  sequence  for  each  county. 

2.  Each  page  of  each  petition  for  the  formation  of  a  new  party  shall  be  in 
substantially  the  following  form: 

It  is  a  felony  for  anyone  to  sign  any  petition  for  the  formation  of 
a  new  party  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or 
knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  to  the  same 
petition,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  he  or  she  knows  he  or  she  is 
not  a  registered  voter.  Signing  this  petition  does  not  obligate 
you  to  vote  for  any  candidate  or  party. 

PETITION  FOR  PLACING  A 
NEW  PARTY  ON  THE  BALLOT 

To  the  Honorable _ (title  of  official  with  whom  petition  is 

to  be  filed)  for _ (the  state  of  Missouri  or  appropriate 

county): 

We,  the  undersigned,  citizens  and  registered  voters  of  the  state 

of  Missouri, _ County  and _ (district  if  appropriate), 

respectfully  order  that  the _ (name  of  new  political  party) 

and  its  candidates  be  placed  on  the  ballot,  for  election  or 
rejection  to  such  public  offices  at  the  next  election,  to  be  held  on 

the _ day  of _ , _ ,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 

says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered 

voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri, _ County  and - 

(district  if  appropriate);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the 
name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 
STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF 


' - '  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  being  first  duly 

sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signed 


NAME 

■ - 

DATE 

REGISTERED 

VOTING 

address 

ZIP 

CONGR. 

NAME 

(Signature) 

SIGNED 

(Street)  (City, 

CODE 

DIST. 

(Printed 

Town  or 

Village) 

or 

Typed) 

(Here  follow  numbered  lines  for  signers) 


signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them 
signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and 
city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  swom  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ 

A.D. _ 


Signature  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 

If  this  form  is  followed  substantially,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  disregarding  clerical  and 
merely  technical  errors. 

3.  Each  sheet  of  each  petition  for  nomination  of  an  independent  candidate  for 
public  office  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form; 

It  is  a  felony  for  anyone  to  sign  any  petition  for  the  nomination 
of  an  independent  candidate  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
to  the  same  petition,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  he  or  she  knows 
he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 
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JAMES  C.  KlKKPATRICK 

State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 

March  13,2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  1  3  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  (2018-365) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposed  amendment  filed  by  Theodis 
Brown  on  March  13,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  S  treet  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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chief  theodis  brown  <mplefireprotectioncompany@gmail.com> 


Sun  3/11/2018  11:07  AM 

ic  Elections  <  Elections@sos.mo.gov>; 

tc.stlouisprivateeyenewspaper  <stlouisprivateeyenew5Daper@yahoo.com>; 


be  it  enacted  by  the  peoples  of  missouri;shall  the  missouri  law  makers 
of  the  great  slave  state  of  missouri  codify  a  new  bill, into  law,  in 
the  house  and  in  the  senate.allow  for  the  proposed  canonization  of  two 
of  the  worlds  most  honored  reverends&  holy  preachers, the  reverend 
billy  graham  and  reverend  dr  martin  luther  king  to  be  recognized  as 
saints  without  the  formal  process  or  with  the  formal  process  for 
sainthood;  as  advocated  by  the  clergyman&reverend  theo  brown  sr  a 
baptist  pastor  yes?  or  no? 


RECEIVED 


WMR  13  M  g: 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  1  3  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 
Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


March  13,2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  321  (2018-364) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  March  13,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  116.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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initiative  petition 


■'  u:flMt.TOi|  ViiIl’I 


' U/tlVFn 


*■;, . . ■  4 


1  (i  iJir  I  iuiini  ill t fi -  v. 

■V.:rci.iry  ..I  Mote  lurihc  Nl:nr  i.f  Missouri 

'  '""ll  vmici-j  •■!  il,c  'Nile  i.il'  Missi.ini  .....t 

. . .  h.N.m  iiu;  ;,mc,„||ni.llMll  ,,|C  ‘  . — ■ 

(lie  (xiK  iiil 

'  ill.ig^  in  winch  Ui>^  ^&lirecijj^^i^||ier,|,y 


'*•  fully 

npimivnl 

I  IlilVC 


STA".  if  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT Tfl'LE) 
CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


(i'ciiticu  Circulator"!  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  nnmes  of  signers) 


(Signature) 

DA  ri* 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Vilingo) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

NAME 

1. 

2. 

3, 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

S. 

0. 

10. 

SlKlied  llii*  niiccof  Hie  forcizoirw 

'  - = - - —  _ _ _ _ County. 

Ft  Jit  I  i  IKRMOUF,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADF  BY  ME  auk  Till  it;  amit  rnnurrr 
AND THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  f*LED  Gl^LIY  TOA^YOFI^N^E^INTO^.VING  FORUERY.^^  ^ 

i  am  u:  least  18  years  ufas*.  Ido...  jo  nut  __  Icheck  one)  expect  to  be  paid  lor  circulating  Hits  petition.  Il'nmd  list  the  payer 


Sir»atu<c  <»l*Antani  iPuMon  ThiQtnwg  signatures)' 


Street  .ic'(irw5  of  AiVninr 


?nmcd  Name  of  AfFiatu 


C  iiy  .stale  and  Zip  Gale  of  AHumi 


i heij  jiulsunrtt  lu  Ik’lOi'c  me  (|ii$  _  J.jv  .if 


.  A  i/ 


Si^nuiurc  of  Notary 


NOW)  (Seal) 


Aiidiej'S 


My  *;om»ni»mn  j.sjnrcv 
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321.716RSMO2017  . . 


chief  theodis  brown  <mplefireprotectioncompany@grnail.com> 

Mon  3/12/2018  1:39  PM 


To  Elections  <Eleetions@sos.mo  gov>; 

Cc  force1949  <force1949@hotniail.com>; 


BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI;SHALL  SECTION 
321.701-321.716RSMO2017  BE  INVOKED  ON  RECALL  PETITION  FOR  RICHIE 
TIBERGHEIN, BOBBY  SMITH, GRACE  HARVEY  DEEMED  ILLEGAL  OFFICE  HOLDERS  IN 
RIVERVIEW  FIRE  DISTRICT;AN  UNINCORPORATED  ASSN/js^,  STATE  SOS  CHARTER 
TO  BE  PUBLIC  CORPORATION, AS  DEEMED  GUILTY  OF  MAL-MIS-NONFEASENCE  IN 
OFFICES  SUBJECT  TO  CHAPTER  531RSMO  QUO  WARRENTO  ACTIONS.  YES?  OR  NO? 


i/i 
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RECEIVED 

MAR  1  2  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


March  12.  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Ted  Melton  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

196(2018-363) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Ted  Melton  on  March  12,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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RECEIVED 


County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  puni^^jtg^ritfPwjthstanding^e^fovisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceeateirtnousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to.-sigr)  his,<m,her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when 

a  registered  voter.  J  / 

///'/■  INITIATIVE  PETITION 

iy : 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - County,  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be 
held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2020,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  title]  RECEIVED 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  MO.  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


.County. 


FURTHERMORE  I  HFRFRY  SWFAR  OR  AFFIRM  IINDFR  PFNAITYOF  PFR II IRY  THAT  Al  I  STATFMFNTS  MAnF  RY  MF  ARFTRIIF  AND  rORRFCT  ANf)  THAT  I 
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Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires  Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 


Title  XII  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Chapter  196  sections  196.010, 196.050, 196.155,  to  be  amended  as  follows. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Title  XII  Public  Health  and  Welfare,  Chapter  196  be  amended  as  follows: 

A  Bill  amending  prescribing  protocols  on  dangerous  drugs  of  abuse  causing  overdose  death  and  addiction:  sections  amended  include  196.050  196.175, 

196.010, 


Section  1.  Section  196.050.  To  be  amended  as  follows 


1.  Given  the  Opioid  epidemic  in  the  United  States,  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  prescribe  or  promulgate  new  regulations  for 
drugs  of  abuse.  These  regulations  may  be  more  stringent  than  those  listed  under  the  authority  of  the  Controlled  Substances  act  of  1970 
amendment  due  to  the  clear  and  present  danger  of  overdose  death. 


2.  All  other  products  or  commodities  covered  in  sections  196.010  to  196.196.120  shall  comply  with  the  definitions  and  standards  prescribed  by  the 
federal  act. 

Section  2.  Section  195.195  to  be  amended  as  follows 

3.  Regulations,  authority  to  promulgate,  where  vested.  -  The  authority  to  promulgate  regulations  for  the  efficient  enforcement  of  this  chapter  and 
chapter  579  is  hereby  vested  in  the  director  of  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  subject  to  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  section 
195.030  and  chapter  536.  Given  the  Missouri  preamble- 

We  the  people  of  Missouri,  with  profound  reverence  for  the  Supreme  Ruler  of  the  Universe,  and  grateful  for  His  goodness,  do  establish  this 
constitution  for  the  better  government  of  the  state.  The  Missouri  constitution  will  promulgate  its  own  definitions  and  regulations  deliberating 
effective  placement  required  for  checking  for  the  DSM5  disorders  known  as  "Opioid  Use  Disorder"  and  "Substance  Abuse  Disorder,"  with  a 
checklist  to  be  enforced  prior  to  prescribing  a  drug(s)  listed  in  section  4  of  this  article. 


Definitions 

Emergency  use  for  opioids-  Opioids  used  under  the  care  of  a  paramedic  or  doctor  in  an  Emergency  Room. 


Section  3.  Application  requirements  for  common  drugs  of  abuse  and  overdose  potential 


P.O.D.A.3 

Preventing  overdose  death  and  abuse  application 


1.  Applications  screen  for  the  DSM  5  disorder(s).  Substance  Abuse  Disorder,  Opioid  use  disorder  before  prescribing;  opioid  pain  relievers,  opium 
remedies,  depressants,  stimulants  and  partial  opioid  agonists.  An  increase  in  safety  standard  and  responsibility  level  of  prescriber,  insurance 
provider  and  patient  receiving  care.  Application  are  to  be  sent  electronically  to  the  state  department  of  health  and  senior  services  every  7 
days. 


ii.  Depressants 


a.  Alprazolam 

b.  Clonazepam 

c.  Diazepam 

d.  Lorazepam 

e.  Temazepam 

f.  Sodium  oxybate 


iii.  Slimulants- 

Short-actine: 


a.  Lisdexamfetamine 

b.  amphetamine  salt 

c.  dextroamphetamine 

d.  dexmethylphenidate 

e.  methylphenidate 

f.  dextroamphetamine 

g.  methylphenidate 

h.  atomoxetine 


Intermediate-acting: 

i.  amphetamine  sulfate 

j.  methylphenidate 

k.  methylphenidate 

l.  methylphenidate 

m.  methylphenidate 

n.  methylphenidate 


Long-acting: 


o.  dextroamphetamine 

p.  amphetamine 

q.  methylphenidate 

r.  methylphenidate 

s.  methylphenidate 


t.  methylphenidate 
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iv.  Partial  opioid  agnostic  or  antagonist 

g.  Morphine  naltrexone 

h.  Oxycodone  naloxone 

i.  Buprenorphine 

j-  _ 

k.  _ 

l.  pentazocine  hydrochloride 

m.  naloxone  hydrochloride 

n.  buprenorphine  buccal 

o.  buprenorphine  transdermal 

p.  Sublocade 

q.  pentazocine/acetaminophen 

r.  Pentazocine/naloxone 

s.  Probuphine 

t.  Levo-alphacetylmethadol 

u.  Substances  acting  on  opioid  receptor  function  in  the  human  or  animal  brain. 


Section  5.  Mental  health  check  application  screening  for  DSM5-  "Substance  abuse  disorder"  and  " Opioid  Use  disorder" 

a.  The  following  applications  are  to  be  used  by  physicians,  nurse  practitioners  and  dentist  conducting  business  in  Missouri  that  are 
prescribing  substances  listed  in  section  3  of  this  document,  the  substances  of  common  overdose  death  and  abuse  list. 


Application  for  Prescribing  Full  Opioid  agnostic  drugs  and  remedies 


For  Doctors  use  only 

1.)  Has  patient  been  to  rehabilitation  for  any  substance  abuse? 


2.)  Is  the  patient  nursing  or  pregnant? 


3.)  Is  patient  running  out  of  medication  before  appointment? 


4.)  Is  patient  responsible  for  any  children  under  the  age  of  21? 


5J _ Has  the  patient  used  heroine  in  the  past  or  is  presently  intravenously  injecting,  snorting,  smoking  or  ingesting  any  prescription  medication 

heroine,  methamphetamine.  bath  salts,  cocaine,  buprenorphine  or  taking  any  illicit  street  drugs? 
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8.)  Is  the  patient  injecting  any  drugs  intravenously  or  through  nasal  passages? 


9.)  Is  patient  suicidal  or  had  a  suicide  of  a  loved  one  in  the  past? 


10.)  Has  patient  been  obtaining  and  ingesting  any  other  full,  partial  or  synthetic  opioid  medication  from  illegal  or  legal  means? 


11.)  Opioids  often  taken  in  larger  amounts  or  over  a  longer  period  of  time  than  intended? 


12.)  There  is  a  persistent  desire  or  unsuccessful  effort  to  cut  down  or  control  opioid  use? 


13.)  Is  a  great  deal  of  time  spent  in  activities  necessary  to  obtain  the  opioid,  use  the  opioid  or  recover  from  its  effect's? 


14.)  Craving  or  strong  desire  to  use  opioids? 


15.)  Recurrent  opioid  use  resulting  in  failure  to  fulfill  major  role  obligations  at  work,  school  or  home. 


16.)  Continued  use  despite  knowledge  of  having  a  persistent  or  recurrent  physical  or  psychological  problem  that  is  likely  to  have  been  caused  or 
exacerbated  by  opioids? 


I  certify  that  all  the  answers  to  the  following  questions  are  correct  and  I  sign  and  certify  with  my  signature  under  penalty  of  law  that  I  have  answered  the 
evaluation  correctly  and  that  the  person  being  prescribed  Opioid  drug  therapy  is  not  involved  in  illegal  activities  concerning  drugs,  sex  trafficking,  fraud, 
embezzlement,  disturbing  the  peace,  transfer  of  medication  or  be  aiding  in  the  manipulation  of  fetal  embryo  development  and  I  do  herby  swear  on  my 
medical  license  that  the  application  does  not  contain  any  false  information  and  that  I  may  be  sued  in  a  court  of  law  under  perjury  of  this  acknowledgement 
that  no  harm  from  my  prescribing  will  rest  on  the  future  of  mv  patients  health. 
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Application  for  Prescribing  depressant  drugs  and  remedies 


For  Doctors  use  only 

1.)  Has  patient  been  to  rehabilitation  for  any  substance  abuse? 


2.)  Is  the  patient  nursing  or  pregnant? 


3.)  Is  patient  running  out  of  medication  before  appointment? 


4.)  Is  patient  responsible  for  any  children  under  the  age  of  21? 


5.)  Has  the  patient  used  heroine  in  the  past  or  is  presently  intravenously  injecting,  snorting,  smoking  or  ingesting  any  prescription  medication. 

heroine,  methamphetamine.  bath  salts,  cocaine,  buprenorphine  or  taking  any  illicit  street  drugs? 


6.)  Has  the  patient  been  prescribed  or  taking  a  partial  opioid  agonist,  full  opioid  agonist,  anti-anxiety,  anti-depressant,  stimulant  or  bipolar 
medication? 


7.)  Patient  is  not  selling  or  abusing  medication? 


8.)  Is  the  patient  injecting  any  drugs  intravenously  or  through  nasal  passages? 


9.)  Is  patient  suicidal  or  had  a  suicide  of  a  loved  one  in  the  past? 


10.)  Has  patient  been  obtaining  and  ingesting  any  other  full,  partial  or  synthetic  opioid  medication  from  illegal  or  legal  means? 


11.)  Opioids  often  taken  in  larger  amounts  or  over  a  longer  period  of  time  than  intended? 
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14.)  Craving  or  strong  desire  to  use  opioids? 


15.)  Recurrent  opioid  use  resulting  in  failure  to  fulfill  major  role  obligations  at  work,  school  or  home. 


16.)  Continued  use  despite  knowledge  of  having  a  persistent  or  recurrent  physical  or  psychological  problem  that  is  likely  to  have  been  caused  or 
exacerbated  by  opioids? 


I  certify  that  all  the  answers  to  the  following  questions  are  correct  and  I  sign  and  certify  with  my  signature  under  penalty  of  law  that  I  have  answered 

the  evaluation  correctly  and  that  the  person  being  prescribed  Anti-anxietv  medication  is  not  involved  in  illegal  activities  concerning  drugs,  sex 

trafficking,  fraud,  embezzlement,  disturbing  the  peace,  transfer  of  medication  or  be  aiding  in  the  manipulation  of  fetal  embryo  development  and  I  do 

herby  swear  on  my  medical  license  that  the  application  does  not  contain  any  false  information  and  that  I  may  be  sued  in  a  court  of  law  under  oeriurv 

of  this  acknowledgement  that  no  harm  from  my  prescribing  will  rest  on  the  future  of  mv  patients  health. 

Doctor's  Signature 

X 

Date 

X 

Medical  License  number 


PEA# 


Application  for  Prescribing  Stimulant  drugs  and  remedies 


For  Doctors  use  only 

1.)  Has  patient  been  to  rehabilitation  for  any  substance  abuse? 


2.)  Is  the  patient  nursing  or  pregnant? 
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_6J — Has  the  patient  been  prescribed  or  taking  a  partial  opioid  agonist,  full  opioid  agonist,  anti-anxiety,  anti-depressant,  stimulant  or  bipolar 
medication? 


7.)  Patient  is  not  selling  or  abusing  medication? 


8.)  Is  the  patient  injecting  any  drugs  intravenously  or  through  nasal  passages? 


9.)  Is  patient  suicidal  or  had  a  suicide  of  a  loved  one  in  the  oast? 


10.)  Has  patient  been  obtaining  and  ingesting  any  other  full,  partial  or  synthetic  opioid  medication  from  illegal  or  legal  means? 


These  Questions  Refer  to  the  Past  12  Months 

1.  Have  you  used  drugs  other  than  those  required  for  medical  reasons?  Yes  No 

2.  Do  you  abuse  more  than  one  drug  at  a  time?  Yes  No 

3.  Are  you  always  able  to  stop  using  drugs  when  you  want  to?  Yes  No 

4.  Have  you  ever  had  blackouts  or  flashbacks  as  a  result  of  drug  use?  Yes  No 

5.  Do  you  ever  feel  bad  or  guilty  about  your  drug  use?  Yes  No 

6.  Does  your  spouse  (or  parents)  ever  complain  about  your  involvement  with  drugs?  Yes  No 

7.  Have  you  neglected  your  family  because  of  your  use  of  drugs?  Yes  No 

8.  Have  you  engaged  in  illegal  activities  in  order  to  obtain  drugs?  Yes  No 

9.  Have  you  ever  experienced  withdrawal  symptoms  (felt  sick)  when  you  stopped  taking  drugs?  Yes  No 

10.  Have  you  had  medical  problems  as  a  result  of  your  drug  use  (e.g.,  memory  loss,  hepatitis,  convulsions,  bleeding)?  Yes  No 


I  certify  that  all  the  answers  to  the  following  questions  are  correct  and  I  sign  and  certify  with  mv  signature  under  penalty  of  law  that  I  have  answered 

the  evaluation  correctly  and  that  the  person  being  prescribed  amphetamine  medication  is  not  involved  in  illegal  activities  concerning  drugs,  sex 

trafficking,  fraud,  embezzlement,  disturbing  the  peace,  transfer  of  medication  or  be  aiding  in  the  manipulation  of  fetal  embryo  development  and  I  do 

herby  swear  on  my  medical  license  that  the  application  does  not  contain  any  false  information  and  that  I  may  be  sued  in  a  court  of  law  under  perjury 
of  this  acknowledgement  that  no  harm  from  mv  prescribing  will  rest  on  the  future  of  mv  patients  health. 

Doctor's  Signature 

X 


Hato 
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Application  for  Prescribing  certain  Partial  Opioid  aenostic/antaeonist  drugs  and  remedies 


For  Doctors  use  only 

1.)  Has  patient  been  to  rehabilitation  for  any  substance  abuse? 


2.)  Is  the  patient  nursing  or  pregnant? 


3.)  Is  patient  running  out  of  medication  before  appointment? 


4.)  Is  patient  responsible  for  any  children  under  the  age  of  21? 


5.)  Has  the  patient  used  heroine  in  the  past  or  is  presently  intravenously  injecting,  snorting,  smoking  or  ineesting  any  prescription  medication. 

heroine,  methamphetamine.  bath  salts,  cocaine,  buprenorphine  or  taking  any  illicit  street  drugs? 


JLJ _ Has  the  patient  been  prescribed  or  taking  a  partial  opioid  agonist,  full  opioid  agonist,  anti-anxiety,  anti-depressant,  stimulant  or  bipolar 

medication? 


7.)  Patient  is  not  selling  or  abusing  medication? 


8.)  Is  the  patient  injecting  any  drugs  intravenously  or  through  nasal  passages? 


9.)  Is  patient  suicidal  or  had  a  suicide  of  a  loved  one  in  the  past? 


10.)  Has  patient  been  obtaining  and  ingesting  any  other  full,  partial  or  synthetic  opioid  medication  from  illegal  or  legal  means? 


11.)  Opioids  often  taken  in  larger  amounts  or  over  a  longer  period  of  time  than  intended? 
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14.)  Craving  or  strong  desire  to  use  opioids? 


15.)  Recurrent  opioid  use  resulting  in  failure  to  fulfill  major  role  obligations  at  work,  school  or  home. 


16.)  Continued  use  despite  knowledge  of  having  a  persistent  or  recurrent  physical  or  psychological  problem  that  is  likely  to  have  been  caused  or 
exacerbated  by  opioids? 


I  certify  that  all  the  answers  to  the  following  questions  are  correct  and  I  sign  and  certify  with  my  signature  under  penalty  of  law  that  I  have  answered 

the  evaluation  correctly  and  that  the  person  being  prescribed  Partial  opioid  agnostic  medication  is  not  involved  in  illegal  activities  concerning  drugs. 

sex  trafficking,  fraud,  embezzlement,  disturbing  the  peace,  transfer  of  medication  or  be  aiding  in  the  manipulation  of  fetal  embryo  development  and 
I  do  herby  swear  on  my  medical  license  that  the  application  does  not  contain  any  false  information  and  that  I  may  be  sued  in  a  court  of  law  under 
perjury  of  this  acknowledgement  that  no  harm  from  my  prescribing  will  rest  on  the  future  of  my  patients  health. 

Doctor's  Signature 

X 

Date 

X 

Medical  License  number 


PEA  If 


Section  6.  Submittal  to  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  services 

Every  7,h  day  applications  are  to  be  submitted/mailed  in  paper  format  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  senior  services  3418  Knipp  Dr,  Jefferson  City, 
MO  65109. 


Section  7.  Section  196.155  to  be  amended  and  read  as  follows: 

Penalties 

Penalty.  —  Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  section  196.150  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 

l._a.)  Penalties  for  neglecting  to  preform  proper  urinary  drug  analysis  and  or  complete  the  mental  health  check  list  or  file  applications  with  the 

Department  of  Health  and  Senior  service  pursuant  to  medications  or  substances  contained  in  the  common  drugs  of  abuse  and  overdose  death  list 

found  in  section  3.  will  result  in  the  following  fine  schedule  will  be  payable  to  the  TBD  bureau. 

b.  After  24  hours  late  submission,  a  penalty  of  $1000,00  will  be  incurred. 

c.  The  $1000.00-dollar  penalty  will  be  incurred  daily  to  the  prescriber  of  the  medication  listed  in  the  common  drugs  of  abuse  and  overdose  death  list 
until  application  has  been  received  by  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

d. __Failure  to  preform  proper  urinary  drug  analysis,  complete  proper  mental  health  check  application  or  fraudulently  signing  application  will  result  in 
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RECEIVED 

MAR  1  2  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


JAMES  C.  KIRKPATRICK 
State  Information  Center 
15731 751-4930 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  12,2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  178(2018-362) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  March  12,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65  i  oi 
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to  force1949  <force1949@hotmail.com>; 

Cc  stiooispr vateeyenewspaper  <stloui5pnvateeyenew5paper@yahoo.c0m>; 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  Missouri;  shall  chapter  178rsmo1978  be  invoke  to  recall  entire  unbonded  board  membersnip  stlcc  for  gross  mat 
mis-nonfeasences  &uneth.cal  conducts  mismanagement  of  taxpayer  half  billion  Sbudget, 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Siam  Ink  irma  i  ion  Center 
I  57a  1 751-1936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  ok  State 
State:  of  Missouri 


received 

mar  o  1  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


IT  ici  ions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  7.  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  James  Owen  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393  (2018-361) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  liled  by  James  Owen  on  March  6.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
liscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  liscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  S  i  kit  i  •  Ji  i tt.rson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


Received 

(Official  Ballot  Title)  Mar  0  6  2018 

MO*  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  of  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  I .  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirement  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following  portions 
of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

(1)  No  less  than  [two]  fifteen  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [2013]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2027: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  twentv-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2028  through  [2020]  2034:  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  thirty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  2021]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  may  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  vear  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  nun 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(1 )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
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difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  .  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary'  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  ot  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  I  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  lor  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers'  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30.  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2014,  and  June  30.  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 , 20 1 5,  and  June  30,  20 1 6;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2016.  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty'  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1 .  20 1 7,  and  June  30,  20 1 9;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I , 

20 1 9,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I.  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility 
shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  il  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that 
calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical 
corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be 
reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  I  he 
commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that 
the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  w  ill  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric 
utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the 
expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall 
transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or 
expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  often  years  from  the  date  the 
electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.0 1 0,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  2013]  November  6,  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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Initiative  petition  from  James  Owen  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  393  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  March  7,  2018) 


Date 


March  27,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  393  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric 
Utility  Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the  costs 
associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  -  Division  of  Energy  indicated 
the  following: 

This  proposal  amends  existing  statute  sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  RSMo. 

This  proposal  will  affect  Public  Service  Commission,  Office  of  the  Public  Counsel. 

To  the  extent  utilities  offer  additional  energy  efficiency  customer  programs  for  RES 
compliance  that  reduce  electricity  costs  of  small  businesses,  and  lower  cost  renewable 
energy  is  acquired  by  utilities,  small  businesses  could  benefit  economically  from  this 
proposal.  The  maximum  average  retail  utility  rate  increase  of  one  percent  in  current  law  is 
not  changed  by  this  proposal  so  small  businesses  should  not  be  adversely  impacted  by  this 
proposal. 

Passed  in  2008  by  initiative  petition,  the  current  Renewable  Energy  Standard  (RES) 
requires  Missouri’s  regulated  electric  utilities  to  meet  defined  percentages  of  total  retail 
electricity  sales  by  renewable  resources,  increasing  to  15%  by  2021  and  annually 
thereafter.  The  Public  Service  Commission  (PSC)  determines  compliance  and  has 
promulgated  rule  4  CSR  240-20.100  to  implement  the  RES  provisions. 

The  Division  of  Energy’s  (DE)  statutory  authority  under  the  RES  law  includes: 

1.  Certifying  new  eligible  renewable  resources  (Section  393.1025(5)  RSMo.);  and 

2.  Certifying  no  undue  adverse  impacts  of  renewable  electric  generation  facilities  on  air, 
water  or  land  use,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation 
feedstocks  (Section  393.1030.4  RSMo.). 

DE  has  promulgated  a  rule  to  implement  these  provisions  4  CSR  340-8.010. 

393.1025  -  This  section  adds  the  Division  of  Energy  to  the  definitions  to  reflect 
performance  of  RES  statutory  duties  that  transferred  in  2013  with  DE  from  the  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  to  the  Department  of  Economic  Development.  This  section  also 
modifies  the  description  of  hydropower,  which  would  require  a  revision  to  DE’s  RES  rule. 
This  can  be  completed  using  existing  resources. 

393.1030  —  This  section  incrementally  increases  the  RES  percentages  from  15%  in  2020 
to  30%  in  2035  and  annually  thereafter  and  allows  electricity  savings  from  energy 


efficiency  programs  to  count  towards  compliance.  DE  assumes  the  PSC  would  account  for 
the  energy  efficiency  inclusion.  The  division  receives  applications  for  certification  that 
renewable  energy  generation  facilities  cause  no  undue  adverse  environmental  impacts.  The 
number  of  annual  applications  to  DE  to  certify  renewable  energy  facilities  is  not  expected 
to  increase  due  to  the  incrementally  higher  RES  requirements.  A  renewable  generation 
facility  is  certified  once  and  continues  to  generate  over  the  life  of  the  facility,  and  therefore 
continues  to  count  toward  RES  compliance.  The  number  of  applications  could  also  be 
offset  by  the  electric  energy  savings  from  efficiency,  which  is  not  included  in  the  estimates 
below. 

Current  RES  statute  requires  15%  by  January  1,  2021.  Based  on  the  historical  number  of 
applications  for  certification,  DE  assumes  30  applications  for  every  5%  increase  and  an 
even  distribution  over  the  number  of  years  from  the  start  of  one  RES  level  to  the  next  RES 
level.  At  the  proposed  RES  levels,  we  estimate  the  following  applications: 

•  By  January  1,  2020:  15%.  No  additional  applications  are  assumed  due  to  the  current 
RES  requirement  of  15%  by  January  1,  2021. 

•  By  January  1,  2023:  20%  (incremental  increase  of  5%  from  2020  RES  requirement)  = 
10  applications/year  over  3  years. 

•  By  January  1,  2028:  25%  (incremental  increase  of  5%)  =  6  applications/year  over  5 
years. 

•  By  January  1,  2035  and  ongoing:  30%  (incremental  increase  of  5%)  =  4 
applications/year  over  7  years. 

DE  assumes  the  increased  application  reviews  and  certifications  can  be  completed  using 
existing  resources. 

The  Division  of  Energy  assumes  it  can  implement  the  provisions  of  this  proposal  with 
existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  an  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  are  unable  to  estimate  the 
impact  of  this  legislation  on  their  utility  costs.  However,  based  on  research,  including  that 
completed  by  the  Heritage  Foundation,  the  proposed  regulatory  changes  would  be  difficult 
to  implement  and  could  significantly  increase  costs  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  change  the 
renewable  energy  statutes  enacted  pursuant  to  the  Missouri  Clean  Energy  Act  (Proposition 
C)  in  November  2008.  This  should  have  no  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue  or  the 
calculation  under  Article  X,  Section  18(e)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

OA-FMDC  assumes  that  Missouri  electric  providers  would  be  required  to  install  new 
renewable  energy  sources  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  petition.  According  to  the  U.S. 
Energy  Information  Administration,  renewable  energy  resources  accounted  for  only  3.4% 
of  Missouri's  net  electricity  generation  in  2016.  https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=MQ.  OA- 
FMDC  assumes  that  capital  costs  for  installing  renewable  energy  equipment  would  make 
it  more  costly  for  electric  providers  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  petition  and  that  some 
of  those  costs  would  be  passed  along  to  consumers. 

For  the  Office  of  Administration,  OA-FMDC  assumes  that  this  petition  would  result  in 
higher  electricity  costs  for  state  facilities;  however,  OA-FMDC  has  no  way  of  calculating 
how  much  that  increase  would  be. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year’s  legislative  session.  The  fiscal 
impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500.  Their 
office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional  funding 
would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also  recognize  that  many  such  bills 
may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively  the  costs  may 
be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve 
the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting  administrative  rules  requirements 
should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally  approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  requiring  utility  companies  to  generate  a  much 
larger  portion  of  their  electricity  from  renewable  energy  sources  will  likely  increase  the 
cost  of  such  electricity,  but  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  initiative  petition  is  UNKNOWN. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  -  Office  of  The  Public  Counsel  (OPC) 

indicated  increased  operating  costs  of  $148,141  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $173,208  for  fiscal 
year  2020,  and  $174,867  for  fiscal  year  2021. 

This  proposal  will  affect  the  Division  of  Energy;  Public  Service  Commission. 

This  initiative  seeks  to  impose  dramatically  higher  renewable  energy  standards  for 
regulated  investor-owned  utilities  at  an  undoubtedly  substantial  cost  to  Missourians. 

393.1025 

This  initiative  seeks  to  impose  dramatically  higher  renewable  energy  standards  for 
regulated  investor-owned  utilities.  The  nearly  doubling  of  these  standards  will  come  at  an 
extraordinary  cost  to  Missourians. 

This  proposal  will  create  additional  proceedings  before  the  Public  Service  Commission. 

Given  the  experience  of  OPC  on  time  spent  litigating  existing  renewable  energy  standards, 
such  a  bill  would  likely  require  an  additional  auditor  and  one  additional  attorney. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 
Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 


College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Joint 
Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  additional  known  costs  of  approximately  $170,000 
annually.  State  and  local  governmental  entities  anticipate  possible  increased  costs  of 
electricity,  but  the  amount  is  unknown. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 

March  6.  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  Stati¬ 
st  ate  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  U  b  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Flections  division 
<573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  James  Owen  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  3  (2018-360) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  James  Owen  on  March  5,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  \v.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIN'!  RUJiS  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  F.I.I  CHONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES*  STATE  ARCHIVES*  SlAII  I  ItlRAKY  •  WOl.FNFR  LIBRARY 


18-360 


County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 

mar  o  5  2018 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  20 1_. 

Signature  of  Notan' 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393. 1020  to  393.1030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

( 1 )  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission: 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources:]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  of  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  1.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity'  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirement  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following  portions 
of  each  electric  utility's  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [2013]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twentv-seven  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 4]  2023  through  [20 1 7]  2025: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty- five  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 8]  2026  through  [2020]  2029:  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  forty  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034:  and 

[(4)]  (5j  No  less  than  [fifteenj  fifty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  20 1 8.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  mav 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  bv  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility's  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
ow  ned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
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shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  centeij  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I,  20 14,  and  June  30,  20 1 5;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 , 20 1 5,  and  June  30.  20 1 6;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I,  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility 
shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that 
calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical 
corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be 
reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The 
commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that 
the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric 
utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the 
expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall 
transfer  to  the  electric  utility'  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or 
expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the 
electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of.  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  2013]  November  6.  2018,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-360) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  James  Owen  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  393  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  March  6,  2018) 


Date 


March  26,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  393  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric 
Utility  Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the  costs 
associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  -  Division  of  Energy  indicated 
the  following: 

This  proposal  amends  existing  statute  sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  RSMo. 

This  proposal  will  affect  Public  Service  Commission,  Office  of  the  Public  Counsel. 

To  the  extent  utilities  offer  additional  energy  efficiency  customer  programs  for  RES 
compliance  that  reduce  electricity  costs  of  small  businesses,  and  lower  cost  renewable 
energy  is  acquired  by  utilities,  small  businesses  could  benefit  economically  from  this 
proposal.  The  maximum  average  retail  utility  rate  increase  of  one  percent  in  current  law  is 
not  changed  by  this  proposal  so  small  businesses  should  not  be  adversely  impacted  by  this 
proposal. 

Passed  in  2008  by  initiative  petition,  the  current  Renewable  Energy  Standard  (RES) 
requires  Missouri’s  regulated  electric  utilities  to  meet  defined  percentages  of  total  retail 
electricity  sales  by  renewable  resources,  increasing  to  15%  by  2021  and  annually 
thereafter.  The  Public  Service  Commission  (PSC)  determines  compliance  and  has 
promulgated  rule  4  CSR  240-20.100  to  implement  the  RES  provisions. 

The  Division  of  Energy’s  (DE)  statutory  authority  under  the  RES  law  includes: 

1.  Certifying  new  eligible  renewable  resources  (Section  393.1025(5)  RSMo.);  and 

2.  Certifying  no  undue  adverse  impacts  of  renewable  electric  generation  facilities  on  air, 
water  or  land  use,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation 
feedstocks  (Section  393.1030.4  RSMo.). 

DE  has  promulgated  a  rule  to  implement  these  provisions  4  CSR  340-8.010. 

393.1025  -  This  section  adds  the  Division  of  Energy  to  the  definitions  to  reflect 
performance  of  RES  statutory  duties  that  transferred  in  2013  with  DE  from  the  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  to  the  Department  of  Economic  Development.  This  section  also 
modifies  the  description  of  hydropower,  which  would  require  a  revision  to  DE’s  RES  rule. 
This  can  be  completed  using  existing  resources. 

393.1030  —  This  section  incrementally  increases  the  RES  percentages  from  20%  in  2020 
to  50%  in  2035  and  annually  thereafter  and  allows  electricity  savings  from  energy 


efficiency  programs  to  count  towards  compliance.  DE  assumes  the  PSC  would  account  for 
the  energy  efficiency  inclusion.  The  division  receives  applications  for  certification  that 
renewable  energy  generation  facilities  cause  no  undue  adverse  environmental  impacts.  The 
number  of  annual  applications  to  DE  to  certify  renewable  energy  facilities  is  not  expected 
to  increase  due  to  the  incrementally  higher  RES  requirements.  A  renewable  generation 
facility  is  certified  once  and  continues  to  generate  over  the  life  of  the  facility,  and  therefore 
continues  to  count  toward  RES  compliance.  The  number  of  applications  could  also  be 
offset  by  the  electric  energy  savings  from  efficiency,  which  is  not  included  in  the  estimates 
below. 

Current  RES  statute  requires  15%  by  January  1,  2021.  Based  on  the  historical  number  of 
applications  for  certification,  DE  assumes  30  applications  for  every  5%  increase  and  an 
even  distribution  over  the  number  of  years  from  the  start  of  one  RES  level  to  the  next  RES 
level.  At  the  proposed  RES  levels,  we  estimate  the  following  applications: 

•  By  January  1,  2020:  20%.  (incremental  increase  of  10%  from  current  2018  RES 
requirement)  =  30  applications/year  over  2  years 

•  By  January  1,  2023:  27%  (incremental  increase  of  7%  from  2020  RES  requirement)  = 
14  applications/year  over  3  years. 

•  By  January  1,  2026:  35%  (incremental  increase  of  8%)  =  16  applications/year  over  3 
years. 

•  By  January  1,  2030  and  ongoing:  40%  (incremental  increase  of  5%)  =  7.5 
applications/year  over  4  years. 

•  By  January  1,  2035  and  ongoing:  50%  (incremental  increase  of  10%)  =  12 
applications/year  over  5  years. 

DE  assumes  the  increased  application  reviews  and  certifications  can  be  completed  using 
existing  resources. 

The  Division  of  Energy  assumes  it  can  implement  the  provisions  of  this  proposal  with 
existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  an  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  are  unable  to  estimate  the 
impact  of  this  legislation  on  their  utility  costs.  However,  based  on  research,  including  that 
completed  by  the  Heritage  Foundation,  the  proposed  regulatory  changes  would  be  difficult 
to  implement  and  could  significantly  increase  costs  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  change  the 
renewable  energy  statutes  enacted  pursuant  to  the  Missouri  Clean  Energy  Act  (Proposition 
C)  in  November  2008.  This  should  have  no  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue  or  the 
calculation  under  Article  X,  Section  18(e)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

OA-FMDC  assumes  that  Missouri  electric  providers  would  be  required  to  install  new 
renewable  energy  sources  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  petition.  According  to  the  U.S. 
Energy  Information  Administration,  renewable  energy  resources  accounted  for  only  3.4% 
of  Missouri's  net  electricity  generation  in  2016.  https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=MO.  OA- 
FMDC  assumes  that  capital  costs  for  installing  renewable  energy  equipment  would  make 
it  more  costly  for  electric  providers  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  petition  and  that  some 
of  those  costs  would  be  passed  along  to  consumers. 

For  the  Office  of  Administration,  OA-FMDC  assumes  that  this  petition  would  result  in 
higher  electricity  costs  for  state  facilities;  however,  OA-FMDC  has  no  way  of  calculating 
how  much  that  increase  would  be. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year’s  legislative  session.  The  fiscal 
impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500.  Their 
office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional  funding 
would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also  recognize  that  many  such  bills 
may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively  the  costs  may 
be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve 
the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting  administrative  rules  requirements 
should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally  approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 


the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  requiring  utility  companies  to  generate  a  much 
larger  portion  of  their  electricity  from  renewable  energy  sources  will  likely  increase  the 
cost  of  such  electricity,  but  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  initiative  petition  is  UNKNOWN. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  -  Office  of  The  Public  Counsel  (OPC) 

indicated  increased  operating  costs  of  $148,141  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $173,208  for  fiscal 
year  2020,  and  $174,867  for  fiscal  year  2021. 

This  proposal  will  affect  the  Division  of  Energy;  Public  Service  Commission. 

This  initiative  seeks  to  impose  dramatically  higher  renewable  energy  standards  for 
regulated  investor-owned  utilities  at  an  undoubtedly  substantial  cost  to  Missourians. 

393.1025 

This  initiative  seeks  to  impose  dramatically  higher  renewable  energy  standards  for 
regulated  investor-owned  utilities.  The  nearly  tripling  of  these  standards  will  come  at  an 
extraordinary  cost  to  Missourians. 

This  proposal  will  create  additional  proceedings  before  the  Public  Service  Commission. 

Given  the  experience  of  OPC  on  time  spent  litigating  existing  renewable  energy  standards, 
such  a  bill  would  likely  require  an  additional  auditor  and  one  additional  attorney. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 


Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Joint 
Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  additional  known  costs  of  approximately  $170,000 
annually.  State  and  local  governmental  entities  anticipate  possible  increased  costs  of 
electricity,  but  the  amount  is  unknown. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State.  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4036 


March  6.2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State: 
Stat  e  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

MAR  U  6  2018 

STATE  AUDITflPHSiOFFICE 

(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  James  Owen  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  2  (20 1 8-359) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  James  Owen  on  March  5,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  s  tueet  •  .Ii  tpers( >n  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


RECEDE0 

MkR  0  5 

-^jjj-ggeREIMW  OF  STWE 


I, 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

( Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393. 1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources:]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020: 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  of  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  1.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirement  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following  portions 
of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [20 1 3]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twentv-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [201 7]  2025: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 8 1  2026  through  [2020]  2029:  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034:  and 

[(4)J  (5}  No  less  than  [fifteen]  forts'  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1 .25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393. 1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  mav 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(1 )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility's  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020.  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
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shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility'  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  I  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  quality  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1 050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility'  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 , 20 1 5,  and  June  30,  20 1 6;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I.  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility 
shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that 
calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical 
corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be 
reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The 
commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that 
the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric 
utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the 
expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall 
transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or 
expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  often  years  from  the  date  the 
electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  2013]  November  6.  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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Initiative  petition  from  James  Owen  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  393  of 
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Date 


March  26,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  393  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric 
Utility  Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the  costs 
associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  -  Division  of  Energy  indicated 
the  following: 

This  proposal  amends  existing  statute  sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  RSMo. 

This  proposal  will  affect  Public  Service  Commission,  Office  of  the  Public  Counsel. 

To  the  extent  utilities  offer  additional  energy  efficiency  customer  programs  for  RES 
compliance  that  reduce  electricity  costs  of  small  businesses,  and  lower  cost  renewable 
energy  is  acquired  by  utilities,  small  businesses  could  benefit  economically  from  this 
proposal.  The  maximum  average  retail  utility  rate  increase  of  one  percent  in  current  law  is 
not  changed  by  this  proposal  so  small  businesses  should  not  be  adversely  impacted  by  this 
proposal. 

Passed  in  2008  by  initiative  petition,  the  current  Renewable  Energy  Standard  (RES) 
requires  Missouri’s  regulated  electric  utilities  to  meet  defined  percentages  of  total  retail 
electricity  sales  by  renewable  resources,  increasing  to  15%  by  2021  and  annually 
thereafter.  The  Public  Service  Commission  (PSC)  determines  compliance  and  has 
promulgated  rule  4  CSR  240-20.100  to  implement  the  RES  provisions. 

The  Division  of  Energy’s  (DE)  statutory  authority  under  the  RES  law  includes: 

1.  Certifying  new  eligible  renewable  resources  (Section  393.1025(5)  RSMo.);  and 

2.  Certifying  no  undue  adverse  impacts  of  renewable  electric  generation  facilities  on  air, 
water  or  land  use,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation 
feedstocks  (Section  393.1030.4  RSMo.). 

DE  has  promulgated  a  rule  to  implement  these  provisions  4  CSR  340-8.010. 

393.1025  -  This  section  adds  the  Division  of  Energy  to  the  definitions  to  reflect 
performance  of  RES  statutory  duties  that  transferred  in  2013  with  DE  from  the  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  to  the  Department  of  Economic  Development.  This  section  also 
modifies  the  description  of  hydropower,  which  would  require  a  revision  to  DE’s  RES  rule. 
This  can  be  completed  using  existing  resources. 

393.1030  —  This  section  incrementally  increases  the  RES  percentages  from  20%  in  2020 
to  40%  in  2035  and  annually  thereafter  and  allows  electricity  savings  from  energy 


efficiency  programs  to  count  towards  compliance.  DE  assumes  the  PSC  would  account  for 
the  energy  efficiency  inclusion.  The  division  receives  applications  for  certification  that 
renewable  energy  generation  facilities  cause  no  undue  adverse  environmental  impacts.  The 
number  of  annual  applications  to  DE  to  certify  renewable  energy  facilities  is  not  expected 
to  increase  due  to  the  incrementally  higher  RES  requirements.  A  renewable  generation 
facility  is  certified  once  and  continues  to  generate  over  the  life  of  the  facility,  and  therefore 
continues  to  count  toward  RES  compliance.  The  number  of  applications  could  also  be 
offset  by  the  electric  energy  savings  from  efficiency,  which  is  not  included  in  the  estimates 
below. 

Current  RES  statute  requires  15%  by  January  1,  2021.  Based  on  the  historical  number  of 
applications  for  certification,  DE  assumes  30  applications  for  every  5%  increase  and  an 
even  distribution  over  the  number  of  years  from  the  start  of  one  RES  level  to  the  next  RES 
level.  At  the  proposed  RES  levels,  we  estimate  the  following  applications: 

•  By  January  1,  2020:  20%.  (incremental  increase  of  10%  from  current  2018  RES 
requirement)  =  30  applications/year  over  2  years 

•  By  January  1,  2023:  25%  (incremental  increase  of  5%  from  2020  RES  requirement)  = 
10  applications/year  over  3  years. 

•  By  January  1,  2026:  30%  (incremental  increase  of  5%)  =  10  applications/year  over  3 
years. 

•  By  January  1,  2030  and  ongoing:  35%  (incremental  increase  of  5%)  =  7.5 
applications/year  over  4  years. 

•  By  January  1,  2035  and  ongoing:  40%  (incremental  increase  of  5%)  =  6 
applications/year  over  5  years. 

DE  assumes  the  increased  application  reviews  and  certifications  can  be  completed  using 
existing  resources. 

The  Division  of  Energy  assumes  it  can  implement  the  provisions  of  this  proposal  with 
existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  an  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  are  unable  to  estimate  the 
impact  of  this  legislation  on  their  utility  costs.  However,  based  on  research,  including  that 
completed  by  the  Heritage  Foundation,  the  proposed  regulatory  changes  would  be  difficult 
to  implement  and  could  significantly  increase  costs  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  change  the 
renewable  energy  statutes  enacted  pursuant  to  the  Missouri  Clean  Energy  Act  (Proposition 
C)  in  November  2008.  This  should  have  no  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue  or  the 
calculation  under  Article  X,  Section  18(e)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

OA-FMDC  assumes  that  Missouri  electric  providers  would  be  required  to  install  new 
renewable  energy  sources  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  petition.  According  to  the  U.S. 
Energy  Information  Administration,  renewable  energy  resources  accounted  for  only  3.4% 
of  Missouri's  net  electricity  generation  in  2016.  https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=MO.  OA- 
FMDC  assumes  that  capital  costs  for  installing  renewable  energy  equipment  would  make 
it  more  costly  for  electric  providers  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  petition  and  that  some 
of  those  costs  would  be  passed  along  to  consumers. 

For  the  Office  of  Administration,  OA-FMDC  assumes  that  this  petition  would  result  in 
higher  electricity  costs  for  state  facilities;  however,  OA-FMDC  has  no  way  of  calculating 
how  much  that  increase  would  be. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year’s  legislative  session.  The  fiscal 
impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500.  Their 
office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional  funding 
would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also  recognize  that  many  such  bills 
may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively  the  costs  may 
be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve 
the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting  administrative  rules  requirements 
should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally  approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 


the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  requiring  utility  companies  to  generate  a  much 
larger  portion  of  their  electricity  from  renewable  energy  sources  will  likely  increase  the 
cost  of  such  electricity,  but  the  impact  of  this  initiative  petition  is  UNKNOWN. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  -  Office  of  The  Public  Counsel  (OPC) 

indicated  increased  operating  costs  of  $148,141  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $173,208  for  fiscal 
year  2020,  and  $174,867  for  fiscal  year  2021. 

This  proposal  will  affect  the  Division  of  Energy;  Public  Service  Commission. 

This  initiative  seeks  to  impose  dramatically  higher  renewable  energy  standards  for 
regulated  investor-owned  utilities  at  an  undoubtedly  substantial  cost  to  Missourians. 

393.1025 

This  initiative  seeks  to  impose  dramatically  higher  renewable  energy  standards  for 
regulated  investor-owned  utilities.  The  nearly  tripling  of  these  standards  will  come  at  an 
extraordinary  cost  to  Missourians. 

This  proposal  will  create  additional  proceedings  before  the  Public  Service  Commission. 

Given  the  experience  of  OPC  on  time  spent  litigating  existing  renewable  energy  standards, 
such  a  bill  would  likely  require  an  additional  auditor  and  one  additional  attorney. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 


Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Joint 
Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  additional  known  costs  of  approximately  $170,000 
annually.  State  and  local  governmental  entities  anticipate  possible  increased  costs  of 
electricity,  but  the  amount  is  unknown. 
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Jami.s  C.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  ati:  Information  Ci-nter 
(573)751-4936 


RECEIVED 

MAR  U  1  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft  state  auditors  office 


Sf.crf.tary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  potions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  I,  20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-358) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  March  I.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  S  i  km  i  •  Jp.it  prsonCi  i  y  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

1  INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and  _ _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 
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CIRCILATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ _ I, _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say 

(print  or  type  names  of  signers) _ _ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
Street,  No  PO  Boxes 
(City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 
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/  i 
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signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 

name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  x  do  not  _  (cheek  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 

National  Ballot  Access . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Address  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  ofNotary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  Commission  expires 


1 


18-358 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  30  of  article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  adding  Section 
30(E).  The  new  section  includes  the  following  underlined  language: 

Monies  collected  from  a  one  tenth  of  one  percent  sales  tax  will  be  used  for  the  purpose 

of  developing  a  third  lane  for  trucks  in  both  directions  from  St.  Louis  to  Joplin  on 

Interstate  I  -44.  Said  tax  will  sunset  after  three  years. 


18-357 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


February  28,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-230) 

STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFIQI 

[nVO  p  n  nna^ 
-J  FEB  2  8  2018 
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RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-357) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  February  27,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  1 
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County _ 

:  Page  No. _ __ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

!  INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfiilly  order  that  the 

following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and  J _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

Date  | 
Signed  : 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
Street,  No  PO  Boxes 
(City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

I. 
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signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 

name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and 

County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR.  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  x  do  not  _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  paver 

National  Ballot  Access  1 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Address  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  Commission  expires _ .  -j 


18-357 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Article  I  Bill  of  Rights  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  32,  to  read 
as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  oj  Missouri: 

The  United  States  Constitution  being  the  Supreme  Law  of  the  Land,  the  State  of  Missouri  hereby. 

affirms  the  1st  Amendment  rights  to  free  speech  and  to  petition  be  protected  by  allowing 

petitioning  in  all  outdoor  spaces  that  are  open  and  accessible  to  the  public  whether  public  or 

private  property. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  or  State 
Stat  e  or  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

FEB  I B  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


IT  i chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 6,  20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Matthew  Patterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  3  (2018-356) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Matthew  Patterson  on  February  15.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Flon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


(>()()  W.  Main  S  irm  i  •  Ji:i  i  i  rson  C 7  i  y  6511)1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  ol 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  lor  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . 
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being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

— m  |  NAIWK 

(Printed  oFTyped) 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

18-356 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


393. 1 025.  As  used  in  sections  393. 1 020  to  393. 1 030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

( 1 )  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility'  nameplate  [rating]  capacity'  of  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008.  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  I.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 1  ]  2020  through  [20 13]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twentv-seven  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirtv-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  forty  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034;  and 

[(4)]  (5j  No  less  than  [fifteen]  fifty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  may  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  mav 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be'owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulator}'  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
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shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1 050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2015,  and  June  30.  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
'becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1 ,  20 1 7,  and  June  30,  20 1 9;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 , 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I,  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility 
shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessaiy  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that 
calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical 
corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be 
reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The 
commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that 
the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric 
utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the 
expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall 
transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or 
expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  dale  the 
electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  w'as  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity'  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority'  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.0 1 0.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review',  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28,  2013]  November  6,  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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RECEIVED 


FEB  1  b  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jambs  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 75 1  •4936 


Secretary  or  State 
Stat  e,  ok  Missouri 


Ei  i  chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 6,  20 1 8 


T  he  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Matthew  Patterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  2  (2018-355) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Matthew  Patterson  on  February  15.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  Fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  ofllte  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Flawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  strei  i  •  Ji  ittkson City 65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  tor  a  term  ot 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

1, _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 
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NAME 

(Sianature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030.  RSMo.  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


393. 1 025.  As  used  in  sections  393. 1 020  to  393. 1 030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  of  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  I.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [20 1 3]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twentv-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 4]  2023  through  [20 1 7]  2025; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten!  thirty  percent  for  calendar  years  [201 8]  2026  through  [2020]  2029:  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034:  and 

1(4)]  (5)  less  than  [fifteen]  forty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notw  ithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393. 1 075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6. 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy'  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  mav 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  bv  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
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shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers'  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 201 5,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1,  20 1 7,  and  June  30,  20 1 9;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I . 

20 1 9.  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30.  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may.  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1,  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility 
shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessaiy  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that 
calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical 
corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be 
reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The 
commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that 
the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric 
utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the 
expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall 
transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or 
expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the 
electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  2013]  November  6.  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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Received 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


(573)751-2301 


February  1 6.  20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Matthew  Patterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  I  (2018-354) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Matthew  Patterson  on  February  15.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ ; _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  ot 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


r*o 

CZD 


I, _ | _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers)  .  co  -  ^ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


393. 1025.  As  used  in  sections  393. 1 020  to  393.1 030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1 )  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development; 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC".  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  often 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  1.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirement  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following  portions 
of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  fifteen  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [2013]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2027: 

(3)  No  less  than  | ten]  twenty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2028  through  [2020 ]  2034;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteenj  thirty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter. 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  pow'er  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notw  ithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  mav 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  bv  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020.  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
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difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery'  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  quality  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 , 20 1 4,  and  June  30,  20 1 5;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  I,  2017,  and  June  30.  2019;  tw'enty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may.  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I,  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility 
shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessaiy  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that 
calendar  year  at  least  sixty'  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical 
corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be 
reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The 
commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that 
the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric 
utility'  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the 
expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  [2]  3  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall 
transfer  to  the  electric  utility'  all  right  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or 
expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the 
electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  w'as  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of.  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  I  his  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  2013]  November  6,  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
{573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  Sta  te 
State  of  Missouri 


Li  AUDITOR'S  OFFIOF 

■igriuipcS 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  9,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  James  Owens  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  3  (2018-353) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  James  Owens  on  February  9,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Count) _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed. or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

• 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

• 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 


Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393. 1 025  through  393. 1 030.  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known 
as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030.  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

( 1 )  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department 
of  economic  development; 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  horn 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  ol  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4.  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  I.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [20 1 3]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twentv-seven  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty- five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029:  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  forty  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  throuuh  2034;  and 

[(4)]  No  less  than  [fifteen]  fifty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-houis  loi  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  enemy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  reemirements  of  subsection  I  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission! 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020, 

[2]  y.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6. 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  bv  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 

from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  souices  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely -nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30.  2020,  it  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated. 
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owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  ol  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  ot  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  peiiod  foi 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  il  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  tor 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass- 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  ol  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1 050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers'  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  diiect 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30.  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollai  pei 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1. 2015.  and  June  30.  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  loi  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  I,  2017,  and  June  30.  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1. 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1,  2020.  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  tiling  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electi  ical  corporation  s 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  I  lie  electi  it  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  It  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  it 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  arc 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  20131November  6.  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  or  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  9,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  James  Owens  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  2  (2018-352) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  James  Owens  on  February  9, 2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ ' 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2, 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  lias  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer  _ _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 
( Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030.  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known 
as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030.  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  w  ithin  the  department 
of  econom  ic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020: 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC".  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources:  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  often 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4.  2008.  and  arc  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393. 1 030.  I .  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility's  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [2013]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029:  [and] 

(41  No  less  than  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034;  and 

[(4)]  (2D  No  less  than  [fifteen]  forty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 11  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter: 

At  least  tw'O  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

cneruv  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  metiawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393. 1075  durinu  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beuinninu  with  2020, 

[2.]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6. 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  mav 
comply  with  the  standard  in  w  hole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  w  ith  electricity 

produced  or  procured  bv  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 

from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 


( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30.  2020.  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated 
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owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  ol  this  subsection, 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  tor  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  I  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  foi 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division,  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  tiled  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050.  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  ot  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014:  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 . 20 1 5.  and  June  30,  20 1 6;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1 ,  20 1 7,  and  June  30.  20 1 9;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 . 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I,  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  il 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  ot  subsection  2  ot  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  often  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  I  he  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  ol  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  lacilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air.  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  ot  generation  feedstocks.  It  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  w'aste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  ot  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of.  the  provisions  ot  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28.  20 13  [November  6,  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  9,  20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  James  Owens  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  1  (2018-351) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  James  Owens  on  February  9, 2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


<^fN 


0>  / 
D  c 


ao 

-n 

C 0 

\ 

GO 


■X) 

o 

rn 


-o 


rn 


1 


co 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DISI. 

NAME 

(Printed or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
eacli  has  stated  his  or  Iter  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  I  f  paid,  list  the 

payer _  . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  20 1 


Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030.  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known 
as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030.  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  sendee  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;]  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  w  ithin  the  department 
of  economic  development: 

(3)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

(4)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has 
been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources:  and 

(5)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells 
and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  horn 
landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting 
waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does 
not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [lating]  capacity  ol  ten 
megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other 
sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4.  2008.  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by 
rule  hv  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  I.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity'  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility's  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  fifteen  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1  I  ]  2020  through  [20 1 3 ]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2027; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  twenty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2028  through  [2020]  2034;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  thirty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  202 1  ]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  mav  comply  with  this  section  using 

enemy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 

to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020, 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2018.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393. 1020  to  393. 1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 
produced  or  procured  hv  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary'  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(1 )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility  ’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30.  2020.  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
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shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  late  inciease  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electiic 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary'  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection. 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  I  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility'  will  be  excused  il  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s  energy  center]  division  solely  for  renewable 
energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility'  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Prov  ision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050.  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  ol  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014:  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2014,  and  June  30.  2015:  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2015,  and  June  30.  2016:  fifty  cents  per  watt  loi  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1 ,  20 1 7,  and  June  30,  20 1 9;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I . 
2019.  and  June  30.  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30.  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I.  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  ( I )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  lor  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  I  he  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  often  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air.  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  It  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department!  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  2-  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.0 1 0,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  il 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  [August 
28,  2QI31November  6,  2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
s  i  ate  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


RECEIVED 


FEB  0  1  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State: 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Ei.eci  ions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 , 20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Lin  hares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  3  (2018-350) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Andrew  Linhares  on  January  3 1, 201 8. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor'punishable.  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  game  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  i  have  personally  signed  this 

petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

^namE? 

;(  (Printed or  loa>ed) 

1. 

2. 

*} 

J. 

• 

4. 

5. 

• 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _  County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THA  Y  ALL  STA  I  EMENT  S 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


1  am  at*  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer  _ _ • 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  ot  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of _ ,,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known 
as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;] 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department  of  economic  development: 

[(3)]  (4)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  {5}  "Renewable  energy  credit”  or  "REC”,  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of 
electricity  has  been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  (6}  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic 
cells  and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  . 
from  landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped 
storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating] 
capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy- 
sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified 
as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  I.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [20 1 3]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty-seven  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 

(3 )  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 8]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  forty  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034:  and 

[(4)]  (5}  No  less  than  [fifteen]  fifty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in]  2035  and  each  vear 
thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1 .25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  may  comply  with  this  section  using 
energy  savings  capt u red  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 
to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  with  the 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  vear  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2019,  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(I)  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30.  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
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rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  department  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's]  division's  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recover)'  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollai;and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 ,  20 1 5,  and  June  30.  20 1 6;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1 , 2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation's 
rebate  tarif£ shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that; qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renew'able  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6 1  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  201  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

FEB  0  |  2018 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFrrlr'~ 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 . 20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Stale  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Unbares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393.  version  2  (2018-349) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Andrew  Unbares  on  January  3 1 , 201 8. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main s run: i  •Jefferson City 65101 

.  i  Kt  !  i  -hi  mm  ns  services  •  it  e<  ru  tN!  •(*  «*.seci  rities  •  state  \r<  hi',  i  s  •  state  library  •  wolfner  i  idr  *rt 


18-349 


•  County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

1  NAME  <=> 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

• 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7.  

8.'* 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


.  Signature  of  Notar}' 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires _ 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known 
as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;] 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department  of  economic  development: 

[(3)]  (4)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  (5)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of 
electricity  has  been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  (6}  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic 
cells  and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane 
from  landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped 
storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating] 
capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy 
sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008.  and  are  certified 
as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  1.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility's  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [201  I  ]  2020  through  [2013]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twentv-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 8]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  [and] 

(4)  No  less  than  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  2030  through  2034:  and 

[(4)]  (5)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  forty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in]  2035  and  each  year 
thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1 .25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2,  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  may  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savings  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  part  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 
to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shall  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utility  to  comply  w  ith  t lie 

portfolio  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  vear.  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  with  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6. 
[2008]  2019.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
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rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  it  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  averase 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
tai lure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  I  ot  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
lorteited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  department  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's]  division’s  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  tor  an  annual  report  to  be  tiled  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  tor  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  thepass- 
through  ot  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  I  he  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1 , 2014.  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016.  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  I,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  jhe 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1 , 2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided' for  in  subdivision  (1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation's 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  docume’ntation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to  ' 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  20 1  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Sucre i ary  of  State 
Stat  e  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

FEB  0  1  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  GrflCe 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1,2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Unbares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  I  (2018-348) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Andrew  Unbares  on  January  3 1,  201 8. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65 1  o  l 
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County _ 

Page _ ‘ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


CO 


* —  v, 

e>  /•  - 


3-0 

•to 


c — 

TO 

s 

m 

CO 

o 
\  n 

-o 

■<; 

rn 

•  • 

> 

<n 


cn 

vO 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections‘393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known 
as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393. 1 025.  As  used  in  sections  393. 1 020  to  393. 1 030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission: 

(2)  "Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources; 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department  of  economic  development: 

[(3)]  (4)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  [5]  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC”,  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of 
electricity  has  been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  (6)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic 
cells  and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane 
from  landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped 
storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating] 
capacity  often  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy 
sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008.  and  are  certified 
as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division. 


393.1030.  1.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

(1 )  No  less  than  [two]  fifteen  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [2013]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [live]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 4]  2023  through  [20 1 7]  2027; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  tw'entv-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2028  through  [2020]  2034;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  thirty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in]  2035  and  each  year  thereafter: 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilow  att-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  section,  an  electric  utility  may  comply  with  this  section  using 

energy  savin  us  captured  due  to  energy  efficiency  or  demand-side  measures.  As  pail  of  its  rulemaking  authority  pursuant 
to  subsection  7  of  this  section,  the  commission  shal  I  prescribe  a  rule  allowing  an  electric  utiji  tv  to  comply  with  the 

portfoli  o  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  using  verified  megawatt-hour  savings  captured  due  to  commission- 

approved  demand-side  programs  under  section  393.1075  during  each  compliance  year,  whether  such  annual  energy 

savings  is  due  to  measures  installed  in  that  compliance  year  or  in  previous  compliance  years  beginning  w  ith  2020. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6. 
[2008]  2019,  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy'  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv  purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  w'here  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(1)  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  irivestment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
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difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's]  division’s  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in' meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  I  he  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30.  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2015.  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  I.  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I, 
2019.  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  I,  2020.  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  tiles  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  refecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  .shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  20 1  [3]8.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


January  22, 2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  ok  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  22  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  506  (2018-347) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  January  22.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  Kicks  •  business  Services  •  Elections  .  publications  •  Securities  .  state  archives  •  stai  k  library  •  Wolfner  library 
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INITIATIVE  PETITION 
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/otln*iddr.iiond  <*y.ln»n  cr  vll'lgo corroclly,  and  thu  McnxtMr t.iKWrod  votor  o(  Itouirocf  MlUdurl  nod  ■  ■  ■■  . 

FURTHBRMORB.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY QFPBRIURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  ANO 
CORRECT  ANU  THAT  :  HAVE  NEVER  SEEN  CONVICTED  OP,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
forgery; 

l  am  at  laasf  1R  years  of  3*e,  I  do _ do  not _ (dine*  oral  oxpactr  to  tse-pald  for  ureulatJng  this  petition,  if  paid,  Hit  tha  paver 


Signature  of  Affian  t  [Parian  'jtiwifilrgsltjnaturwl 

Printed  Nirria  of  Affiant 

i 

SuBtorlbed  tntl  iwom  to  Defers  ma  this _ dav  of 


jFFoatiddrnu  of  Affiant 

cltyltataand  Zip  Codeof  Affiant 

A.0. 201_ 


SlgnatLta  of  Notary 


Natarv  Rublle(S»ill 
My  commliilett  uxpfrea: 


Addre..  or  Notary 
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BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI; 

SECTION; /&OFTHE  REVISED  MISSOURI 

READ  AS  FOLLOW; 


STATUTES  ARE  HEREBY  AMENDED, TO 


■'•  I*  yr*  *\  MT  J  J  1 «»  )  y 


506.145.  Process  server  authorized  to  carry  concealed  firearm,  —  Any  person 
authorized  to  issue  or  serve  process  is  authorized  tcTcarry  a  concealed  firearm,  the 
provisions  of  any  other  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 


% 
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|  ames  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVtD 

JAN  1 9  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  19,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Stale  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RF.:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment 

(2018-346) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  19,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


ce:  Hon.  Joshua  I).  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

AliMINISI  NATIVE  RUI.ES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  I.I.KCI  IONS  •  I'liMJCATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATI  ARCHIVES  •  ST  ATI  I.IFRAltN  •  WOLI  NTH  LIBRARY 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  ow  n,  or  know  ingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  ot  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 

shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself 

or  herselfsays:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


i — J 
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(Official  Ballot  Title) 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
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,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

A 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  ofMissouri  and 


County. 


FUR  THERMORE,  I  I ILREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  20 

Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

That  no  landlord  in  the  state  may  evict  a  tenant  for  non-payment  of  rent  unless  they  are  in  arears 
for  a  period  greater  than  30  days  (60  days  for  a  tenant  older  than  65  or  who  is  legally  disabled). 
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JAMKS  C.  KIRKPATRICK 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  75 1  -4936 


January  I1).  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  9  2018 


_  AUDITORS 

mxtions  Division 


OFFICE 


(573)751-2301 


The  I  lonorablc  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment 

(2018-345) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  19.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  l 
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18-345 


County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  ot  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 

shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself 

or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  w  hich  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 
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\  *—• 

(j)  / 


CIRCULATOR’S  AEFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ _ 

I’ _ _  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


VO 

m 
o 
•  n 


^  rn 


in  r 


uD 

•F* 

KD 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

N^illE 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
Tl  I  AT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do do  not (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ _,  A.D.  20 _ 

Signature  ot  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires _ 


18-345 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Water,  being  necessary  for  life,  that  no  county,  municipality  or  co-operative  may  not  disconnect 
for  non-payment  the  water  supply  to  any  customer  without  a  minimum  notice  of  at  least  three 
months,  (six  months  for  customers  over  the  age  of  65  or  with  a  legal  disability). 


18-344 


(AMI'S  C.  KlRKRATRICK 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 

January  19.  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  ok  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  9  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Stale  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  6510! 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment 

(2018-344) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  19,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

I  hank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  Rules  •  Musinuss  services  •  Elections  •  Publications  •  Securities  •  state:  archives  •  St  at  i  library  •  Wole  nkr  lihrary 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary',  lor  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the !  lonorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 

shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  ot  the  slate  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself 

or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT.  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
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,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  ot  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  ot  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _  _ County'. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 _ 

Signature  of  Notary 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires 


18-344 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

The  United  States  Constitution  being  the  Supreme  Law  of  the  Land,  the  State  of  Missouri  hereby 
affirms  the  1st  Amendment  rights  to  free  speech  and  to  petition  be  protected  by  allowing 
petitioning  in  all  outdoor  spaces  that  are  open  and  accessible  to  the  public  whether  public  or 
private  property. 


18-343 


Jamus  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Ci-ntfr 
f 5731  751-4936 

January  19,2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  9  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)  75 1-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-343) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  19.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
Fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  llscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


<>00  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6510 1 

•  v .  uwni s  •  *.i  ut  Am  hives •  Stati  Lit  rary  •  Woi  •  ni  i  i  ibrary 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knov/ingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6Ih  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


i,. 


os 

•  • 

on 
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(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

V 

2. 

3. 

4. 

• 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-343 


BE  IT  RESOL  VED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 

amended: 

Section  36(a)  of  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  Section 
36(a).  The  existing  Section  36(a)  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  underlined. 

Section  36(a).  Economic  development,  department  of  -  duties  of  department  -  director,  how 
appointed.  -  The  department  of  economic  development  shall  be  in  charge  of  a  director  appointed 
by  the  governor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  The  department  shall 
administer  all  programs  provided  by  law  relating  to  the  promotion  of  the  economy  of  the  state, 
the  economic  development  of  the  state,  trade  and  business,  technology  development  and  other 
activities  and  programs  impacting  on  the  economy  of  the  state. 

A  state  sales  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  will  provide  additional  money  for  the  State 

Economic  Development  Department  to  be  used  solely  for  the  promotion  and  development  of 

"Technology  Parks  in  Missouri.  Technology  Parks  serve  as  incubators  helping  create  new 

companies,  jobs,  and  research  and  development.  Cities  will  be  able  to  apply  with  the  State  of 

Missouri  to  have  certified  technology  park  status.  Local  counties  or  cities  operating  in  the  state 

mav  place  voting  yes  or  no  on  their  ballot  to  seek  approval  or  disapproval  of  the  People. 

The  one  year  sales/use  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  (referred  to  above)  is  hereby  levied  and 

imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privilege  of  selling  tangible  personal  property  or  rendering 

taxable  services  at  retail  in  this  state  upon  the  sales  and  services  which  now  are  or  hereafter  are 

listed  and  set  forth  in.  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be 

collected  as  provide  in  the  "Sales  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated 

in  connection  therewith:  the  one  year  sales/use  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  is  levied  and 

imposed  for  the  privilege  of  storing,  using  or  consuming  within  this  state  any  article  of  tangible 

personal  property  as  set  forth  and  provided  in  the  "Compensating  Use  Tax  Law"  and,  except  as 

to  the  amount  of  the  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in  the 

"Compensating  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection 

therewith.  A  Technology  Park  foundation  will  be  established  in  name  and  accept  any  offered 

funding  for  a  period  of  forever. 


Schedule 


Section  36(a1  amendment.  All  of  the  provisions  of  36fa1  amendment  shall  be  self-enforcing 

except  that  the  general  assembly  shall  adjust  brackets  for  the  collection  of  the  sales  and  use 

taxes.  The  above  one  tenth  of  one  percent  sales/use  tax  will  sunset  one  year  after  imposition. 


18-342 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  7  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  17.  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Unbares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393.  version  6  (2018-342) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Andrew  Unbares  on  January  16,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
liscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  liscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  vi a i n  Street  •  .li  it  i  rson  City  65101 
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18-342 


County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  tor  a  term  ot 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ _ _ • 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  as  follows 


Section  A.  Sections  393. 1 025  through  393. 1 030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known  as 
Sections  393. 1 025  and  393. 1 030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393. 1025.  Definitions.  As  used  in  sections  393. 1020  to  393.1030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

( 1 )  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission: 

(2)  "Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources: 

(3)  "D  i  vision the  division  of  cncruv  within  the  department  of  economic  development: 

(4)  "Governing  Body",  the  body  with  jurisdiction  over  any  municipal  electric  utility  or  rural  electric  cooperative  as  provided 
in  chapter  394: 

[(3)]  (5)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  (6)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has  been 
generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  (7)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells  and 
panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  ccllulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from  landfills,  from 
agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting  waste  material  to  energy, 
clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or 
impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  often  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen 
produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become 
available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division. 

(8)  "Retail  electric  supplier",  any  municipal  utility,  electrical  corporation  regulated  under  chapter  386,  or  rural  electric 
cooperative  under  chapter  394  that  provides  retail  electric  service  in  this  state. 


393. 1030.  1 .  The  commission  or  uoverninu  body  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  [electric  utilities]  retail  electric  suppliers  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy 
resources.  Such  portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  [electric  utility’s]  retail  electric  supplier's  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [201 1  ]  2020  through  [2013]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [  five]  thirty'  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  forty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  fifty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  2021]  2030  and  each  year  thereafter: 

At  least  two  percent  ot  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements  shall  apply 
to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another  source  in  or  outside  of  this 
state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each  kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy 
generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1 .25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance.  • 


2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  4,  each  retail  electric  supplier  may  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  usinu  electricity 
■savings  based  on  cncruv  efficiency  measures  installed  pursuant  to  a  commission-approved  demand-side  program  under  section 
393.1075  in  the  case  of  electrical  corporations  organized  under  this  chapter,  or  pursuant  to  a  demand-side  program  approved  by  the 
uoverninu  body  in  the  case  of  municipal  utilities  and  rural  electric  cooperatives  under  chapter  394,  All  savinus  from  cncruv  efficiency 
measures  used  to  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  of  this  section  shall  be  verified  by  an  evaluation,  measurement,  and 

verification  process  as  specified  bv  the  commission  or  governing  body. 


[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6,  [2008]  2019, 
shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit  may  exist  for  up  to  three 
years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections  393. 1 020  to  393. 1 030  and  may  not  also  be 
used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfedcral  requirement.  A  retail  electric  supplier  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  bv 
purchasin'.;  REC  s,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity  produced  or  procured  bv  the  retail  electric  supplier  and  sold 
to  Missouri  customers.  A[n  electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  may  not  use  a  credit  derived  from  a  green  pricing  program  towards 
compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially  be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The 
commission  or  governing  body,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make  whatever  rules  are  necessary  to 
enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 


( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  ol  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  [electric  utility's] 
retail  electric  supplier  s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including  the  risk  of 


18-342 


greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  it  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  would  be 
less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned  or  operated  by  the  electric 
utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates  shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount 
up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the  difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the 
retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by 
the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will 
produce  a  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related 
projects  initiated,  owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be 
included  in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for  failure  to 
.meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  A(n  electric  utilitvl  retail  electric  supplier  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the 

commission  or  eoveminu  body  that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably 
mitigated,  or  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from 
customers.  Amounts  forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  department  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  lor 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's]  division’s  energy  center  solely  for  renewable  energy 
and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  [electric  utility]  refail  electric  supplier  in  a  format  sufficient  to 
document  its  progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass-through  of 
benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  [electrical  corporations]  electric  utilities  that  qualify  tor  an  exemption 
under  section  393. 1050.  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct  current  that 
were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section  386.890.  The  solar 
rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt 
for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2014.  and  June  30.  2015;  one  dollar  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1,  2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2016,  and  June  30, 
20[17]30'  [fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  pci  watt 
for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2019.  and  June  30,  2020;]  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
after  June  30,  20[20]30.  An  electric  utility  may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred 
eighty-two  days  prior  to  the  June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  ollering 
rebates  after  July  1 . 20[20]30,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (I)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall  be  entitled 
to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  it  the  electrical 
corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the 
change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation 
reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is 
filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the 
tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling; 
however,  if  the  continued  payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  refail  rate 
increase,  the  expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  -  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the 
electric  utility  all  riuht,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  often  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar 
electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 


[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission  or  governing  body,  establish  by  rule  a 
ertification  process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
cction  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type,  technology,  an 
he  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue  adverse  air.  water,  or  land  use 
mpacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any  amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable 
nergy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to  renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio 
equirements. 


[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  or  governing, body  and  the  [department]  division  shall 
include  methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  tor  purposes  of  this  section. 


[61  7.  The  commission  or  governing  body  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section, 
ut  only  to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  ol  this  section  Any  rule  or 
ortion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section 'shall  become 
ffective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.0_8.  This  scclio 
nd  chapter  536  arc  nonsevcrable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to 
day  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking 
uthority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28,  20 1 [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Informa  i  ion  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


January  17,  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oi  State 
State  oe  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  7  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

El  i  chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  I  Ionorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  Citv,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Linhares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393.  version  5  (20 1 8-34 1 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Andrew  Linhares  on  January  16,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


ce:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registci^  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


in 


"N. 


03 

c— 
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sr 
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XT 


VO 

rn i 
o 

rn 


rn 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  orTvped) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201_. 


Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 


Section  A.  Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  arc  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known  as 
Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  "Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources: 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department  of  economic  development: 

(4)  "Governing  Body",  the  body  with  jurisdiction  over  any  municipal  electric  utility  or  rural  electric  cooperative  as  provided 

in  chapter  394; 

[(3)]  (5j  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  (6)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has  been 
generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  (If  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells  and 
panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  ccllulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from  landfills,  from 
agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting  waste  material  to  energy, 
clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or 
impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen 
produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become 
available  after  November  4.  2008,  and  are  certified  as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division. 

(8) " Retail  electric  supplier",  any  municipal  utility,  electrical  corporation  retaliated  under  chapter  386,  or  rural  electric 
cooperative  under  chapter  394  that  provides  retail  electric  service  in  this  state. 


393.1030.  1 .  The  commission  or  governing  body  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  [electric  utilities]  retail  electric  suppliers  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy 
resources.  Such  portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  [electric  utility's]  retail  electric  supplier’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 1  ]  2020  through  [20 1 3]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty-seven  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025: 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029:  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  forty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in  2021]  2030  and  each  year  thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements  shall  apply 
to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another  source  in  or  outside  of  this 
state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each  kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy 
generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1 .25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 


2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  4,  each  retail  electric  supplier  may  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  using  electricity 

savings  based  on  energy  efficiency  measures  installed  pursuant  to  a  commission-approved  demand-side  program  under  section 

393. 1075  in  the  case  of  electrical  corporations  organized  under  this  chapter,  or  pursuant  to  a  demand-side  program  approved  by  the 

governing  body  in  the  case  of  municipal  utilities  and  rural  electric  cooperatives  under  chapter  394,  All  savings  from  energy  efficiency 

measures  used  to  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  of  this  section  shall  be  verified  by  an  evaluation,  measurement,  and 

verification  process  as  specified  by  the  commission  or  governing  body. 


[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6,  [2008]  2019. 
shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit  may  exist  for  up  to  three 
years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be 
used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfcderal  requirement.  A  retail  electric  supplier  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity  produced  or  procured  by  the  retail  electric  supplier  and  sold 

to  Missouri  customers.  A[n  electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  may  not  use  a  credit  derived  from  a  green  pricing  program  towards 
compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially  be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The 
commission  or  governing  body,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make  whatever  rules  are  necessary  to 
enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( I )  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  [electric  utility's] 
retail  electric  supplier's  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including  the  risk  of 
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greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  would  be 
less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned  or  operated  by  the  electric 
utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates  shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount 
up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the  difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the 
retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by 
the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will 
produce  a  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related 
projects  initiated,  owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be 
included  in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for  failure  to 
meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  A[n  electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the 
commission  or  governing  body  that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably 
mitigated,  or  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from 

customers.  Amounts  forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits 
needed  for  compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's]  division’s  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  [electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  in  a  format  sufficient  to 
document  its  progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass-through  of 
benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under  section 
393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar  electric  systems 
sited  on  customers'  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct  current  that  were  confirmed  by 
the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section  386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two 
dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 
2015.  and  June  30.  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents 
per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming 
operational  between  July  1,  2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30, 

2020.  An  electric  utility  may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days 
prior  to  the  June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1, 2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  provided  for  in 
subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying 
rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  fijes  with  the 
commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The 
filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation's  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  rctlccting  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission 
determines  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The 
electric  utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be  recoverable 
as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer 
for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and 
operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission  or  uoverninu  body,  establish  by  rule  a 
certification  process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type,  technology,  and 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue  adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use 
impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any  amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable 
energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to  renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio 
requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  or  uoverninu  body  and  the  department  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting  waste 
material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  or  governing  body  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section, 
but  only  to  the  extent  such  rales  arc  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any  rule  or 
portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become 
effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section 
and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to 
delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rale  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking 
authority  and  any  rale  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28,  201  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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Jamf.sC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


received 

JAN  1  7  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State  elections  division 

State  of  Missouri  (573) 751-2301 


January  17.  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Unhares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  4  (2018-340) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Andrew  Linhares  on  January  1 6,  20 1 8. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 
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TO 
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un 
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zx 

sr 
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jr 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

*“•*  • 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

’ - ^ 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 


Section  A.  Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  be  known  as 
Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030.  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030.  the  following  terms  mean: 

( 1 )  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  "Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources; 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  enemy  within  the  department  of  economic  development; 

(4)  "Governing  Body",  the  body  with  jurisdiction  over  any  municipal  electric  utility  or  rural  electric  cooperative  as  provided 

in  chapter  394; 

[(3)]  (5)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  (6)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of  electricity  has  been 
generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

1(5)]  (7)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic  cells  and 
panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  ccllulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane  from  landfills,  from 
agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting  waste  material  to  energy, 
clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped  storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or 
impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating]  capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen 
produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy  sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become 
available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  arc  certified  as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division. 

(8)  "Retail  electric  supplier",  any  municipal  utility,  electrical  corporation  regulated  under  chapter  386,  or  rural  electric 
cooperative  under  chapter  394  that  provides  retail  electric  service  in  this  state. 


393.1030.  1 .  The  commission  or  governing  body  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  [electric  utilities]  retail  electric  suppliers  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy 
resources.  Such  portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  [electric  utility's]  retail  electric  supplier’s  sales: 


( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  fifteen  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 1  ]  2020  through  [2013]  2022: 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 


(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  twenty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  and 


(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  thirty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in]  [202 1  ]  2030  and  each  year  thereafter; 


At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements  shall  apply 
to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another  source  in  or  outside  of  this 
state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each  kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy 
generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 


2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  4,  each  retail  electric  supplier  may  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  using  electricity 

savings  based  on  energy  efficiency  measures  installed  pursuant  to  a  commission-approved  demand-side  program  under  section 

393.1075  in  the  case  of  electrical  corporations  organized  under  this  chapter,  or  pursuant  to  a  demand-side  program  approved  by  the 
governing  body  in  the  case  of  municipal  utilities  and  rural  electric  cooperatives  under  chapter  394,  All  savings  from  energy  efficiency 

measures  used  to  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  of  this  section  shall  be  verified  by  an  evaluation,  measurement,  and 
verification  process  as  specified  by  the  commission  or  governing  body. 


[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6,  [2008]  2019, 
shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit  may  exist  for  up  to  three 
years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be 
used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  A  retail  electric  supplier  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity  produced  or  procured  by  the  retail  electric  supplier  and  sold 

to  Missouri  customers.  A[n  electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  may  not  use  a  credit  derived  from  a  green  pricing  program  towards 
compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially  be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The 
commission  or  governing  body,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make  whatever  rules  are  necessary  to 
enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 
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(1)  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  [electric  utility's] 
retail  electric  supplier’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including  the  risk  of 
greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  would  be 
less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned  or  operated  by  the  electric 
utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates  shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount 
up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the  difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the 
retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by 
the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any  provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will 
produce  a  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related 
projects  initiated,  owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  arc  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be 
included  in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for  failure  to 
meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  A[n  electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the 
commission  or  governing  body  that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably 
mitigated,  or  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from 

customers.  Amounts  forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  rdepartmentl  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits 
needed  for  compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department's]  division's  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  [electric  utility]  retail  electric  supplier  in  a  format  sufficient  to 
document  its  progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass-through  of 
benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under  section 
393. 1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar  electric  systems 
sited  on  customers'  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct  current  that  were  confirmed  by 
the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section  386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two 
dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30.  2014;  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per  W'att  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 
2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents 
per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming 
operational  between  July  1,  2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30, 

2020.  An  electric  utility  may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days 
prior  to  the  June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1, 2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  provided  for  in 
subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying 
rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the 
commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The 
filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation's  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate 
increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  It  the  commission 
determines  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The 
electric  utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued 
payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be  recoverable 
as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer 
for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and 
operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission  or  governing  body,  establish  by  rule  a 
certification  process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type,  technology,  and 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue  adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use 
impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any  amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable 
energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to  renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio 
requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  or  governing  body  and  the  department  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for  converting  waste 
material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  or  governing  body  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section, 
but  only  to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any  rule  or 
portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become 
effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section 
and  chapter  536  are  nonsevcrable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to 
delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  ol  rulemaking 
authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28,  20 1  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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JAN  1  7  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICt 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Sta  i  i  Information  Ci;nttr 
(573)  75 1-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  17.  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Linharcs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  3  (2018-339) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Andrew  Linhares  on  January  16.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Stri:i:t  •  Jio  i  krson  C'i  i  y  6510 1 
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County 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


r~o 

c=> 


2: 


CT> 

-o 


TO 

rn 

o 

rn 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

'  NAME  -C" 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

- 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ _ _ .. 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 


Section  A.  Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to 
be  known  as  Sections  393. 1025  and  393. 1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;] 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  enerszv  within  the  department  of  economic  development; 

[(3)]_(4)  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  (5)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of 
electricity  has  been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and] 

[(5)]  (6)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic 
cells  and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  ccllulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane 
from  landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped 
storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating] 
capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy 
sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008.  and  are  certified 
as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division.  * 


393.1030.  I .  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2011]  2020  through  [20 13]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  thirty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  forty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  fifty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in]  2030  and  each  year  thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstand ing  subsection  4,  each  electric  utility'  may  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  using  electricity 
savings  based  on  energy  efficiency  measures  installed  pursuant  to  a  commission-approved  demand-side  management 

program  under  section  393. 1075. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2019.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393. 1020  to  393. 1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comp  I  y  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 
produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

( 1)  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewablc  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 


I 
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retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  department  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s]  division’s  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  [electrical  corporations]  electric  utilities  that  qualify  for  an 
exemption  under  section  393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new 
or  expanded  solar  electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system, 
measured  in  direct  current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or 
before  June  30,  2014;  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2014,  and  June 
30,  2015;  one  dollar  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  20[19]30;  [twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming 
operational  between  July  1,  2019,  and  June  30,  2020;]  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June 
30,  20[20]30.  An  electric  utility  may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred 
eighty-two  days  prior  to  the  June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation 
from  offering  rebates  after  July  1,  20[20]30,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  provided  for  in  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar 
year,  the  electric  utility  shall  be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  if  the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the 
remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to 
suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s  rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  will  be  reached  and  supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will 
be  reached.  The  commission  shall  rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission 
determines  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff 
suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall  continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling; 
however,  if  the  continued  payment  causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average 
retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures  shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of 
subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be  recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate, 
customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric  utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated 
with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric  system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years 
from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed  that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  arc 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  201  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpaikick 
S i  a  ii  Information  Center 
(573)75  1-4936 

January  17,  20 IS 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  or  Sta  it. 
State:  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  7  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elec  tions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Linharcs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393,  version  2  (2018-338) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Andrew  Linharcs  on  January  16,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


ce:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


eoo  \v.  Main  Street ‘Jefferson  Ci  ty  65101 

VOMiNiSTRAtivt  Rules*  du$im  • ;  *  p  •  •  •  •  ■ ;  v  res  •  State  l  inn  vi  >  •  woi.fmii  mbrari 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  . 
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_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

- - 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

- 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer  _ _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  20 1_. 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 


Section  A.  Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to 
be  known  as  Sections  393.1025  and  393.1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  ["Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources;] 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department  of  economic  development: 

[(3)]  (4J  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020; 

[(4)]  (5)  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of 
electricity  has  been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  £6)  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic 
cells  and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane 
from  landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped 
storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating] 
capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy 
sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified 
as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division.  v 


393.1030.  1.  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 1  ]  2020  through  [20 13]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty-seven  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  thirty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  forty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  inj  2030  and  each  year  thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  4,  each  electric  utility  may  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  using  electricity 

savings  based  on  cncruv  efficiency  measures  installed  pursuant  to  a  commission-approved  demand-side  management 

program  under  section  393. 1075. 

[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4J  6, 
[2008]  2019,  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comp  1  y  with  t h c  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  arc  associated  with  electricity 
produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  net-metered  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(1)  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shaii  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  sol.ar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average 
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retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  if  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  department  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s]  division's  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393.1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers'  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  I,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1,  2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1,  2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rebates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continucd'payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  for  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rules  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  arc 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  20 1  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  center 
(573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oe  state 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

JAN  1  7  2018 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Kuttions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  17.2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Andrew  Unbares  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  393.  version  I  (2018-337) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Andrew  Unbares  on  January  16.  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  llscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W  Main  Strep  r-  Ji-:n  erson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name.  r— N 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF  . 


--v 

ul 


h 


c=> 

C3 


<— 

ZC. 

TO 

m 

__ 

O 

c n 

rn 

-o 

zs. 

rn 

XT 

— 7 

CO 

ro 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer  _ _ • 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 


Section  A.  Sections  393.1025  through  393.1030,  RSMo.  are  repealed  and  two  new  sections  are  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to 
be  known  as  Sections  393. 1025  and  393. 1030,  to  read  as  follows: 


393.1025.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  393.1020  to  393.1030,  the  following  terms  mean: 

(1)  "Commission",  the  public  service  commission; 

(2)  "Department",  the  department  of  natural  resources; 

(3)  "Division",  the  division  of  energy  within  the  department  of  economic  development; 

[(3)]  {4}  "Electric  utility",  any  electrical  corporation  as  defined  by  section  386.020: 

[(4)]  [5}  "Renewable  energy  credit"  or  "REC",  a  tradeable  certificate  of  proof  that  one  megawatt-hour  of 
electricity  has  been  generated  from  renewable  energy  sources;  and 

[(5)]  (6j  "Renewable  energy  resources",  electric  energy  produced  from  wind,  solar  thermal  sources,  photovoltaic 
cells  and  panels,  dedicated  crops  grown  for  energy  production,  cellulosic  agricultural  residues,  plant  residues,  methane 
from  landfills,  from  agricultural  operations,  or  from  wastewater  treatment,  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy,  clean  and  untreated  wood  such  as  pallets,  hydropower  (not  including  pumped 
storage)  that  does  not  require  a  new  diversion  or  impoundment  of  water  and  that  has  a  total  facility  nameplate  [rating] 
capacity  of  ten  megawatts  or  less,  fuel  cells  using  hydrogen  produced  by  one  of  the  above-named  renewable  energy 
sources,  and  other  sources  of  energy  not  including  nuclear  that  become  available  after  November  4,  2008,  and  are  certified 
as  renewable  by  rule  by  the  [department]  division.  V 


393. 1030.  1 .  The  commission  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division,  prescribe  by  rule  a  portfolio 
requirement  for  all  electric  utilities  to  generate  or  purchase  electricity  generated  from  renewable  energy  resources.  Such 
portfolio  requirements  shall  provide  that  electricity  from  renewable  energy  resources  shall  constitute  the  following 
portions  of  each  electric  utility’s  sales: 

( 1 )  No  less  than  [two]  fifteen  percent  for  calendar  years  [20 1 1  ]  2020  through  [20 1 3]  2022; 

(2)  No  less  than  [five]  twenty  percent  for  calendar  years  [2014]  2023  through  [2017]  2025; 

(3)  No  less  than  [ten]  twenty-five  percent  for  calendar  years  [2018]  2026  through  [2020]  2029;  and 

(4)  No  less  than  [fifteen]  thirty  percent  [in  each]  for  calendar  year  [beginning  in]  2030  and  each  year  thereafter; 

At  least  two  percent  of  each  portfolio  requirement  shall  be  derived  from  solar  energy.  The  portfolio  requirements 
shall  apply  to  all  power  sold  to  Missouri  consumers  whether  such  power  is  self-generated  or  purchased  from  another 
source  in  or  outside  of  this  state.  [A  utility  may  comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs.]  Each 
kilowatt-hour  of  eligible  energy  generated  in  Missouri  shall  count  as  1.25  kilowatt-hours  for  purposes  of  compliance. 

2.  No  (withstanding  subsection  4,  each  electric  utility  may  comply  with  the  portfolio  requirements  usin  g  elect  r  ici  ty 
savings  based  on  energy  efficiency  measures  installed  pursuant  to  a  commission-approved  demand-side  program  under 
section  393. 1075. 


[2]  3.  The  commission,  in  consultation  with  the  [department]  division  and  within  one  year  of  November  [4]  6, 
[2008]  2019.  shall  select  a  program  for  tracking  and  verifying  the  trading  of  renewable  energy  credits.  An  unused  credit 
may  exist  for  up  to  three  years  from  the  date  of  its  creation.  A  credit  may  be  used  only  once  to  comply  with  sections 
393.1020  to  393.1030  and  may  not  also  be  used  to  satisfy  any  similar  nonfederal  requirement.  An  electric  utility  may 
comply  with  the  standard  in  whole  or  in  part  by  purchasing  RECs,  provided  that  such  RECs  are  associated  with  electricity 

produced  or  procured  by  the  electric  utility  and  sold  to  Missouri  customers.  An  electric  utility  may  not  use  a  credit  derived 
from  a  green  pricing  program  towards  compliance  with  the  standard.  Certificates  from  nct-mctcrcd  sources  shall  initially 
be  owned  by  the  customer-generator.  The  commission,  except  where  the  [department]  division  is  specified,  shall  make 
whatever  rules  are  necessary  to  enforce  the  renewable  energy  standard.  Such  rules  shall  include: 

(1)  A  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  of  one  percent  determined  by  estimating  and  comparing  the  electric 
utility’s  cost  of  compliance  with  least-cost  renewable  generation  and  the  cost  of  continuing  to  generate  or  purchase 
electricity  from  entirely  nonrenewable  sources,  taking  into  proper  account  future  environmental  regulatory  risk  including 
the  risk  of  greenhouse  gas  regulation.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  until  June  30,  2020,  if  the  maximum  average  retail 
rate  increase  would  be  less  than  or  equal  to  one  percent  if  an  electric  utility’s  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  is  ignored  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  increase,  then  additional  solar  rebates 
shall  be  paid  and  included  in  rates  in  an  amount  up  to  the  amount  that  would  produce  a  retail  rate  increase  equal  to  the 
difference  between  a  one  percent  retail  rate  increase  and  the  retail  rate  increase  calculated  when  ignoring  an  electric 
utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated,  owned,  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility.  Notwithstanding  any 
provision  to  the  contrary  in  this  section,  even  if  the  payment  of  additional  solar  rebates  will  produce  a  maximum  average  • 
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retail  rate  increase  of  greater  than  one  percent  when  an  electric  utility's  investment  in  solar-related  projects  initiated, 
owned  or  operated  by  the  electric  utility  are  included  in  the  calculation,  the  additional  solar  rebate  costs  shall  be  included 
in  the  prudently  incurred  costs  to  be  recovered  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection; 

(2)  Penalties  of  at  least  twice  the  average  market  value  of  renewable  energy  credits  for  the  compliance  period  for 
failure  to  meet  the  targets  of  subsection  1  of  this  section.  An  electric  utility  will  be  excused  it  it  proves  to  the  commission 
that  failure  was  due  to  events  beyond  its  reasonable  control  that  could  not  have  been  reasonably  mitigated,  or  that  the 
maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  has  been  reached.  Penalties  shall  not  be  recovered  from  customers.  Amounts 
forfeited  under  this  section  shall  be  remitted  to  the  [department]  division  to  purchase  renewable  energy  credits  needed  for 
compliance.  Any  excess  forfeited  revenues  shall  be  used  by  the  [department’s]  division’s  energy  center  solely  for 
renewable  energy  and  energy  efficiency  projects; 

(3)  Provisions  for  an  annual  report  to  be  filed  by  each  electric  utility  in  a  format  sufficient  to  document  its 
progress  in  meeting  the  targets; 

(4)  Provision  for  recovery  outside  the  context  of  a  regular  rate  case  of  prudently  incurred  costs  and  the  pass¬ 
through  of  benefits  to  customers  of  any  savings  achieved  by  an  electrical  corporation  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 


[3]  4.  As  provided  for  in  this  section,  except  for  those  electrical  corporations  that  qualify  for  an  exemption  under 
section  393. 1050,  each  electric  utility  shall  make  available  to  its  retail  customers  a  solar  rebate  for  new  or  expanded  solar 
electric  systems  sited  on  customers’  premises,  up  to  a  maximum  of  twenty-five  kilowatts  per  system,  measured  in  direct 
current  that  were  confirmed  by  the  electric  utility  to  have  become  operational  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
386.890.  The  solar  rebates  shall  be  two  dollars  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  on  or  before  June  30,  2014;  one 
dollar  and  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2014,  and  June  30,  2015;  one  dollar  per 
watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 2015,  and  June  30,  2016;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems 
becoming  operational  between  July  1,  2016,  and  June  30,  2017;  fifty  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational 
between  July  1, 2017,  and  June  30,  2019;  twenty-five  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  between  July  1, 
2019,  and  June  30,  2020;  and  zero  cents  per  watt  for  systems  becoming  operational  after  June  30,  2020.  An  electric  utility 
may,  through  its  tariffs,  require  applications  for  rebates  to  be  submitted  up  to  one  hundred  eighty-two  days  prior  to  the 
June  thirtieth  operational  date.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  an  electrical  corporation  from  offering  rebates  after 
July  1. 2020,  through  an  approved  tariff.  If  the  electric  utility  determines  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase 
provided  for  in  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  will  be  reached  in  any  calendar  year,  the  electric  utility  shall 
be  entitled  to  cease  paying  rpbates  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avoid  exceeding  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  if 
the  electrical  corporation  files  with  the  commission  to  suspend  its  rebate  tariff  for  the  remainder  ol  that  calendar  year  at 
least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  change  taking  effect.  The  filing  with  the  commission  to  suspend  the  electrical  corporation’s 
rebate  tariff  shall  include  the  calculation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached  and 
supporting  documentation  reflecting  that  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached.  The  commission  shall 
rule  on  the  suspension  filing  within  sixty  days  of  the  date  it  is  filed.  If  the  commission  determines  that  the  maximum 
average  retail  rate  increase  will  be  reached,  the  commission  shall  approve  the  tariff  suspension.  The  electric  utility  shall 
continue  to  process  and  pay  applicable  solar  rebates  until  a  final  commission  ruling;  however,  if  the  continued  payment 
causes  the  electric  utility  to  pay  rebates  that  cause  it  to  exceed  the  maximum  average  retail  rate  increase,  the  expenditures 
shall  be  considered  prudently  incurred  costs  as  contemplated  by  subdivision  (4)  of  subsection  2  ot  this  section  and  shall  be 
recoverable  as  such  by  the  electric  utility.  As  a  condition  of  receiving  a  rebate,  customers  shall  transfer  to  the  electric 
utility  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  renewable  energy  credits  associated  with  the  new  or  expanded  solar  electric 
system  that  qualified  the  customer  for  the  solar  rebate  lor  a  period  of  ten  years  from  the  date  the  electric  utility  confirmed 
that  the  solar  electric  system  was  installed  and  operational. 

[4]  5.  The  [department]  division  shall,  in  consultation  with  the  commission,  establish  by  rule  a  certification 
process  for  electricity  generated  from  renewable  resources  and  used  to  fulfill  the  requirements  ot  subsection  1  ol  this 
section.  Certification  criteria  for  renewable  energy  generation  shall  be  determined  by  factors  that  include  fuel  type, 
technology,  and  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  generating  facility.  Renewable  energy  facilities  shall  not  cause  undue 
adverse  air,  water,  or  land  use  impacts,  including  impacts  associated  with  the  gathering  of  generation  feedstocks.  If  any 
amount  of  fossil  fuel  is  used  with  renewable  energy  resources,  only  the  portion  of  electrical  output  attributable  to 
renewable  energy  resources  shall  be  used  to  fulfill  the  portfolio  requirements. 

[5]  6.  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  commission  and  the  [department]  division  shall  include 
methane  generated  from  the  anaerobic  digestion  of  farm  animal  waste  and  thermal  depolymerization  or  pyrolysis  for 
converting  waste  material  to  energy  as  renewable  energy  resources  for  purposes  of  this  section. 

[6]  7.  The  commission  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  rules  for  the  implementation  of  this  section,  but  only 
to  the  extent  such  rides  are  consistent  with,  and  do  not  delay  the  implementation  of,  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this 
section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  ol  chapter  536  and,  it 
applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  arc  nonseverablc  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  arc 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  201  [3]8,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

IMiAPnn  npna 


1 


JAN  1  6  2C!3 


crcran  u  eje / 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  1 6,  20 1 8 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  V  (2018-336) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  12,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


ro 


I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)   


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

nr~ 

2. 

3. 

4. 

* 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-336 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Article  V  entitled  Judicial  Department,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as 
Section  32,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Supreme  Court  allows  certified  paralegals  or  legal  assistants  certified  bv  a  credited  college 

or  university,  without  attending  law  school,  to  shadow  and  work  alongside  of  an  attorney  at  law 

for  a  period  of  three  years.  Thereafter,  the  person  would  be  allowed  to  take  a  bar  exam  and  if 

passed,  demonstrating  good  moral  character  and  financial  responsibility  per  State  Supreme  Court 

rules,  will  be  able  to  practice  law  in  Missouri  and  will  be  accepted  bv  the  Supreme  Court  and  the 

Appeals  Courts  and  all  Courts  and  Tribunals  in  the  state  and  have  the  same  basic  rights  to 

practice  law  and  give  legal  advice  to  the  People  of  the  state. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-336) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  V.  (Received  January  16,  2018) 


Date 


February  5,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  V  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Bar  Association. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent 
that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office 
can  absorb  the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  or  the  MHTC  (Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission). 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  allow 
certified  paralegals  and  legal  assistants  that  have  shadowed  and  worked  alongside  of  an 
attorney  for  three  years  to  take  the  bar  exam  and,  if  passed,  practice  law  in  Missouri.  This 
should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  since  the  number  of 
people  who  would  qualify  to  practice  law  under  this  amendment  is  unknown  the  impact 
cannot  be  quantified  at  this  time.  Any  significant  changes  will  be  reflected  in  future 
budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 


the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
may  provide  additional  "attorneys"  to  be  hired  by  the  Public  Defender,  but  it  will  not 
have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact  if  this 
initiative  petition  were  approved. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of 
Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of 
Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  and  the  Missouri  Bar  Association. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Informa  i  ion  Center 
(573)751-4936 


January  1 1, 2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Skcrktary  or  Stati¬ 
st  ate  of  Missouri 


8TATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-335) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  1 1,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  street  •  Ji-tit:rson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knov/s  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  61'’  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

^67“ 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not . 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-335 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
be  amended: 

Article  IV.  section  30  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  shall  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  one- 

tenth  of  one-percent  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicle  fuel,  the  proceeds  of  which  shall  be 

used  to  develop  rail  passenger  service  in  Missouri.  First  funding  will  be  for  rail  lines 

from  St.  Louis  to  Springfield  and  Joplin  and  Joplin  to  Kansas  City. 


18-334 


JamksC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


mm 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  10, 2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Section  48  (2018-334) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  9,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Struct  •Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  61'1  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
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(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

i  •  . 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

XL2~ 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-334 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 

amended: 

Article  IV,  Section  48  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  known  as  48(a),  to  read  as  follows: 

No  person  operating  a  moving  motor  vehicle  upon  the  highways  of  this  state  shall,  by  means  of 

a  hand-held  electronic  wireless  communications  device,  make  or  take  part  in  a  phone  call,  or 
send,  read,  or  write  a  text  message  or  electronic  message,  unless  the  device  is  equipped  with 

technology  allowing  for  hands-free  operation  or  equipped  for  voice-re  cognition  hands-free 

texting  and  is  being  used  in  such  manner.  2,  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  no 

person  shall  operate  a  commercial  motor  vehicle  while  using  a  hand-held  mobile  telephone.  3, 
Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section,  no  person  shall  operate  a  commercial  motor  vehicle 
while  using  a  wireless  communications  device  to  send,  read,  or  write  a  text  message  or  electronic 

message.  4,  The  provisions  of  subsection  1  through  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to 
a  person  operating:  (H  An  authorized  emergency  vehicle. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-334) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  10,  2018) 


Date 


January  30,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  currently,  they  have  guidelines 
for  staff  when  they  are  operating  a  state  vehicle  and  using  a  cell  phone.  If  this  legislation 
passes,  their  department  would  either  have  to  install  hands  free  kits  in  all  state  vehicles  or 
prohibit  staff  from  using  a  cell  phone  while  driving.  Should  they  determine  installing 
hands  free  kits  in  all  state  vehicles  to  be  the  best  route,  they  believe  the  costs  to  be 
absorbable  within  their  current  budget  constraints. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  legislation. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  adds  a  Section  48(a) 
to  Article  IV  Section  48  of  the  Missouri  Constitution.  It  would  prohibit  the  use  of 
electronic  devises  while  operating  a  moving  vehicle,  prohibit  the  use  of  a  hand-held 
mobile  telephone  in  a  commercial  motor  vehicle  and  prohibit  texting  while  operating  a 
commercial  motor  vehicle.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  may  be  some 
impact  but  there  is  no  way  to  quantify  that  currently.  Any  significant  changes  will  be 
reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 


Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  the  impact  of  this 
initiative  petition  on  their  office  is  not  clear,  as  the  punishment  for  operating  a  motor 
vehicle  while  using  a  hand  held  electronic  device  is  not  enumerated.  If  the  offense  is  an 
infraction,  there  would  be  no  impact.  If  the  offense  is  a  misdemeanor,  punishable,  with 
jail  time  -  the  impact  would  be  large. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  they  report  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Their  county  already  has  a  policy  in  place  banning  the  use  of  portable  electronic 
devices  while  operating  a  county-owned  vehicle. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
initiative  will  have  a  significant  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of 
Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of 
Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  the 


Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  and  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  could  incur  additional  costs,  but  the  amount  is  unknown. 
Local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Centkr 
f 5731 751-4936 

January  10,  2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Section  30  (2018-333) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  9,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State  elections  division 

State  of  Missouri  C573)  751-2301 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"1  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

\ 

2. 

3. 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-333 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
be  amended: 

Article  IV,  section  30  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  shall  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  one- 

tenth  of  one-percent  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicle  fuel,  the  proceeds  of  which  shall  be 

used  to  develop  rail  passenger  service  in  Missouri.  The  tax  will  sunset  in  five  years. 


18-332 


Jamks  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Ckntek 
(5731 751-4936 


January  10, 2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-332) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  9,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


j  co 

I, _ _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  ot^Signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  _ _ _ _ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

\ 

2. 

3. 

4. 

* 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOL  VED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Article  I  entitled  Bill  of  Rights,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section 
36,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  36.  All  state  funded  operations  that  are  open  to  the  public  will  allow  the  People  of 

Missouri  to  petition  at  their  public  entrances  as  allowed  in  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions  as 

a  basic  and  fundamental  right. 


* 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-332) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  January  10,  2018) 


Date 


January  30,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  expressly 
allow  people  to  petition  at  the  public  entrances  as  allowed  in  the  state  and  federal 
Constitutions.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 


to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  they  report  no  fiscal  impact  if  petitioners  are 
allowed  at  the  entrances  of  state-funded  operations. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of 
Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of 
Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis 
Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


SiA£*“°ITOR'S  OFFICE 


nci-imoNS  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  8, 2018 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (20 1 8-331) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  January  8,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Stki-i-t  *  Jkffkrson  City  65101 
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Co  u  nty _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  Ft.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
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(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

\ 

2. 

3. 

4. 

F5- 

6. 

7. 

• 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
be  amended: 

Article  IV,  section  30  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  shall  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  one- 

tenth  of  one-percent  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicle  fuel,  the  proceeds  of  which  shall  be 

used  to  develop  a  third  inside  truck  driving  lane  in  both  directions  from  St.  Louis  to 

Joplin  on  Interstate  1-44.  Said  tax  will  sunset  after  three  years. 


K 
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JAMICSC.  KIRKFATUICK 

Static  Information  Cicntkk 
(5731751-4936 


January  3,  2018 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 


fr? 

lCii  nu  nn  nniinrv 

JAN  0  3  2018 

ill] 

tmynn  u  aa 

Ei.icctions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  47  (20 18-330) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  January  2,  2018. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Stri-kt  •  Jeffkrson  City  65101 
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INITIATIVE  PETITION 

TO  the  Honorable  lohn  R.  Aahcroft,  Secretary  of  State  ter  the  State  o I  Mlaiourh 
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|or  city  o  I  St.  aetdlli  my  ragltiored  votlm  .ddreaa  and  name  of,  ha  city,  town  or  vlllaia  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF 
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CORRECT  ANtJ  THAT  I 
FORGERY. 

I  am  at  laasrifi  years  of aga,  I  do - do  not. 


.  (chert  on.)  expect  to  bo-paldfor  circulating  this  petition.  Ifpald,  ll.cthe  peyar 


Signature  ofAfflant  jperion  obtaining  jlgn.turea) 
Prlntad  hJama  of  Affiant 
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Street  addrow  of  Afflent 
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,A.D.201 


STghattiraof  Nntary 


Notary  Public  (Soel) 
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he  it  enacted  bylhc  peo^s  of  Missmn  i;  shall  the  secfofi 
47.310rsmo20l3  be  invoke  to  allow  the  formation  ot  a  new 
Missouri  county  hv  the  name  of  rortlenoinj  county  nussoun . 

Title  VI  COUNTY,  TOWNSHIP  AND  POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  GOVERNMENT 

47.310.  Proceedings  for  dividing  counties.  —  1.  The  question  of  dividing  any _ _ 

^untTor  of  striking  from  any  county  any  portion  thereof,  whether  for  the  purpose  of 

forming  a  ppwrollhty  or  of^dtoglp-aiflrp^  ofadding  thereto  any _ 

portion  ofany  other  county,  may,  by  the  order  of  the'county  commission i  of  an^ounty 

toheaffected,  made  on  the  petition  therefor  of  not  less  than  one  hundred  voters_qf_ - 

Fenlered  of  record,  and  setting  out_fully_the^roposed  change,Jhe 
object  ancTtRe-Bounaaries  of  such  county  if _the  change. "ere  made, 

be  submitted  m ~a  vote  of  the  people  of  the  county,  being  the  voters  thereof,  at  the  nex 
general  election  after  the  making  of  such  order. 

^question  shall  be  submitted  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

•  '  Shall  the" proposed" change  in  the  county  boundary  be  made? 

3 . ^  result  Shows  a  majority  of  the  voters  of  the  county  voting  on  the  question  to_ 

gggSq” C,;X  ordir 

r  «  - « -  vs 


Jo 
shall  be 
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DEC  2  2  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


RS  OFFICE 


J AMi-s  C.  Kirkpatrick 
St  a  ri-  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


Sf.crktary  or  St  am: 
Statf.  of  Missouri 


ST  AT 


i  c  hons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  22.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  front  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  178(2018-329) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Theodis  Brown  on  December  22.  2017. 

Wc  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


ec:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jci  person  City  65101 
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INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  lohn  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  ot  State  (or  the  State  of  .vtlwaurli 

Connivin'  city  of  St.  Usoia).  r.iMatcily  aider  tn«t  m.  foilowir-a 
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tote,  and  each  for  hlnt.air  or  hittalf  .ayst  I  have  wniW ’Wad  his  paw  1 1  *  correctly  written  .fta.  my  .an,..  g 
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[OFFICIAL  8  ALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  QF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  __ 


r.i 


fPetltlnn  Circulators  P 
NAME 

inted  Nen 

DATE 

-  ^  registered  voting  aodress 

istraeti  (Cltv,  Town  orVIllaiiL — 

Zip 

rad* 

COngr. 

DISC. 

name 

(Printed  or  Typed).  . 

(Signature) 

T. - 

T 

T  ” 

k 

T - 

T  ^ 

IT 

nr 

TT 

~TT.  ‘ 

~ST. 

T3 

is; — 

ballava  that  «a 

ch  hinut 

od  hli  or  h«r  ntm«,  rirjjirts red 

o 

'Xi 

m 

<r> 

m 

ro 

o 

ro 

\  ri 

-~T« 

-cc 

n 

ZD 

XT 

cn 

County. 


voting  addr«f  and  dty.  tow"  or  vlllifiewrrwtliy,  And  IW «acn  w 

of  agB  ( do _ do  not  _ _ (Check  on*)  expect  to  bepald  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  tha  payer 


FORGERY. 

i  am  at  least  18  yews 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures') 


Printed  Nam*  of  Affiant 


Street  address  of  Affiant 
City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 


r.,U.,all,H.  ,n.  , ,, , rrr n  'n  lv*fnr,  tTIP  thit 
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«  „  enacted  BY  the  PEOPEES  op  STATE  Of  MISSOURI;  SHAUTHE  ORGINAL  SECTION  178.E6TRSMO 
BE  REENACTED  AND  REVISED  BACK  ON  178.862. 1.2. 3. RSMQ1978; 


- mrr  xl.-  II..-T  -1 . . "17CT^i^-pTariiSUT.e|?,yapp°i^~ 

RPP°^g’°  PTOKCT  p^QjgjropRny. 

facilities  7nd  locations  over  which  they  nave  CPar8P  °i  c°mrl^c-  " 


.  jSrsBxSRGtiZmm  officPf  *,NR^gTfMMgL 

7  top^l,CT3^ETCTiaSiEgg  which  oath  shall  he' 
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10  Sb  ogOTgEgga^ 

1 1  and  mak;aneTt^ir^eTdbvirace  officers;  “SITege  pot.ce  officer  may  »  addition^ 

1 1  jnakeaffMts  as - - 

12  exoeTfronTthe  public  buildings ^camjuses^audjr^ - - 

-  "' ' . . .  .  _j  .  r  |TUStees  or  others  under  the  authority  ot  tuc 

1 3  regulations  that  may  be  prescribed  by  ^Jjoardrt  frusitcsm  o — j 

15  „f  trustees  shall  h^T  mm*m  charge,  »S?1  ' gLgLfSSf- 
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23  holding  nf  n  trninfrff  whiotnuo  reoomnwnded  by-thejmtmflBj  required  under  chapter 

24  590  or,  by  virtue  of  previous  experience  or  other  training,  shall  have  met  the  requirements 

25  of  chapter  59oJ 

26  3.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  denying  the  board  of  trustees  the  right  to.apjioint. 

77  cmards  or  watchmen  who  shall  not  be  given  the  authority  and  powers  hereby  authorized. 

— - - - 
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JAMES  C.  KIRKPATRICK 
State  Information  Center 
15731 751-4930 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  ok  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  19.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


DEC  1 9  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  2  (2018-328) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Terry  Briggs  on  December  1 8.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  |i;efi;rson  Ci  ty  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  ST  ATI  LIBRARY  •  SVOLFNI  l<  LIBRARY 


18-328 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  ofState  forthe  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201. _ . 

Notaiy  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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BE  IT  RESOL  VED  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  30(b)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  30(b).  I.  For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  ol 
connected  state  highways  all  state  revenue  derived  from  highway  users  as  an  incident  to  their  use  or  right  to  use  the 
highways  of  the  state,  including  all  state  license  fees  and  taxes  upon  motor  vehicles,  trailers  and  motor  vehicle  fuels, 
and  upon,  with  respect  to,  or  on  the  privilege  of  the  manufacture,  receipt,  storage,  distribution,  sale  or  use  thereof 
(excepting  those  portions  of  the  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicles  and  trailers  which  are  not  distributed  to  the  state  road  fund 
pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  and  further  excepting  all  property  taxes),  less  the  [(1)  actual  cost  of 
collection  of  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  particular  tax  or  fee  collected),  (2)] 
actual  cost  of  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  taxes  and  fees  and  maintaining  retirement 
programs  as  permitted  by  law[  and  (3)  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  any  state 
motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations,]  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund  which  is  hereby  created  within  the 
state  treasury  and  stand  appropriated  without  legislative  action  to  be  used  and  expended  by  the  highways  and 
transportation  commission  for  the  following  purposes,  and  no  other: 

First,  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  on  any  outstanding  state  road  bonds.  The  term  state  road 
bonds  in  this  section  30(b)  means  any  bonds  or  refunding  bonds  issued  by  the  highways  and  transportation 
commission  to  finance  or  refinance  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system. 

Second,  to  maintain  a  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  in  the  amount  deemed  necessary  to  meet  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  of  any  state  road  bonds  for  the  next  succeeding  twelve  months. 

The  remaining  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  and  expended  in  the  sole  discretion  of  and  under  the 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  following  state  highway  system  uses 
and  purposes  and  no  other: 

(1)  To  complete  and  widen  or  otherwise  improve  and  maintain  the  state  highway  system  heretofore  designated 
and  laid  out  under  existing  law's; 

(2)  To  reimburse  the  various  counties  and  other  political  subdivisions  of  the  state,  except  incorporated  cities 
and  towns,  for  money  expended  by  them  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  roads  and  bridges  now'  or  hereafter  taken 
over  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  as  permanent  parts  of  the  state  highway  system,  to  the  extent  of 
the  value  to  the  state  of  such  roads  and  bridges  at  the  time  taken  over,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  the  amount  expended 
by  such  counties  and  subdivisions  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  such  roads  and  bridges,  except  that  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  repay,  or  agree  to  repay,  any  cash  advanced  by  a 
county  or  subdivision  to  expedite  state  road  construction  or  improvement; 

(3)  In  the  discretion  of  the  commission  to  plan,  locate,  relocate,  establish,  acquire,  construct  and  maintain  the 
following: 

(a)  interstate  and  primary  highways  within  the  state; 

(b)  supplementary  state  highways  and  bridges  in  each  county  of  the  state; 

(c)  state  highways  and  bridges  in,  to  and  through  state  parks,  public  areas  and  reservations,  and  state 
institutions  now  or  hereafter  established  to  connect  the  same  with  the  state  highways,  and  also  national,  state  or  local 
parkways,  travebvays,  tourways,  with  coordinated  facilities; 

(d)  any  tunnel  or  interstate  bridge  or  pan  thereof,  where  necessary  to  connect  the  state  highways  of  this  slate 
with  those  of  other  states; 

(e)  any  highway  within  the  state  when  necessary  to  comply  with  any  federal  law  or  requirement  which  is  or 
shall  become  a  condition  to  the  receipt  of  federal  funds; 

(f)  any  highway  in  any  city  or  tow'n  which  is  found  necessary  as  a  continuation  of  any  state  or  federal 
highway,  or  any  connection  therewith,  into  and  through  such  city  or  town;  and 

(g)  additional  state  highways,  bridges  and  tunnels,  either  in  congested  traffic  areas  of  the  state  or  where 
needed  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  movement  of  through  traffic. 

(4)  To  acquire  materials,  equipment  and  buildings  and  to  employ  such  personnel  as  necessary  tor  the  purposes 
described  in  this  subsection  1 ;  and 

(5)  For  such  other  purposes  and  contingencies  relating  and  appertaining  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  such  state  highway  system  as  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  may  deem  necessary  and  proper. 

(6)  No  revenues  or  fund  balances  authorized  bv  this  subsection  30(b)  shall  in  any  wav  be  diverted  tor  purposes 

other  than  those  specifically  authorized  bv  this  subsection. 

2.  (1)  The  state  sales  tax  upon  the  sale  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  at 
the  rate  provided  by  law'  on  November  2,  2004,  is  levied  and  imposed  by  this  section  until  the  rate  is  changed  by  law 
or  constitutional  amendment. 

(2)  One-half  of  the  proceeds  from  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  shall  be  dedicated  for  highway  and  transportation  use  and  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  as 
follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities,  two  percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  transportation 
fund,  which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury  to  be  used  in  a  manner  provided  by  law  and  seventy-three 
percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  shall 
be  further  allocated  and  used  as  provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article.  1  he  amounts  allocated  and  distributed  to  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this 
section  30(b).  The  sales  taxes  which  are  apportioned  and  distributed  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  not  include 
those  taxes  levied  and  imposed  pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article.  The  term  "proceeds  from  the  state 
sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  ot  revenue 
from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as  permitted 
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by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  amount 
collected). 

(3)  (i)  From  and  after  July  1.  2005.  through  June  30,  2006,  twenty-five  percent  of  the  remaining  one-half  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricyclcs  which  is  not 
distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury;  (ii)  from  and  after  July  1,  2006,  through  June  30.  2007.  fifty  percent 
of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  state  road  bond  fund;  (iii)  from  and  after  July  1, 2007,  through  June  30,  2008.  seventy-five  percent  of  the  aforesaid 
one-  half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles 
which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road 
bond  fund;  and  (iv)  from  and  after  July  1.  2008.  one  hundred  percent  of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by 
subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund.  Moneys  deposited 
in  the  state  road  bond  fund  arc  hereby  dedicated  to  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  the  repayment  of  bonds  issued  by 
the  highways  and  transportation  commission  to  fund  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system 
or  to  fund  refunding  bonds,  except  that  after  January  1.  2009,  that  portion  of  the  moneys  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  the  commissioner  of  administration  and  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  each  certify  is  not  needed 
to  make  payments  upon  said  bonds  or  to  maintain  an  adequate  reserve  for  making  future  payments  upon  said  bonds 
may  be  appropriated  to  the  state  road  fund.  The  highways  and  transportation  commission  shall  have  authority  to  issue 
state  road  bonds  for  the  uses  set  forth  in  this  subdivision  (3).  The  net  proceeds  received  from  the  issuance  of  such 
bonds  shall  be  paid  into  the  state  road  fund  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  construction  or  reconstruction  of  specific 
projects  for  parts  of  the  state  highway  system  as  determined  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission.  The 
moneys  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund  shall  only  be  withdrawn  by  appropriation  pursuant  to  this  constitution. 
No  obligation  for  the  payment  of  moneys  so  appropriated  shall  be  paid  unless  the  commissioner  of  administration 
certifies  it  for  payment  and  further  certifies  that  the  expenditure  is  for  a  use  which  is  specifically  authorized  by  the 
provisions  of  this  subdivision  (3).  The  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  which  are  subject  to  allocation  and  deposit  into  the 
state  road  bond  fund  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  not  include  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  levied  and  imposed 
pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article  nor  shall  they  include  the  proceeds  of  that  portion  of  the  sales  tax 
apportioned,  distributed  and  dedicated  to  the  school  district  trust  fund  on  November  2,  2004.  The  term  "proceeds  from 
the  state  sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  of 
revenue  from  the  said  sales  tax.  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as 
permitted  by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the 
amount  collected). 

3.  After  January  1,  1980,  any  increase  in  state  license  fees  and  taxes  on  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles, 
mopeds  and  motortricycles  other  than  those  taxes  distributed  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be 
distributed  as  follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities  and  seventy-five  percent  to  be  deposited 
in  the  slate  road  fund.  The  amounts  distributed  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  as 
provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article,  to  be  used  for  highway  purposes. 

4.  The  moneys  apportioned  or  distributed  under  this  section  to  the  state  road  fund,  the  state  transportation 
fund,  the  state  road  bond  fund,  counties,  cities,  towns  or  villages  shall  not  be  included  within  the  definition  of  "total 
state  revenues"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  17  of  Article  X  of  this  constitution  nor  be  considered  as  an  "expense  of 
state  government"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  20  of  article  X  of  this  constitution. 

5.  In  order  to  provide  adequate  law  enforcement  on  state  roads  and  throughout  the  state,  an  additional  sales  tax 

of  three-ci»hths  of  one  cent  is  hereby  adopted  and  imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privileue  of  sellinu  tangible 

personal  property  or  rendering  taxable  services  at  retail  in  this  state  upon  the  sales  and  services  which  now  are  listed 

and  set  forth  in.  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in  the 

"Sales  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection  therewith. 

6.  The  "Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund"  is  hereby  established.  All  revenues  generated  bv  the  tax  in 

subsection  5  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Trust  Fund.  To  the  extent  anv  amounts  in  the  Trust  Fund  are  not  appropriated 

bv  the  General  Assembly  in  anv  year,  funds  shall  remain  in  the  Trust  Fund  for  future  appropriations  consistent  with 

this  section  and  no  balances  shall  be  diverted  or  otherwise  appropriated  except  as  authorized  bv  this  section.  No  funds 
shall  be  expended  from  the  Trust  Fund  prior  to  July  I.  2019,  The  General  Assembly  shall  appropriate  funds  in  the 

Trust  Fund  solely  as  follows: 

_ (  n  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  an  annual  audit  of  all  funds  raised  or  expended  under  this  section: 

_ (21  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  anv  state  motor 

vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations  or  for  such  other  state  highway  patrol  functions  as  the  legislature  shall  deem 

appropriate: 

_ (31  to  provide  funds  for  grants  to  municipal  and  countv  law  enforcement  agencies  for  equipment  and  training 

and  to  provide  for  the  families  of  law  enforcement  officers  killed  in  the  line  of  duty  as  authorized  bv  law.  In  anv  given 

year,  such  funding  shall  not  exceed  10%  of  the  revenue  generated  bv  subsection  5  in  that  year. 

7.  The  state  auditor  shall  annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  funds  raised  and  expenditures  authorized  under  this 

section  and  release  the  report  publicly  to  the  taxpayers. 

8.  The  amendments  to  subsection  1  above  shall  not  take  effect  until  July  1, 2019. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-328)  -  revised 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  19,  2017) 


Date 


February  21,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimated  one-time  operating  costs  of  $78,850 
in  fiscal  year  2019  and  estimate  increased  titling  revenue  of  $36,095,268  in  fiscal  year 
2019,  $43,314,321  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $43,314,321  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  sales  tax  on  tangible  personal  property  or  tangible 
services  at  retail. 


ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  940.69  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $70,551 


OA-ITSD  Response 


X  No 
FY  2019 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-328  USD  -  DOR 

Bill  Number  IP  18-328 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  Yes  X  No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented  FY  2019 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 


Fund  Affected  FY  2019  FY  2020  FY  2021 


General  Revenue  70,551 


Other 


Federal  Funds 


Total 


70,551 


It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  USD  resources  are  at 
full  capacity. 


Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

TRIPS 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

1,053 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

Sales  Tax  Calculator 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

5.40 

405 

FY  2020  FY  2021 


Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

Total 

405 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 


30(b) 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Del-Fee 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

39,852 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

MTAS 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

29,241 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

29,241 

- 

- 

The  proposed  legislation  will  increase  sales  tax  by  three-eighths  of  one  percent  on  retail 

sales  of  tangible  personal  property  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total  state  revenue. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  increase  revenue  from  the  additional  sales  tax  collected. 

Section  30(b) 

•  Provides  strict  regulations  for  distribution  of  current  state  sales  tax  and  license  fees 
collected  and  eliminates  the  deduction  for  the  Departments  cost  of  collection. 

•  Provides  for  an  additional  sales  tax  of  three-eighths  of  one  cent  to  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  of  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services  at  retail  as  provided  in  the  “Sales 
Tax  Law”. 

•  Creates  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  Provides  regulations  for  such 
fund  and  that  all  revenues  generated  from  the  increased  sales  tax  to  be  deposited  into 
the  fund. 

•  The  State  Auditor  shall  conduct  an  audit  annually  of  the  funds  raised  and  expenditures 
under  this  section  and  release  the  report  publicly. 


Administrative  Impact 


To  implement  the  proposed  language,  the  Department  will  be  required  to: 

•  Update  procedures,  correspondence  letters,  and  the  Department  website; 

•  Update  the  titling  manual; 

•  Modify  title  rejection  verbiage;  and 


•  Complete  programming  and  user  acceptance  testing. 

FY  2019  -  Motor  Vehicle  Bureau 

Management  Analysis  Spec  I  400  hrs.  @  $18.42  per  hr. 

FY  2019  -  Personnel  Service  Bureau 

=  $7,368 

Management  Analysis  Spec  I 

40  hrs.  @  $18.42  per  hr. 

=  $  737 

Administrative  Analyst  ITT 

10  hrs.  @  $19.43  per  hr. 

=  $  194 

Total 

=  $  931 

Total  Costs 

$  8,299 

OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  941 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

328 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

328 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

TRIPS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Design 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Development 

75 

8 

600 

- 

Test 

75 

2 

150 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

1.04 

78 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

1,053 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

1,053 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding:  1,053 


12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 


Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

2 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

328 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

328 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Sales  Tax 

Calculator 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

4 

300 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

0.40 

30 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

5.40 

405 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

405 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

Section  Funding: 

405 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

3 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

328 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

328 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Del-Fee 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

30 

2,250 

Analysis 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

Design 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

300 

22,500 

- 

Test 

75 

90 

6,750 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

12 

900 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

39.36 

2,952 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

39,852 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

Modifications  to  6  mainframe  programs,  updating  existing  del-fee  records,  and  calculating  State  Use  Tax 
separately. 

4 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

328 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

328 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

MTAS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

220 

16,500 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

66 

4,950 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

9 

675 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

28.88 

2,166 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

29,241 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

29,241 

- 

- 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 


Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  to  account  for  the  new  rate  and  fund. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  for  distribution. 


Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  legislation  establishes  an  additional  three-eighths  of  one-cent  sales  tax  to 
transactions  subject  to  Missouri’s  sales  tax  law. 

Motor  Vehicle  State  Sales  Tax 

The  Department  collects  state  sales  tax  on  the  titling  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  ATV’s, 
motorcycles,  motortricycles,  boats,  and  outboard  motors.  The  state  sales  tax  total  shown 
below  is  the  combined  total  amount  of  state  sales  tax  collected  in  FY  2017. 


$488,088,015 
/  0.04225 

$11,550,485,562 
x  0.00375 

$43,314,321 


Total  tax  collected  in  FY  2017 
Current  state  sales  tax  rate 
Total  purchase  price  in  FY  2017 
Proposed  tax  increase 

Additional  tax  collected  from  the  tax  increase  that  would  go  to  the 
“Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund” 


Amount  Deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund” 

FY  2019  (10  months)  $36,095,268 

FY  2020  $43,314,321 

FY  2021  $43,314,321 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments: 

The  current  tax  collected  under  Section  30(b)  is  deposited  into  the  state  road  fund.  It  is 
unclear  if  the  proposed  language,  “For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and 
maintaining  an  adequate  system...”,  can  also  impose  a  new  three-eighths  of  one  cent 
sales  tax  that  is  to  be  deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  The 
proposed  increase  would  need  to  be  a  new  tax  and  not  an  increase  to  the  existing  tax  so 
the  funds  can  be  distributed  properly  to  the  correct  funds. 

The  proposed  language  requires  the  Department  to  impose  and  collect  an  additional  sales 
tax  on  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services.  It  appears  that  the  amendment 
reduces  the  amount  received  by  the  Department  for  collection  expenses.  The 


Department’s  collection  expenses,  up  to  3%  of  the  particular  fee  or  tax  collected  is  no 
longer  subtracted  from  the  amount  of  tax  collected  under  this  constitutional  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  impose  a  three-eighths 
of  1%  state  sales  tax  to  provide  additional  money  for  law  enforcement  on  state  roads.  If 
this  proposal  passes  during  the  2018  General  Election,  the  new  sales  tax  would  begin  July 
1,  2019.  Based  on  gross  general  revenue  tax  collection  in  FY  17  of  $2,147.1  million, 
Budget  and  Planning  (B&P)  estimate  that  the  0.375%  sales  tax  would  generate  $268. 4M 
in  FY  20  and  annually  thereafter.  Money  from  this  additional  sales  tax  is  to  be  deposited 
into  the  "Missouri  Faw  Enforcement  Trust  Fund".  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  their  office  anticipates  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  The  Secretary  of  State’s  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year’s  legislative 
session.  The  fiscal  impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  Secretary  of  State’s  office  for 
Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500.  The  Secretary  of  State’s  office  recognizes  that 
this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional  funding  would  be  required  to 
meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also  recognize  that  many  such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the 
General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively  the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what 
their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request 


funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting  administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise 
based  on  a  review  of  the  finally  approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

The  Secretary  of  State’s  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  The  Secretary  of  State’s 
office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting 
from  each  year’s  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending 
upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal 
years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  the  Secretary  of  State’s  Office  was  appropriated  $2.6 
million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November 
elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that 
cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  The  Secretary  of  State’s 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
our  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  direct  impact  on  their  office.  Additional  monies  for  law  enforcement, 
will  result  in  additional  cases  for  the  State  Public  Defender  System. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  their 
county  for  this  petition. 


Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  constitutional 
amendment.  The  3/8-cent  and  4/10-cent  sales  taxes  for  the  proposed  Law  Enforcement 
Trust  Fund  in  2018-322,  2018-323,  2018-327  and  2018-328  could  provide  an  opportunity 
for  the  St.  Louis  County  Police  to  receive  a  grant  for  law  enforcement  equipment  and 
training  from  the  10%  set-aside,  but  it  is  not  possible  to  project  a  dollar  figure.  No  savings 
or  losses  are  anticipated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  increased  revenue  of  $312  million  annually  and  one-time  costs 
of  $79,000.  Local  governments  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 
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JAMKS  C.  KIRKPATRICK 

State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 

John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  or  State 

State  of  Missouri 

Erections  division 
(573)751-2301 

December  19.  201 7 

RfcCaiVEB 

The  1  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 

DEC  1  9  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  1  (2018-327) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Terry  Briggs  on  December  1 8,  20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332.  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


r>00  W.  Main  Struct  •  Jufferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  ray-registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name.  ( — ^  — ■ 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


■■■ 


CO 

-o 


O 

m 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


m 


CO 

cn 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

1, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

dav  of 

_ ,A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Signature  of  Notary 

. 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

18-327 


BE  IT  RESOL  VED  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  30(b)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  30(b).  1 .  For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  ot 
connected  state  highways  all  state  revenue  derived  from  highway  users  as  an  incident  to  their  use  or  right  to  use  the 
highways  of  the  state,  including  all  state  license  fees  and  taxes  upon  motor  vehicles,  trailers  and  motor  vehicle  fuels, 
and  upon,  with  respect  to,  or  on  the  privilege  of  the  manufacture,  receipt,  storage,  distribution,  sale  or  use  thereol 
(excepting  those  portions  of  the  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicles  and  trailers  which  are  not  distributed  to  the  state  road  fund 
pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  and  further  excepting  all  property  taxes),  less  the  [(1)  actual  cost  of 
collection  of  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  particular  tax  or  fee  collected),  (2)] 
actual  cost  of  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  taxes  and  fees  and  maintaining  retirement 
programs  as  permitted  by  law[  and  (3)  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  any  state 
motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations,]  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund  which  is  hereby  created  within  the 
state  treasury  and  stand  appropriated  without  legislative  action  to  be  used  and  expended  by  the  highways  and 
transportation  commission  for  the  following  purposes,  and  no  other: 

First,  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  on  any  outstanding  state  road  bonds.  The  term  state  road 
bonds  in  this  section  30(b)  means  any  bonds  or  refunding  bonds  issued  by  the  highways  and  transportation 
commission  to  finance  or  refinance  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system. 

Second,  to  maintain  a  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  in  the  amount  deemed  necessary  to  meet  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  of  any  state  road  bonds  for  the  next  succeeding  twelve  months. 

The  remaining  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  and  expended  in  the  sole  discretion  of  and  under  the 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  following  state  highway  system  uses 
and  purposes  and  no  other: 

(1)  To  complete  and  widen  or  otherwise  improve  and  maintain  the  state  highway  system  heretofore  designated 
and  laid  out  under  existing  laws; 

(2)  To  reimburse  the  various  counties  and  other  political  subdivisions  of  the  state,  except  incorporated  cities 
and  towns,  for  money  expended  by  them  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  roads  and  bridges  now  or  hereafter  taken 
over  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  as  permanent  parts  of  the  state  highway  system,  to  the  extent  of 
the  value  to  the  state  of  such  roads  and  bridges  at  the  time  taken  over,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  the  amount  expended 
by  such  counties  and  subdivisions  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  such  roads  and  bridges,  except  that  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  repay,  or  agree  to  repay,  any  cash  advanced  by  a 
county  or  subdivision  to  expedite  state  road  construction  or  improvement; 

(3)  In  the  discretion  of  the  commission  to  plan,  locate,  relocate,  establish,  acquire,  construct  and  maintain  the 
following: 

(a)  interstate  and  primary  highways  within  the  state; 

(b)  supplementary  state  highways  and  bridges  in  each  county  of  the  state; 

(c)  state  highways  and  bridges  in,  to  and  through  state  parks,  public  areas  and  reservations,  and  state 
institutions  now  or  hereafter  established  to  connect  the  same  with  the  state  highways,  and  also  national,  state  or  local 
parkways,  travelways,  tourways,  with  coordinated  facilities; 

(d)  any  tunnel  or  interstate  bridge  or  part  thereof,  where  necessary  to  connect  the  state  highways  of  this  state 
with  those  of  other  states; 

(e)  any  highway  within  the  state  when  necessary  to  comply  with  any  federal  law  or  requirement  which  is  or 
shall  become  a  condition  to  the  receipt  of  federal  funds; 

(f)  any  highway  in  any  city  or  town  which  is  found  necessary  as  a  continuation  ot  any  state  or  federal 
highway,  or  any  connection  therewith,  into  and  through  such  city  or  town;  and 

(g)  additional  state  highways,  bridges  and  tunnels,  cither  in  congested  traffic  areas  of  the  state  or  where 
needed  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  movement  of  through  traffic. 

(4)  To  acquire  materials,  equipment  and  buildings  and  to  employ  such  personnel  as  necessary  lor  the  purposes 
described  in  this  subsection  1;  and 

(5)  For  such  other  puqioses  and  contingencies  relating  and  appertaining  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  such  state  highway  system  as  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  may  deem  necessary  and  proper. 

(6)  No  revenues  or  fund  balances  authorized  by  this  subsection  30(b)  shall  in  any  wav  be  diverted  tor  purposes 

other  than  those  specifically  authorized  by  this  subsection. 

2.  (1)  The  state  sales  tax  upon  the  sale  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricyclcs  at 
the  rate  provided  by  law  on  November  2,  2004,  is  levied  and  imposed  by  this  section  until  the  rate  is  changed  by  law 
or  constitutional  amendment. 

(2)  One-half  of  the  proceeds  from  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricyclcs  shall  be  dedicated  for  highway  and  transportation  use  and  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  as 
follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities,  two  percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  transportation 
fund,  which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury  to  be  used  in  a  manner  provided  by  law  and  seventy-three 
percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  shall 
be  further  allocated  and  used  as  provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article.  The  amounts  allocated  and  distributed  to  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  as  provided  in  subsection  1  ot  this 
section  30(b).  The  sales  taxes  which  are  apportioned  and  distributed  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  not  include 
those  taxes  levied  and  imposed  pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article.  The  term  "proceeds  from  the  state 
sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  ol  revenue 
from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  ot  such  tax  as  permitted 
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by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  amount 
collected). 

(3)  (i)  From  and  after  July  1,  2005,  through  June  30,  2006,  twenty-five  percent  of  the  remaining  one-half  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortri cycles  which  is  not 
distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury;  (ii)  from  and  after  July  1,  2006,  through  June  30,  2007,  fifty  percent 
of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  state  road  bond  fund;  (iii)  from  and  after  July  1,  2007,  through  June  30,  2008,  seventy-five  percent  of  the  aforesaid 
one-  half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles 
which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road 
bond  fund;  and  (iv)  from  and  after  July  1,  2008,  one  hundred  percent  of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by 
subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund.  Moneys  deposited 
in  the  state  road  bond  fund  arc  hereby  dedicated  to  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  the  repayment  of  bonds  issued  by 
the  highways  and  transportation  commission  to  fund  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system 
or  to  fund  refunding  bonds,  except  that  after  January  1,  2009,  that  portion  of  the  moneys  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  the  commissioner  of  administration  and  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  each  certify  is  not  needed 
to  make  payments  upon  said  bonds  or  to  maintain  an  adequate  reserve  for  making  future  payments  upon  said  bonds 
may  be  appropriated  to  the  state  road  fund.  The  highways  and  transportation  commission  shall  have  authority  to  issue 
slate  road  bonds  for  the  uses  set  forth  in  this  subdivision  (3).  The  net  proceeds  received  from  the  issuance  of  such 
bonds  shall  be  paid  into  the  state  road  fund  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  construction  or  reconstruction  of  specific 
projects  for  parts  of  the  state  highway  system  as  determined  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission.  The 
moneys  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund  shall  only  be  withdrawn  by  appropriation  pursuant  to  this  constitution. 
No  obligation  for  the  payment  of  moneys  so  appropriated  shall  be  paid  unless  the  commissioner  of  administration 
certifies  it  for  payment  and  further  certifies  that  the  expenditure  is  for  a  use  which  is  specifically  authorized  by  the 
provisions  of  this  subdivision  (3).  The  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  which  arc  subject  to  allocation  and  deposit  into  the 
state  road  bond  fund  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  not  include  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  levied  and  imposed 
pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article  nor  shall  they  include  the  proceeds  of  that  portion  of  the  sales  tax 
apportioned,  distributed  and  dedicated  to  the  school  district  trust  fund  on  November  2,  2004.  The  term  "proceeds  from 
the  state  sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  of 
revenue  from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as 
permitted  by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the 
amount  collected). 

3.  After  January  1,  1980,  any  increase  in  state  license  fees  and  taxes  on  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles, 
mopeds  and  motortricycles  other  than  those  taxes  distributed  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be 
distributed  as  follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities  and  seventy-five  percent  to  be  deposited 
in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  distributed  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  as 
provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article,  to  be  used  for  highway  purposes. 

4.  The  moneys  apportioned  or  distributed  under  this  section  to  the  state  road  fund,  the  state  transportation 
fund,  the  state  road  bond  fund,  counties,  cities,  towns  or  villages  shall  not  be  included  within  the  definition  of  "total 
state  revenues"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  17  of  Article  X  of  this  constitution  nor  be  considered  as  an  "expense  of 
state  government"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  20  of  article  X  of  this  constitution. 

5.  In  order  to  provide  adcciuate  law  enforcement  on  state  roads  and  throughout  the  state,  an  additional  sales  tax 

of  four-tenths  of  one  cent  is  hereby  adopted  and  imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privilcuc  of  selling  tanuiblc  personal 

property  or  rendering  taxable  sendees  at  retail  in  this  state  upon  the  sales  and  sendees  which  now  arc  listed  and  set 

forth  in,  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in  the  "Sales 

Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection  therewith, 

6.  The  "Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund"  is  hereby  established.  All  revenues  generated  bv  the  tax  in 

subsection  5  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Trust  Fund.  To  the  extent  anv  amounts  in  the  Trust  Fund  arc  not  appropriated 

bv  the  General  Assembly  in  any  year,  funds  shall  remain  in  the  Trust  Fund  for  future  appropriations  consistent  with 

this  section  and  no  balances  shall  be  diverted  or  otherwise  appropriated  except  as  authorized  bv  this  section.  No  funds 

shall  be  expended  from  the  Trust  Fund  prior  to  July  1,  2019.  The  General  Assembly  shall  appropriate  funds  in  the 

Trust  Fund  solely  as  follows: 

_ ( 1)  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  an  annual  audit  of  all  funds  raised  or  expended  under  this  section: 

_ (2)  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  anv  state  motor 

vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations  or  for  such  other  state  highway  patrol  functions  as  the  legislature  shall  deem 

appropriate; 

(3)  to  provide  funds  for  grants  to  municipal  and  county  law  enforcement  agencies  for  equipment  and  training 

and  to  provide  for  the  families  of  law  enforcement  officers  killed  in  the  line  of  duty  as  authorized  bv  law.  In  anv  given 

year,  such  funding  shall  not  exceed  10%  of  the  revenue  generated  bv  subsection  5  in  that  vcar.7.  The  state  auditor 

shall  annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  Hinds  raised  and  expenditures  authorized  under  this  section  and  release  the 

report  publicly  to  the  taxpayers. 

8.  The  amendments  to  subsection  1  above  shall  not  take  effect  until  July  1.  2019. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-327)  -  revised 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  19,  2017) 


Date 


February  21,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  . 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimated  one-time  operating  costs  of  $78,850 
in  fiscal  year  2019  and  estimate  increased  titling  revenue  of  $38,501,618  in  fiscal  year 
2019,  $46,201,942  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $46,201,942  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  sales  tax  on  tangible  personal  property  or  tangible 
services  at  retail. 


ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  940.69  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $70,551 


OA-ITSD  Response 


X  No 
FY  2019 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-327  USD  -  DOR 

Bill  Number  IP  18-327 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  Yes  X  No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented  FY  2019 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 


Fund  Affected  FY  2019  FY  2020  FY  2021 


General  Revenue  70,551 


Other 


Federal  Funds 


Total 


70,551 


It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  USD  resources  are  at 
full  capacity. 


Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

TRIPS 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

1,053 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

Sales  Tax  Calculator 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

5.40 

405 

FY  2020  FY  2021 


Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

Total 

405 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 


30(b) 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Del-Fee 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

39,852 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

MTAS 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

29,241 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

29,241 

- 

- 

The  proposed  legislation  will  increase  sales  tax  by  four-tenths  of  one  percent  on  retail 

sales  of  tangible  personal  property  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total  state  revenue. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  increase  revenue  from  the  additional  sales  tax  collected. 

Section  30(b) 

•  Provides  strict  regulations  for  distribution  of  current  state  sales  tax  and  license  fees 
collected  and  eliminates  the  deduction  for  the  Departments  cost  of  collection. 

•  Provides  for  an  additional  sales  tax  of  four-tenths  of  one  cent  to  be  imposed  on  the  sale 
of  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services  at  retail  as  provided  in  the  “Sales 
Tax  Law”. 

•  Creates  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  Provides  regulations  for  such 
fund  and  that  all  revenues  generated  from  the  increased  sales  tax  to  be  deposited  into 
the  fund. 

•  The  State  Auditor  shall  conduct  an  audit  annually  of  the  funds  raised  and  expenditures 
under  this  section  and  release  the  report  publicly. 


Administrative  Impact 


To  implement  the  proposed  language,  the  Department  will  be  required  to: 

•  Update  procedures,  correspondence  letters,  and  the  Department  website; 

•  Update  the  titling  manual; 

•  Modify  title  rejection  verbiage;  and 


•  Complete  programming  and  user  acceptance  testing. 

FY  2019  -  Motor  Vehicle  Bureau 

Management  Analysis  Spec  I  400  hrs.  @  $18.42  per  hr. 

FY  2019  -  Personnel  Service  Bureau 

=  $7,368 

Management  Analysis  Spec  I 

40  hrs.  @  $18.42  per  hr. 

=  $  737 

Administrative  Analyst  ITT 

10  hrs.  @  $19.43  per  hr. 

=  $  194 

Total 

=  $  931 

Total  Costs 

$  8,299 

OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  941 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

327 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

327 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

TRIPS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On-going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Design 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Development 

75 

8 

600 

- 

Test 

75 

2 

150 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

1.04 

78 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

1,053 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

1,053 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding:  1,053 


12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 


Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

2 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

327 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

327 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Sales  Tax 

Calculator 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On-going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

4 

300 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

0.40 

30 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

5.40 

405 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

405 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

Section  Funding: 

405 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

3 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

327 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

327 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Del- 

Fee 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On-going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

30 

2,250 

Analysis 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

Design 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

300 

22,500 

- 

Test 

75 

90 

6,750 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

12 

900 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

39.36 

2,952 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

39,852 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

Modifications  to  6  mainframe  programs,  updating  existing  del-fee  records,  and  calculating  State  Use  Tax 
separately. 
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Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

327 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

327 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

MTAS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On-going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

220 

16,500 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

66 

4,950 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

9 

675 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

28.88 

2,166 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

29,241 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding:  29,241 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  to  account  for  the  new  rate  and  fund. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  for  distribution. 


Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  legislation  establishes  an  additional  four-tenths  of  one-cent  sales  tax  to 
transactions  subject  to  Missouri’s  sales  tax  law. 

Motor  Vehicle  State  Sales  Tax 

The  Department  collects  state  sales  tax  on  the  titling  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  ATV’s, 
motorcycles,  motortricycles,  boats,  and  outboard  motors.  The  state  sales  tax  total  shown 
below  is  the  combined  total  amount  of  state  sales  tax  collected  in  FY  2017. 


$488,088,015 
/  0.04225 

$11,550,485,562 

x _ 0.004 

$46,201,942 


Total  tax  collected  in  FY  2017 
Current  state  sales  tax  rate 
Total  purchase  price  in  FY  2017 
Proposed  tax  increase 

Additional  tax  collected  from  the  tax  increase  that  would  go  to  the 
“Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund” 


Amount  Deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund” 

FY  2019  (10  months)  $38,501,618 

FY  2020  $46,201,942 

FY  2021  $46,201,942 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments: 

The  current  tax  collected  under  Section  30(b)  is  deposited  into  the  state  road  fund.  It  is 
unclear  if  the  proposed  language,  “For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing 
and  maintaining  an  adequate  system. . .”,  can  also  impose  a  new  four-tenths  of  one  cent 
sales  tax  that  is  to  be  deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  The 
proposed  increase  would  need  to  be  a  new  tax  and  not  an  increase  to  the  existing  tax  so 
the  funds  can  be  distributed  properly  to  the  correct  funds. 

The  proposed  language  requires  the  Department  to  impose  and  collect  an  additional  sales 
tax  on  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services.  It  appears  that  the  amendment 
reduces  the  amount  received  by  the  Department  for  collection  expenses.  The  Department’s 
collection  expenses,  up  to  3%  of  the  particular  fee  or  tax  collected  is  no  longer  subtracted 
from  the  amount  of  tax  collected  under  this  constitutional  amendment. 


Section  30(b)  -  Subsection  7  has  been  combined  with  subsection  6(3). 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  impose  a  4/ 1 0th  of  1% 
state  sales  tax  to  provide  additional  money  for  law  enforcement  on  state  roads.  If  this 
proposal  passes  during  the  2018  General  Election,  the  new  sales  tax  would  begin  July  1, 
2019.  Based  on  gross  general  revenue  tax  collection  in  FY  17  of  $2,147.1  million.  Budget 
and  Planning  (B&P)  estimate  that  the  0.4%  sales  tax  would  generate  $286. 3M  in  FY  20 
and  annually  thereafter.  Money  from  this  additional  sales  tax  is  to  be  deposited  into  the 
"Missouri  Faw  Enforcement  Trust  Fund".  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  their  office  anticipates  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  The  Secretary  of  State’s  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year’s  legislative 
session.  The  fiscal  impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  Secretary  of  State’s  office  for 
Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500.  The  Secretary  of  State’s  office  recognizes  that 
this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional  funding  would  be  required  to 
meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also  recognize  that  many  such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the 
General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively  the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what 
their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request 
funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting  administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise 
based  on  a  review  of  the  finally  approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 


Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

The  Secretary  of  State’s  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  The  Secretary  of  State’s 
office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting 
from  each  year’s  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending 
upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal 
years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  the  Secretary  of  State’s  Office  was  appropriated  $2.6 
million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November 
elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that 
cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  The  Secretary  of  State’s 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
our  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  direct  impact  on  their  office.  Additional  monies  for  law  enforcement, 
will  result  in  additional  cases  for  the  State  Public  Defender  System. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  their 
county  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  constitutional 
amendment.  The  3/8-cent  and  4/10-cent  sales  taxes  for  the  proposed  Faw  Enforcement 
Trust  Fund  in  2018-322,  2018-323,  2018-327  and  2018-328  could  provide  an  opportunity 
for  the  St.  Fouis  County  Police  to  receive  a  grant  for  law  enforcement  equipment  and 


training  from  the  10%  set-aside,  but  it  is  not  possible  to  project  a  dollar  figure.  No  savings 
or  losses  are  anticipated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  and  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  increased  revenue  of  $333  million  annually  and  one-time  costs 
of  $79,000.  Local  governments  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 573")  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


December  18,2017 


The  1  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor  nrC  y  g  Ml 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101  -rpTE  /VJD1TORS 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  142,  version  3  (2018-326) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Terrs'  Briggs  on  December  1 5,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  11  seal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  vv.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general 
election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


V-?._  \ 

-  c.  i 


— a 


CJ 

Pi 

C~) 


cn 


TO 

m 

o 


■-I 


n 


to 


on 

\JD 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Section  142.803  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

142.803.  1.  A  tax  is  levied  and  imposed  on  all  motor  fuel  used  or  consumed  in  this  state  as  follows: 

(1)  Motor  fuel,  seventeen  cents  per  gallon  and  an  additional  tax  of  tw;o  cents  per  year  beginning  January'  1  of 
2019  for  five  years  (for  a  total  increase  of  ten  cents)  on  any  liquid  that  is  commonly  or  commercially  known  or  sold  as 

a  fuel  that  is  suitable  for  use  in  a  diescl-nowcred  highway  vehicle.  Provided  that  such  increased  tax  shall  not  be 

imposed  on  jet  fuel  sold  to  a  buyer  who  is  registered  with  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  to  purchase  jet  fuel  and  remit 

taxes  on  its  sale  or  use  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Sendee  nor  upon  biodiesel  commonly  referred  to  as  B100  and  defined 

in  ASTM  D6751,  B99,  or  B99.9  until  such  biodiesel  is  blended  with  other  diesel  fuel  or  sold  for  highway  use: 

(2)  Alternative  fuels,  not  subject  to  the  decal  fees  as  provided  in  section  142.869,  with  a  power  potential 
equivalent  of  motor  fuel.  In  the  event  alternative  fuel,  which  is  not  commonly  sold  or  measured  by  the  gallon,  is  used 
in  motor  vehicles  on  the  highways  of  this  state,  the  director  is  authorized  to  assess  and  collect  a  tax  upon  such 
alternative  fuel  measured  by  the  nearest  power  potential  equivalent  to  that  of  one  gallon  of  regular  grade 
gasoline.  The  determination  by  the  director  of  the  power  potential  equivalent  of  such  alternative  fuel  shall  be  prima 
facie  correct; 

(3)  Aviation  fuel  used  in  propelling  aircraft  with  reciprocating  engines,  nine  cents  per  gallon  as  levied  and 
imposed  by  section  155.080  to  be  collected  as  required  under  this  chapter; 

(4)  Compressed  natural  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven 
cents  per  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  from  January  1,  2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per 
gasoline  gallon  equivalent  thereafter.  The  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for  compressed  natural  gas 
shall  be  as  published  by  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  in  Handbooks  44  and  130,  and 
supplements  thereto  or  revisions  thereof.  In  the  absence  of  such  standard  or  agreement,  the  gasoline  gallon  equivalent 
and  method  of  sale  for  compressed  natural  gas  shall  be  equal  to  five  and  sixty-six-hundredths  pounds  of  compressed 
natural  gas.  All  applicable  provisions  contained  in  this  chapter  governing  administration,  collections,  and 
enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax  shall  apply  to  the  tax  imposed  on  compressed  natural  gas,  including  but  not 
limited  to  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and  interest; 

(5)  Liquefied  natural  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  diesel  gallon  equivalent  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven  cents 
per  diesel  gallon  equivalent  from  January  1,  2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per  diesel 
gallon  equivalent  thereafter.  The  diesel  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for  liquefied  natural  gas  shall  be  as 
published  by  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  in  Handbooks  44  and  130,  and  supplements  thereto 
or  revisions  thereof.  In  the  absence  of  such  standard  or  agreement,  the  diesel  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for 
liquefied  natural  gas  shall  be  equal  to  six  and  six-hundredths  pounds  of  liquefied  natural  gas.  All  applicable 
provisions  contained  in  this  chapter  governing  administration,  collections,  and  enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax 
shall  apply  to  the  lax  imposed  on  liquefied  natural  gas,  including  but  not  limited  to  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and 
interest; 

(6)  Propane  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  gallon  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven  cents  per  gallon  from  January  1, 
2020,  until  December  31, 2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per  gallon  thereafter.  All  applicable  provisions  contained  in 
this  chapter  governing  administration,  collection,  and  enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax  shall  apply  to  the  tax 
imposed  on  propane  gas  including,  but  not  limited  to,  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and  interest; 

(7)  If  a  natural  gas,  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  electric,  or  propane  connection  is  used  for 
fueling  motor  vehicles  and  for  another  use,  such  as  heating,  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  entire 
amount  of  natural  gas,  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  electricity,  or  propane  used  unless  an  approved 
separate  metering  and  accounting  system  is  in  place. 

2.  All  taxes,  surcharges  and  fees  arc  imposed  upon  the  ultimate  consumer,  but  are  to  be  precollected  as 
described  in  this  chapter,  for  the  facility  and  convenience  of  the  consumer.  The  levy  and  assessment  on  other  persons 
as  specified  in  this  chapter  shall  be  as  agents  of  this  state  for  the  precollcction  of  the  tax. 

3.  All  motor  vehicle  fuel  taxes  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  the  State  Road  Fund  and  used 

only  for  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  of  connected  state  highways.  The  state  auditor  shall 

annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  taxes  authorized  by  this  section  to  ensure  they  are  being  placed  to  the  proper  uses  and 

shall  release  the  results  of  such  audit  to  the  public. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-326) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 
142,  RSMo.  (Received  December  18,  2017) 


Date 


January  8,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  142,  RSMo. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimated  one-time  and  initial  setup  costs  of 
$82,947  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  increased  operating  costs  of  $38,283  in  fiscal  year  2019, 
$46,305  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $46,676  is  fiscal  year  2021.  The  department  estimates 
increased  revenue  of  $10,060,000  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $40,240,000  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and 
$60,360,000  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  by  two  cents  each  year  for  five 
years  beginning  January  1,  2019. 


ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  1002.24  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $75,168 


OA-ITSD  Response 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-326 

ITSD- 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-326 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

75,168 

- 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at 

full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

142.803 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Motor  Fuel  Tax 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

1,002.24 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

75,168 

- 

- 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total 
state  revenue. 

This  legislation  will  increase  state  revenues. 

§142.803  -  Increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  by  ten  cents  per  gallon  over  a  five-year  period 
beginning  January  1,  2019  for  diesel-powered  highway  vehicles.  The  proposed  tax  increase 
shall  not  be  imposed  on  jet  fuel  sold  to  a  buyer  who  is  registered  with  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  to  purchase  jet  fuel.  The  proposed  language  requires  all  proceeds  be  deposited  into 
the  State  Road  Fund  and  only  be  used  for  constructing  and  maintaining  state  highways. 


Administrative  Impact 


The  Department  will  require  form  changes  and  programming  support  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  this  legislation. 

Excise  Tax: 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  processing  time  of  motor  fuel  refunds  due  to  claims 
being  filed  using  different  tax  rates.  Excise  Tax  requires  one  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  for  increased  review  of  motor  fuel  refund  claims. 

The  Department  sends  rate  change  information  annually  for  5  years  to  approximately  450 
licensees  notifying  them  of  the  rate  change. 

Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  fuel  tax  increase  for  diesel  fuel  of  ten  cents  per  gallon  over  a  five-year  period 
starting  January  1,  2019  will  result  in  the  following  estimated  revenue  increase*  for  the 
three  years  this  fiscal  note  response  covers. 

FY  2019-Two  cent  increase  (six  months)  $10,060,000 

FY  2020-Four  cent  increase  $40,240,000 

FY  2021 -Six  cent  increase  $60,360,000 

An  additional  revenue*  increase  will  occur  for  the  proceeding  two  years  that  are  not 
covered  in  this  fiscal  note  response  (FY2022  &  FY  2023). 

FY  2022-Eight  cent  increase  $80,480,000 

FY  2023-Ten  cent  increase  $100,600,000 

The  proposed  language  requires  all  proceeds  be  deposited  into  the  State  Road  Fund  and 
only  be  used  for  constructing  and  maintaining  state  highways. 


*Revenue  increase  based  on  FY2016  Fuel  Tax  Numbers 


OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  1,002 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-326 

FN# 

IP  18- 

326 

Bill  Section(s) 

142.803 

Application  Name: 

Motor  Fuel 

Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

96 

7,200 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

48 

3,600 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

48 

3,600 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

624 

46,800 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

96 

7,200 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

16 

1,200 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

74.24 

5,568 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

1,002.24 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

75,168 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

75,168 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Standard  assumptions. 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments: 

The  Department  assumes  the  ten  cent  fuel  tax  increase  that  spans  over  five  years  is 
exclusively  for  diesel  fuel  only,  and  our  fiscal  response  was  based  on  that  assumption.  If 
the  sponsor’s  intent  differs  than  the  Departments  assumption,  clarification  and  possible 
revisions  may  be  required. 

Without  a  provision  for  a  floor  stock  tax  retailers  could  potentially  profit  two  cents  per 
gallon  on  inventories  of  fuel  maintained  on  December  31  each  year  subject  to  a  tax 
increase.  This  could  result  in  loss  of  revenue  to  the  state. 

Many  consumers  apply  for  non-highway  use  refunds  of  the  motor  fuel  tax,  there  will  be 
many  instances  of  claims  being  made  at  different  tax  rates,  which  will: 


•  This  increases  processing  time  of  motor  fuel  refunds  as  each  fuel  ticket  will  not 
only  need  to  be  examined  to  see  if  it  meets  the  one  year  time  limit  but  also  to 
identify  the  date  of  the  ticket  to  determine  the  tax  rate. 

•  Generally,  fuel  receipts  do  not  indicate  the  tax  rate  on  them.  DOR  assumes  that 
if  they  review  a  fuel  tax  invoice  that  is  dated  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  the 
tax  increase,  they  could  actually  be  refunding  fuel  tax  at  the  current  rate  when  in 
fact  the  fuel  was  purchased  at  the  previous  tax  rate.  Unless  all  retailers  and 
wholesalers  are  required  to  print  the  tax  rate  on  the  fuel  receipts  it  is  possible  DOR 
will  be  refunding  revenue  it  did  not  receive.  This  may  put  a  burden  on  retailers 
to  comply.  Additionally  there  is  potential  for  a  loss  of  revenue. 

The  petition  includes  no  provision  to  increase  Compressed  Natural  Gas  and  Liquefied 
Natural  Gas  tax  rates.  Therefore,  the  rates  will  different  between  regular  motor  fuel  types 
and  these  products  as  the  motor  fuel  tax  increases. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  increases  the  diesel 
motor  fuel  tax  by  $0.02  per  year  for  five  years  starting  in  tax  year  2019.  Based  on  FY 17 
diesel  motor  fuel  tax  collections  of  $189. 1M,  Budget  and  Planning  (B&P)  estimates  that 
1,1 12.3M  gallons  of  diesel  motor  fuel  were  taxed.  This  proposal  further  requires  that  all 
motor  vehicle  fuel  taxes  authorized  by  Section  142.803  be  deposited  into  the  State  Road 
Fund.  However,  B&P  notes  that  Article  IV,  Section  30(a)  specifies  how  motor  fuel  taxes 
are  to  be  distributed. 


Tables  1  and  2  shows  the  estimated  revenue  impacts  by  tax  and  calendar  years. 


Table  1:  Diesel  Motor  Fuel  Tax  by  Tax  Year 


Fiscal  Year 

Diesel  Fuel  Tax 

State  Road  Fund 

County  Aid  Road  Fund 

Other  Local  Funds 

2019 

$0.19 

15.5 

3.4 

3.3 

2020 

$0.21 

31.0 

6.8 

6.7 

2021 

$0.23 

46.5 

10.3 

20.3 

2022 

$0.25 

62.0 

13.7 

13.3 

2023 

$0.27 

77.4 

17.1 

16.7 

Figures  in  $M 

Table  2:  Diesel  Motor  Fuel  Tax  by  Fiscal  Year 


Fiscal  Year 

Diesel  Fuel  Tax 

State  Road  Fund 

County  Aid  Road  Fund 

Other  Local  Funds 

2019 

$0.19 

7.7 

1.7 

1.7 

2020 

$0.21 

23.2 

5.1 

5.0 

2021 

$0.23 

38.7 

8.6 

8.3 

2022 

$0.25 

54.2 

12.0 

11.7 

2023 

$0.27 

69.7 

15.4 

15.0 

2024 

$0.27 

77.4 

17.1 

16.7 

Figures  in  $M 


B&P  estimates  the  increased  diesel  motor  fuel  tax  will  generate  $77. 4M  for  the  State  Road 
Fund  annually,  once  fully  implemented  in  FY24.  The  increased  tax  will  also  raise  local 
funds  of  $33. 8M  annually,  once  fully  implemented  in  FY24. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 


the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  their 
county  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  an  increase  in  the  motor  vehicle  fuel  tax  of  10 
or  12.5  cents  phased  in  over  five  years  as  proposed  in  statutory  amendments  2018-324, 
2018-325  and  2018-326  would  cause  an  increase  in  costs  for  their  county's  fleet  vehicle 
operations  (as  they  pay  the  current  17-cent  rate). 

St.  Louis  County  fleet  and  police  vehicles  drove  15,256,413  miles  last  year.  Assuming  that 
the  average  vehicle  can  travel  25  miles  per  gallon  of  gasoline,  that  results  in  an  estimated 
usage  of  610,257  gallons  of  fuel  total.  A  ten-cent  gas  tax  increase  (2018-324  and  2018- 
326)  would  equal  a  cost  increase  of  $61,026,  and  a  twelve-and-a-half  cent  increase  (2018- 
325)  would  result  in  a  $76,282  annual  cost  increase  after  the  five-year  phase  in  is 
complete. 


Additional  comments  related  to  18-326: 


18%  of  St.  Louis  County’s  fleet  is  diesel,  and  an  estimated  109,846  gallons  of  diesel  fuel 
is  consumed  annually.  A  10-cent  increase  in  diesel  fuel  tax  would  increase  St.  Louis 
County’s  expenses  by  approximately  $10,984. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

When  fully  implemented,  the  proposal  is  estimated  to  annually  increase  state  revenue  by  $77 
million  and  local  government  revenue  by  $34  million.  State  government  entities  expect  initial 
setup  costs  of  $83,000  and  increased  annual  costs  of  $46,000.  Local  governments  expect  increased 
annual  costs  of  at  least  $11,000. 
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IamesC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  18,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


DEC  1  8 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  142,  version  2  (2018-325) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Terry  Briggs  on  December  15,  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general 
election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


CJ 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


C3 

m 

o 

'XJ 

m 

_ _ 

o 

CJl 

rn 

'O 

m 

to 

o 

cn 

CO 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Section  142.803  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

142.803.  1.  A  tax  is  levied  and  imposed  on  all  motor  fuel  used  or  consumed  in  this  state  as  follows: 

(1)  Motor  fuel,  seventeen  cents  per  gallon,  to  increase  two  and  one  half  cents  per  year  beginning  January  1  ol 
2019  for  five  years: 

(2)  Alternative  fuels,  not  subject  to  the  decal  fees  as  provided  in  section  142.869,  with  a  power  potential 
equivalent  of  motor  fuel.  In  the  event  alternative  fuel,  which  is  not  commonly  sold  or  measured  by  the  gallon,  is  used 
in  motor  vehicles  on  the  highways  of  this  state,  the  director  is  authorized  to  assess  and  collect  a  tax  upon  such 
alternative  fuel  measured  by  the  nearest  power  potential  equivalent  to  that  of  one  gallon  of  regular  grade 
gasoline.  The  determination  by  the  director  of  the  power  potential  equivalent  of  such  alternative  fuel  shall  be  prima 
facie  correct; 

(3)  Aviation  fuel  used  in  propelling  aircraft  with  reciprocating  engines,  nine  cents  per  gallon  as  levied  and 
imposed  by  section  155.080  to  be  collected  as  required  under  this  chapter; 

(4)  Compressed  natural  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven 
cents  per  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  from  January  1,  2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per 
gasoline  gallon  equivalent  thereafter.  The  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for  compressed  natural  gas 
shall  be  as  published  by  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  in  Handbooks  44  and  130,  and 
supplements  thereto  or  revisions  thereof.  In  the  absence  of  such  standard  or  agreement,  the  gasoline  gallon  equivalent 
and  method  of  sale  for  compressed  natural  gas  shall  be  equal  to  five  and  sixty-six-hundredths  pounds  of  compressed 
natural  gas.  All  applicable  provisions  contained  in  this  chapter  governing  administration,  collections,  and 
enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax  shall  apply  to  the  tax  imposed  on  compressed  natural  gas,  including  but  not 
limited  to  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and  interest; 

(5)  Liquefied  natural  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  diesel  gallon  equivalent  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven  cents 
per  diesel  gallon  equivalent  from  January  1,  2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per  diesel 
gallon  equivalent  thereafter.  The  diesel  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for  liquefied  natural  gas  shall  be  as 
published  by  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  in  Handbooks  44  and  130,  and  supplements  thereto 
or  revisions  thereof.  In  the  absence  of  such  standard  or  agreement,  the  diesel  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for 
liquefied  natural  gas  shall  be  equal  to  six  and  six-hundredths  pounds  of  liquefied  natural  gas.  All  applicable 
provisions  contained  in  this  chapter  governing  administration,  collections,  and  enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax 
shall  apply  to  the  tax  imposed  on  liquefied  natural  gas,  including  but  not  limited  to  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and 
interest; 

(6)  Propane  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  gallon  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven  cents  per  gallon  from  January  1, 
2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per  gallon  thereafter.  All  applicable  provisions  contained  in 
this  chapter  governing  administration,  collection,  and  enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax  shall  apply  to  the  tax 
imposed  on  propane  gas  including,  but  not  limited  to,  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and  interest; 

(7)  If  a  natural  gas,  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  electric,  or  propane  connection  is  used  for 
fueling  motor  vehicles  and  for  another  use,  such  as  heating,  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  entire 
amount  of  natural  gas,  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  electricity,  or  propane  used  unless  an  approved 
separate  metering  and  accounting  system  is  in  place. 

2.  All  taxes,  surcharges  and  fees  arc  imposed  upon  the  ultimate  consumer,  but  are  to  be  precollccted  as 
described  in  this  chapter,  for  the  facility  and  convenience  of  the  consumer.  The  levy  and  assessment  on  other  persons 
as  specified  in  this  chapter  shall  be  as  agents  of  this  state  for  the  precollection  of  the  tax. 

3.  All  motor  vehicle  fuel  taxes  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  the  State  Road  Fund  and  used 

only  for  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  of  connected  state  hiizhwavs.  The  state  auditor  shall 

annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  taxes  authorized  by  this  section  to  ensure  they  are  beiim  placed  to  the  proper  uses  and 

shall  release  the  results  of  such  audit  to  the  public. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-325) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 
142,  RSMo.  (Received  December  18,  2017) 


Date 


January  8,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  142,  RSMo. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimate  one-time  and  initial  setup  costs  of 
$82,947  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  increased  operating  costs  of  $38,283  in  fiscal  year  2019, 
$46,305  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $46,676  is  fiscal  year  2021.  They  estimate  increased 
revenue  of  $38,762,500  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $155,050,000  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and 
$232,575,000  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  by  two  and  one  half  cents  each  year 
for  five  years  beginning  January  1,  2019. 


OA-ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  1002.24  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $75,168 


OA-ITSD  Response 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-325  USD  -  DOR 

Bill  Number  IP  18-325 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  Yes  x  No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented  FY  2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON 

STATE  FI 

LINDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

75,168 

- 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are 
at  full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s)  142.803 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Motor  Fuel  Tax 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

1,002.24 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

130,291 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

Total  75,168 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total 
state  revenue. 

This  legislation  will  increase  state  revenues. 

§  142.803  -  Increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  by  twelve  and  one  half  cents  per  gallon  over  a  five- 
year  period  beginning  January  1,  2019.  The  proposed  language  requires  all  proceeds  be 
deposited  into  the  State  Road  Fund  and  only  be  used  for  constructing  and  maintaining  state 
highways. 


Administrative  Impact 


The  Department  will  require  form  changes  and  programming  support  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  this  legislation. 

Excise  Tax: 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  processing  time  of  motor  fuel  refunds  due  to  claims 
being  filed  using  different  tax  rates.  Excise  Tax  requires  one  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  for  increased  review  of  motor  fuel  refund  claims. 

The  Department  sends  rate  change  information  annually  for  5  years  to  approximately  450 
licensees  notifying  them  of  the  rate  change. 

Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  fuel  tax  increase  twelve  and  one  half  cents  per  gallon  over  a  five-year  period 
starting  January  1,  2019  will  result  in  the  following  revenue  increase  for  the  three  years 
this  fiscal  note  response  covers. 

FY  2019-Two  cent  increase  (six  months)  $38,762,500 

FY  2020-Four  cent  increase  $155,050,000 

FY  2021 -Six  cent  increase  $232,575,000 

An  additional  revenue  increase  will  occur  for  the  proceeding  two  years  that  are  not  covered 
in  this  fiscal  note  response  (FY2022  &  FY  2023). 

FY  2022-Eight  cent  increase  $310,100,000 

FY  2023-Ten  cent  increase  $387,625,000 

The  proposed  language  requires  all  proceeds  be  deposited  into  the  State  Road  Fund  and 
only  be  used  for  constructing  and  maintaining  state  highways. 


*  Revenue  increase  based  on  FY2016  Fuel  Tax  Numbers 


OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  1,002 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-325 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

325 

142.803 

Application  Name: 

Motor  Fue 

Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

£ 

1 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

96 

7,200 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

48 

3,600 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

48 

3,600 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

624 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

96 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

16 

1,200 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

74.24 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

1.002.24 

75.168 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

75,168 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

75,168 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Standard  assumptions. 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments: 

Without  a  provision  for  a  floor  stock  tax  retailers  could  potentially  profit  two  and  one  half 
cents  per  gallon  on  inventories  of  fuel  maintained  on  December  31  each  year  subject  to  a 
tax  increase.  This  could  result  in  loss  of  revenue  to  the  state. 

Many  consumers  apply  for  non-highway  use  refunds  of  the  motor  fuel  tax,  there  will  be 
many  instances  of  claims  being  made  at  different  tax  rates,  which  will: 

•  This  increases  processing  time  of  motor  fuel  refunds  as  each  fuel  ticket  will  not 
only  need  to  be  examined  to  see  if  it  meets  the  one  year  time  limit  but  also  to 
identify  the  date  of  the  ticket  to  determine  the  tax  rate. 


•  Generally,  fuel  receipts  do  not  indicate  the  tax  rate  on  them.  DOR  assumes  that  if 
they  review  a  fuel  tax  invoice  that  is  dated  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  the  tax 
increase,  they  could  actually  be  refunding  fuel  tax  at  the  current  rate  when  in  fact 
the  fuel  was  purchased  at  the  previous  tax  rate.  Unless  all  retailers  and  wholesalers 
are  required  to  print  the  tax  rate  on  the  fuel  receipts  it  is  possible  DOR  will  be 
refunding  revenue  it  did  not  receive.  This  may  put  a  burden  on  retailers  to  comply. 
Additionally  there  is  potential  for  a  loss  of  revenue. 

The  petition  includes  no  provision  to  increase  Compressed  Natural  Gas  and  Liquefied 
Natural  Gas  tax  rates.  Therefore,  the  rates  will  different  between  regular  motor  fuel  types 
and  these  products  as  the  motor  fuel  tax  increases. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  increases  the  motor 
(diesel  and  gasoline)  fuel  tax  by  $0,025  per  year  for  five  years  starting  in  tax  year  2019. 
Based  on  fiscal  year  (FY 17)  motor  fuel  tax  collections  of  $715.0M,  Budget  and  Planning 
(B&P)  estimates  that  4,205.9M  gallons  of  motor  fuel  were  taxed.  This  proposal  further 
requires  that  all  motor  vehicle  fuel  taxes  authorized  by  Section  142.803  be  deposited  into 
the  State  Road  Fund.  However,  B&P  notes  that  Article  IV,  Section  30(a)  specifies  how 
motor  fuel  taxes  are  to  be  distributed. 


Tables  1  and  2  shows  the  estimated  revenue  impacts  by  tax  and  calendar  years. 


Table  1:  Motor  Fuel  Tax  by  Tax  Year 


Fiscal 

Year 

Motor 

Fuel 

Tax 

State 

Road 

Fund 

County  Aid 
Road  Fund 

Other 

Local 

Funds 

2019 

$0.19 

73.2 

16.2 

15.8 

2020 

$0.21 

146.4 

32.3 

31.5 

2021 

$0.23 

219.6 

48.5 

95.8 

2022 

$0.25 

292.8 

64.7 

63.1 

2023 

$0.27 

366.0 

80.9 

78.9 

Figures  in  $M 


Table  2:  Motor  Fuel  Tax  by  Fiscal  Year 


Fiscal  Year 

Motor  Fuel  Tax 

State  Road  Fund 

County  Aid  Road  Fund 

Other  Local  Funds 

2019 

$0.19 

36.6 

8.1 

7.9 

2020 

$0.21 

109.8 

24.3 

23.7 

2021 

$0.23 

183.0 

40.4 

39.4 

2022 

$0.25 

256.2 

56.6 

55.2 

2023 

$0.27 

329.4 

72.8 

71.0 

2024 

$0.27 

366.0 

80.9 

78.9 

Figures  in  $M 


B&P  estimates  the  increased  motor  fuel  tax  will  generate  $366. OM  for  the  State  Road 
Fund  annually,  once  fully  implemented  in  FY24.  The  increased  tax  will  also  raise  local 
funds  of  $159. 8M  annually,  once  fully  implemented  in  FY24. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 


Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  an  increase  in  the  motor  vehicle  fuel  tax  of  10 
or  12.5  cents  phased  in  over  five  years  as  proposed  in  statutory  amendments  2018-324, 
2018-325  and  2018-326  would  cause  an  increase  in  costs  for  their  county's  fleet  vehicle 
operations  (as  they  pay  the  current  17-cent  rate). 

St.  Louis  County  fleet  and  police  vehicles  drove  15,256,413  miles  last  year.  Assuming  that 
the  average  vehicle  can  travel  25  miles  per  gallon  of  gasoline,  that  results  in  an  estimated 
usage  of  610,257  gallons  of  fuel  total.  A  ten-cent  gas  tax  increase  (2018-324  and  2018- 
326)  would  equal  a  cost  increase  of  $61,026,  and  a  twelve-and-a-half  cent  increase  (2018- 


325)  would  result  in  a  $76,282  annual  cost  increase  after  the  five-year  phase  in  is 
complete. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

When  fully  implemented,  the  proposal  is  estimated  to  annually  increase  state  revenue  by  $366 
million  and  local  government  revenue  by  $160  million.  State  government  entities  expect  initial 
setup  costs  of  $83,000  and  increased  annual  costs  of  $46,000.  Local  governments  expect  increased 
annual  costs  of  at  least  $76,000. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  18,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


DEC  1 8  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  142,  version  1  (2018-324) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Terry  Briggs  on  December  15,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general 
election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name.  r~o 


TO 
i  '  i 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


O 

1  1  r 


rn 

v _ > 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ , 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Section  142.803  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

142.803.  1.  A  tax  is  levied  and  imposed  on  all  motor  fuel  used  or  consumed  in  this  state  as  follows: 

(1)  Motor  fuel,  seventeen  cents  per  gallon,  to  increase  2  cents  ner  year  beginning  January  1  of  2019  for  live 

years: 

(2)  Alternative  fuels,  not  subject  to  the  decal  fees  as  provided  in  section  142.869,  with  a  power  potential 
equivalent  of  motor  fuel.  In  the  event  alternative  fuel,  which  is  not  commonly  sold  or  measured  by  the  gallon,  is  used 
in  motor  vehicles  on  the  highways  of  this  state,  the  director  is  authorized  to  assess  and  collect  a  tax  upon  such 
alternative  fuel  measured  by  the  nearest  power  potential  equivalent  to  that  of  one  gallon  of  regular  grade 
gasoline.  The  determination  by  the  director  of  the  power  potential  equivalent  of  such  alternative  fuel  shall  be  prima 
facie  correct; 

(3)  Aviation  fuel  used  in  propelling  aircraft  with  reciprocating  engines,  nine  cents  per  gallon  as  levied  and 
imposed  by  section  155.080  to  be  collected  as  required  under  this  chapter; 

(4)  Compressed  natural  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven 
cents  per  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  from  January  1,  2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per 
gasoline  gallon  equivalent  thereafter.  The  gasoline  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for  compressed  natural  gas 
shall  be  as  published  by  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  in  Handbooks  44  and  130,  and 
supplements  thereto  or  revisions  thereof.  In  the  absence  of  such  standard  or  agreement,  the  gasoline  gallon  equivalent 
and  method  of  sale  for  compressed  natural  gas  shall  be  equal  to  five  and  sixty-six-hundredths  pounds  of  compressed 
natural  gas.  All  applicable  provisions  contained  in  this  chapter  governing  administration,  collections,  and 
enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax  shall  apply  to  the  tax  imposed  on  compressed  natural  gas,  including  but  not 
limited  to  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and  interest; 

(5)  Liquefied  natural  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  diesel  gallon  equivalent  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven  cents 
per  diesel  gallon  equivalent  from  January  1,  2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per  diesel 
gallon  equivalent  thereafter.  The  diesel  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for  liquefied  natural  gas  shall  be  as 
published  by  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  in  Handbooks  44  and  130,  and  supplements  thereto 
or  revisions  thereof.  In  the  absence  of  such  standard  or  agreement,  the  diesel  gallon  equivalent  and  method  of  sale  for 
liquefied  natural  gas  shall  be  equal  to  six  and  six-hundredths  pounds  of  liquefied  natural  gas.  All  applicable 
provisions  contained  in  this  chapter  governing  administration,  collections,  and  enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax 
shall  apply  to  the  tax  imposed  on  liquefied  natural  gas,  including  but  not  limited  to  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and 
interest; 

(6)  Propane  gas  fuel,  five  cents  per  gallon  until  December  31,  2019,  eleven  cents  per  gallon  from  January  1, 
2020,  until  December  31,  2024,  and  then  seventeen  cents  per  gallon  thereafter.  All  applicable  provisions  contained  in 
this  chapter  governing  administration,  collection,  and  enforcement  of  the  state  motor  fuel  tax  shall  apply  to  the  tax 
imposed  on  propane  gas  including,  but  not  limited  to,  licensing,  reporting,  penalties,  and  interest; 

(7)  If  a  natural  gas,  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  electric,  or  propane  connection  is  used  for 
fueling  motor  vehicles  and  for  another  use,  such  as  heating,  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  shall  apply  to  the  entire 
amount  of  natural  gas,  compressed  natural  gas,  liquefied  natural  gas,  electricity,  or  propane  used  unless  an  approved 
separate  metering  and  accounting  system  is  in  place. 

2.  All  taxes,  surcharges  and  fees  are  imposed  upon  the  ultimate  consumer,  but  are  to  be  prccollccted  as 
described  in  this  chapter,  for  the  facility  and  convenience  of  the  consumer.  The  levy  and  assessment  on  other  persons 
as  specified  in  this  chapter  shall  be  as  agents  of  this  state  for  the  precollcction  of  the  tax. 

3.  All  motor  vehicle  fuel  taxes  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  deposited  in  the  State  Road  Fund  and  used 

only  for  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  of  connected  state  highways.  The  state  auditor  shall 

annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  taxes  authorized  by  this  section  to  ensure  they  are  being  placed  to  the  proper  uses  and 

shall  release  the  results  of  such  audit  to  the  public. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-324) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 
142,  RSMo.  (Received  December  18,  2017) 


Date 


January  8,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  142,  RSMo. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimate  one-time  and  initial  setup  costs  of 
$82,947  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  increased  operating  costs  of  $38,283  in  fiscal  year  2019, 
$46,305  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $46,676  is  fiscal  year  2021.  They  estimate  increased 
revenue  of  $31,010,000  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $124,040,000  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and 
$186,060,000  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  by  two  cents  each  year  for  five  years 
beginning  January  1,  2019. 


ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  1002.24  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $75,168 


OA-ITSD  Response 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-324 

ITSD- 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-324 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

75,168 

- 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at 

full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

142.803 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Motor  Fuel  Tax 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

1,002.24 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

75,168 

- 

- 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total 
state  revenue. 

This  legislation  will  increase  state  revenues. 


§142.803  -  Increases  the  motor  fuel  tax  by  ten  cents  per  gallon  over  a  five-year  period 
beginning  January  1,  2019.  The  proposed  language  requires  all  proceeds  be  deposited  into 
the  State  Road  Fund  and  only  be  used  for  constructing  and  maintaining  state  highways. 


Administrative  Impact 


The  Department  will  require  form  changes  and  programming  support  to  implement  the 
provisions  of  this  legislation. 


Excise  Tax: 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  processing  time  of  motor  fuel  refunds  due  to  claims 
being  filed  using  different  tax  rates.  Excise  Tax  requires  one  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  for  increased  review  of  motor  fuel  refund  claims. 

The  Department  sends  rate  change  information  annually  for  5  years  to  approximately  450 
licensees  notifying  them  of  the  rate  change. 

Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  fuel  tax  increase  of  ten  cents  per  gallon  over  a  five-year  period  starting 
January  1,  2019  will  result  in  the  following  estimated  revenue  increase*  for  the  three  years 
this  fiscal  note  response  covers. 

FY  2019-Two  cent  increase  (six  months)  $31,010,000 

FY  2020-Four  cent  increase  $124,040,000 

FY  2021 -Six  cent  increase  $186,060,000 

Below  is  the  additional  estimated  revenue  increase*  that  will  occur  for  the  proceeding  two 
years  that  are  not  covered  in  this  fiscal  note  response  (FY2022  &  FY  2023). 

FY  2022-Eight  cent  increase  $248,080,000 

FY  2023-Ten  cent  increase  $310,100,000 

The  proposed  language  requires  all  proceeds  be  deposited  into  the  State  Road  Fund  and 
only  be  used  for  constructing  and  maintaining  state  highways. 


*Revenue  increase  based  on  FY2016  Fuel  Tax  Numbers 


OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  1,002 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-324 

FN# 

IP  18- 

324 

Bill  Section(s) 

142.803 

Application  Name: 

Motor  Fuel 

Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

96 

7,200 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

48 

3,600 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

48 

3,600 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

624 

46,800 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

96 

7,200 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

16 

1,200 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

74.24 

5,568 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

1,002.24 

75,168 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

75,168 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

75,168 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

75,168 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Standard  assumptions. 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments: 

Without  a  provision  for  a  floor  stock  tax  retailers  could  potentially  profit  two  cents  per 
gallon  on  inventories  of  fuel  maintained  on  December  31  each  year  subject  to  a  tax 
increase.  This  could  result  in  loss  of  revenue  to  the  state. 

Many  consumers  apply  for  non-highway  use  refunds  of  the  motor  fuel  tax,  there  will  be 
many  instances  of  claims  being  made  at  different  tax  rates,  which  will: 

•  This  increases  processing  time  of  motor  fuel  refunds  as  each  fuel  ticket  will  not 
only  need  to  be  examined  to  see  if  it  meets  the  one  year  time  limit  but  also  to 
identify  the  date  of  the  ticket  to  determine  the  tax  rate. 


•  Generally,  fuel  receipts  do  not  indicate  the  tax  rate  on  them.  DOR  assumes  that  if 
they  review  a  fuel  tax  invoice  that  is  dated  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  the  tax 
increase,  they  could  actually  be  refunding  fuel  tax  at  the  current  rate  when  in  fact 
the  fuel  was  purchased  at  the  previous  tax  rate.  Unless  all  retailers  and  wholesalers 
are  required  to  print  the  tax  rate  on  the  fuel  receipts  it  is  possible  DOR  will  be 
refunding  revenue  it  did  not  receive.  This  may  put  a  burden  on  retailers  to 
comply.  Additionally  there  is  potential  for  a  loss  of  revenue. 

The  petition  includes  no  provision  to  increase  Compressed  Natural  Gas  and  Liquefied 
Natural  Gas  tax  rates.  Therefore,  the  rates  will  be  different  between  regular  motor  fuel 
types  and  these  products  as  the  motor  fuel  tax  increases. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  increases  the  motor 
(diesel  and  gasoline)  fuel  tax  by  $0.02  per  year  for  five  years  starting  in  tax  year  2019. 
Based  on  fiscal  year  (FY)  17  motor  fuel  tax  collections  of  $715.0M,  Budget  and  Planning 
(B&P)  estimates  that  4,205.9M  gallons  of  motor  fuel  were  taxed.  This  proposal  further 
requires  that  all  motor  vehicle  fuel  taxes  authorized  by  Section  142.803  be  deposited  into 
the  State  Road  Fund.  However,  B&P  notes  that  Article  IV,  Section  30(a)  specifies  how 
motor  fuel  taxes  are  to  be  distributed. 


Tables  1  and  2  shows  the  estimated  revenue  impacts  by  tax  and  calendar  years. 


Table  1 

:  Motor  Fuel  Tax  by  Tax  Year 

Motor 

State 

Other 

Fiscal 

Fuel 

Road 

County  Aid 

Local 

Year 

Tax 

Fund 

Road  Fund 

Funds 

2019 

$0.19 

58.6 

12.9 

12.6 

2020 

$0.21 

117.1 

25.9 

25.2 

2021 

$0.23 

175.7 

38.8 

76.7 

2022 

$0.25 

234.3 

51.7 

50.5 

2023 

$0.27 

292.8 

64.7 

63.1 

Figures  in  $M 


Table  2:  Motor  Fuel  Tax  by  Fiscal  Year 


Fiscal 

Year 

Motor 

Fuel 

Tax 

State 

Road 

Fund 

County  Aid 
Road  Fund 

Other 

Local 

Funds 

2019 

$0.19 

29.3 

6.5 

6.3 

2020 

$0.21 

87.8 

19.4 

18.9 

2021 

$0.23 

146.4 

32.3 

31.5 

2022 

$0.25 

205.0 

45.3 

44.2 

2023 

$0.27 

263.5 

58.2 

56.8 

2024 

$0.27 

292.8 

64.7 

63.1 

Figures  in  $M 


B&P  estimates  the  increased  motor  fuel  tax  will  generate  $292. 8M  for  the  State  Road  Fund 
annually,  once  fully  implemented  in  FY24.  The  increased  tax  will  also  raise  local  funds  of 
$127. 8M  annually,  once  fully  implemented  in  FY24. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 


Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  their 
county  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  an  increase  in  the  motor  vehicle  fuel  tax  of  10 
or  12.5  cents  phased  in  over  five  years  as  proposed  in  statutory  amendments  2018-324, 
2018-325  and  2018-326  would  cause  an  increase  in  costs  for  their  county's  fleet  vehicle 
operations  (as  they  pay  the  current  17-cent  rate). 

St.  Louis  County  fleet  and  police  vehicles  drove  15,256,413  miles  last  year.  Assuming  that 
the  average  vehicle  can  travel  25  miles  per  gallon  of  gasoline,  that  results  in  an  estimated 
usage  of  610,257  gallons  of  fuel  total.  A  ten-cent  gas  tax  increase  (2018-324  and  2018- 
326)  would  equal  a  cost  increase  of  $61,026,  and  a  twelve-and-a-half  cent  increase  (2018- 
325)  would  result  in  a  $76,282  annual  cost  increase  after  the  five-year  phase  in  is 
complete. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 


Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 


Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

When  fully  implemented,  the  proposal  is  estimated  to  annually  increase  state  revenue  by  $293 
million  and  local  government  revenue  by  $128  million.  State  government  entities  expect  initial 
setup  costs  of  $83,000  and  increased  annual  costs  of  $46,000.  Local  governments  expect  increased 
annual  costs  of  at  least  $61,000. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  1 8,  201 7 


I'he  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


iitisC£iVfcD 

OEC  1  8  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  2  (2018-323) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Terry  Briggs  on  December  1 5,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


r-o 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  - - \ 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _  ' 

I, _ _  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

.NAME 

(Printed  or  Tygj^l) 

1. 

c n 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

CD 

X) 

m 

CD 

rn 

CO 

<_n 

rn 

3 

rn 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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BE  IT  RESOL  VED  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  30(b)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  30(b).  1 .  For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  of 
connected  state  highways  all  state  revenue  derived  from  highway  users  as  an  incident  to  their  use  or  right  to  use  the 
highways  of  the  state,  including  all  state  license  fees  and  taxes  upon  motor  vehicles,  trailers  and  motor  vehicle  fuels, 
and  upon,  with  respect  to,  or  on  the  privilege  of  the  manufacture,  receipt,  storage,  distribution,  sale  or  use  thereof 
(excepting  those  portions  of  the  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicles  and  trailers  which  are  not  distributed  to  the  state  road  fund 
pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  and  further  excepting  all  property  taxes),  less  the  [(1)  actual  cost  of 
collection  of  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  particular  tax  or  fee  collected),  (2)] 
actual  cost  of  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  taxes  and  fees  and  maintaining  retirement 
programs  as  permitted  by  law[  and  (3)  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  any  state 
motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations,]  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund  which  is  hereby  created  within  the 
state  treasury  and  stand  appropriated  without  legislative  action  to  be  used  and  expended  by  the  highways  and 
transportation  commission  for  the  following  purposes,  and  no  other: 

First,  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  on  any  outstanding  state  road  bonds.  The  term  state  road 
bonds  in  this  section  30(b)  means  any  bonds  or  refunding  bonds  issued  by  the  highways  and  transportation 
commission  to  finance  or  refinance  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system. 

Second,  to  maintain  a  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  in  the  amount  deemed  necessary  to  meet  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  of  any  state  road  bonds  for  the  next  succeeding  twelve  months. 

The  remaining  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  and  expended  in  the  sole  discretion  of  and  under  the 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  following  state  highway  system  uses 
and  purposes  and  no  other: 

(1)  To  complete  and  widen  or  otherwise  improve  and  maintain  the  state  highway  system  heretofore  designated 
and  laid  out  under  existing  laws; 

(2)  To  reimburse  the  various  counties  and  other  political  subdivisions  of  the  state,  except  incorporated  cities 
and  towns,  for  money  expended  by  them  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  roads  and  bridges  now  or  hereafter  taken 
over  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  as  permanent  parts  of  the  state  highway  system,  to  the  extent  of 
the  value  to  the  state  of  such  roads  and  bridges  at  the  time  taken  over,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  the  amount  expended 
by  such  counties  and  subdivisions  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  such  roads  and  bridges,  except  that  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  repay,  or  agree  to  repay,  any  cash  advanced  by  a 
county  or  subdivision  to  expedite  state  road  construction  or  improvement; 

(3)  In  the  discretion  of  the  commission  to  plan,  locate,  relocate,  establish,  acquire,  construct  and  maintain  the 
following: 

(a)  interstate  and  primary  highways  within  the  state; 

(b)  supplementary  state  highways  and  bridges  in  each  county  of  the  state; 

(c)  state  highways  and  bridges  in,  to  and  through  state  parks,  public  areas  and  reservations,  and  state 
institutions  now  or  hereafter  established  to  connect  the  same  with  the  state  highways,  and  also  national,  state  or  local 
parkways,  travelways,  tourways,  with  coordinated  facilities; 

(d)  any  tunnel  or  interstate  bridge  or  part  thereof,  where  necessary  to  connect  the  state  highways  of  this  state 
with  those  of  other  states; 

(e)  any  highway  within  the  state  when  necessary  to  comply  with  any  federal  law  or  requirement  which  is  or 
shall  become  a  condition  to  the  receipt  of  federal  funds; 

(0  any  highway  in  any  city  or  town  which  is  found  necessary  as  a  continuation  of  any  state  or  federal 
highway,  or  any  connection  therewith,  into  and  through  such  city  or  town;  and 

(g)  additional  state  highways,  bridges  and  tunnels,  either  in  congested  traffic  areas  of  the  state  or  where 
needed  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  movement  of  through  traffic. 

(4)  To  acquire  materials,  equipment  and  buildings  and  to  employ  such  personnel  as  necessary  for  the  purposes 
described  in  this  subsection  1;  and 

(5)  For  such  other  purposes  and  contingencies  relating  and  appertaining  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  such  state  highway  system  as  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  may  deem  necessary  and  proper. 

(6)  No  revenues  or  fund  balances  authorized  by  this  subsection  30(b)  shall  in  any  wav  be  diverted  for  purposes 

other  than  those  specifically  authorized  by  this  subsection. 

2.  (1)  The  state  sales  tax  upon  the  sale  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortri cycles  at 
the  rate  provided  by  law  on  November  2,  2004,  is  levied  and  imposed  by  this  section  until  the  rate  is  changed  by  law 
or  constitutional  amendment. 

(2)  One-half  of  the  proceeds  from  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  shall  be  dedicated  for  highway  and  transportation  use  and  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  as 
follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities,  two  percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  transportation 
fund,  which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury  to  be  used  in  a  manner  provided  by  law  and  seventy-three 
percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  shall 
be  further  allocated  and  used  as  provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article.  The  amounts  allocated  and  distributed  to  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this 
section  30(b).  The  sales  taxes  which  are  apportioned  and  distributed  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  not  include 
those  taxes  levied  and  imposed  pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article.  The  term  "proceeds  from  the  state 
sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  of  revenue 
from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as  permitted 


18-323 


by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  amount 
collected). 

(3)  (i)  From  and  after  July  1,  2005,  through  June  30,  2006,  twenty-five  percent  of  the  remaining  one-half  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricyclcs  which  is  not 
distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury;  (ii)  from  and  after  July  1,  2006,  through  June  30,  2007,  fifty  percent 
of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  state  road  bond  fund;  (iii)  from  and  after  July  1, 2007,  through  June  30,  2008,  seventy-five  percent  of  the  aforesaid 
one-  half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricyclcs 
which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road 
bond  fund;  and  (iv)  from  and  after  July  1,  2008,  one  hundred  percent  of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by 
subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund.  Moneys  deposited 
in  the  state  road  bond  fund  are  hereby  dedicated  to  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  the  repayment  of  bonds  issued  by 
the  highways  and  transportation  commission  to  fund  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system 
or  to  fund  refunding  bonds,  except  that  after  January  1,  2009,  that  portion  of  the  moneys  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  the  commissioner  of  administration  and  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  each  certify  is  not  needed 
to  make  payments  upon  said  bonds  or  to  maintain  an  adequate  reserve  for  making  future  payments  upon  said  bonds 
may  be  appropriated  to  the  state  road  fund.  The  highways  and  transportation  commission  shall  have  authority  to  issue 
state  road  bonds  for  the  uses  set  forth  in  this  subdivision  (3).  The  net  proceeds  received  from  the  issuance  of  such 
bonds  shall  be  paid  into  the  state  road  fund  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  construction  or  reconstruction  of  specific 
projects  for  parts  of  the  state  highway  system  as  determined  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission.  The 
moneys  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund  shall  only  be  withdrawn  by  appropriation  pursuant  to  this  constitution. 
No  obligation  for  the  payment  of  moneys  so  appropriated  shall  be  paid  unless  the  commissioner  of  administration 
certifies  it  for  payment  and  further  certifies  that  the  expenditure  is  for  a  use  which  is  specifically  authorized  by  the 
provisions  of  this  subdivision  (3).  The  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  which  are  subject  to  allocation  and  deposit  into  the 
state  road  bond  fund  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  not  include  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  levied  and  imposed 
pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article  nor  shall  they  include  the  proceeds  of  that  portion  of  the  sales  tax 
apportioned,  distributed  and  dedicated  to  the  school  district  trust  fund  on  November  2,  2004.  The  term  "proceeds  from 
the  state  sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  of 
revenue  from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as 
permitted  by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the 
amount  collected). 

3.  After  January  1,  1980,  any  increase  in  state  license  fees  and  taxes  on  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles, 
mopeds  and  motortricycles  other  than  those  taxes  distributed  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be 
distributed  as  follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities  and  seventy-five  percent  to  be  deposited 
in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  distributed  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  as 
provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article,  to  be  used  for  highway  purposes. 

4.  The  moneys  apportioned  or  distributed  under  this  section  to  the  state  road  fund,  the  state  transportation 
fund,  the  state  road  bond  fund,  counties,  cities,  towns  or  villages  shall  not  be  included  within  the  definition  of  "total 
state  revenues"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  17  of  Article  X  of  this  constitution  nor  be  considered  as  an  "expense  of 
state  government"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  20  of  article  X  of  this  constitution. 

5.  In  order  to  provide  adequate  law  enforcement  on  state  roads  and  throughout  the  state,  an  additional  sales  tax 

of  three-eighths  of  one  cent  is  hereby  adopted  and  imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privilege  of  selling  tangible 

personal  property  or  rendering  taxable  sendees  at  retail  in  this  state  upon  the  sales  and  sendees  which  now  arc  listed 

and  set  forth  in,  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in  the 

"Sales  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection  therewith. 

6.  The  "Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund"  is  hereby  established.  All  revenues  generated  bv  the  tax  in 

subsection  5  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Trust  Fund.  To  the  extent  anv  amounts  in  the  Trust  Fund  are  not  appropriated 

bv  the  General  Assembly  in  any  year,  funds  shall  remain  in  the  Trust  Fund  for  future  appropriations  consistent  with 

this  section  and  no  balances  shall  be  diverted  or  otherwise  appropriated  except  as  authorized  by  this  section.  The 

General  Assembly  shall  appropriate  funds  in  the  Trust  Fund  solely  as  follows: 

_ (1)  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  an  annual  audit  of  all  funds  raised  or  expended  under  this  section; 

_ (2)  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  any  state  motor 

vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations  or  for  such  other  state  highway  patrol  functions  as  the  legislature  shall  deem 

appropriate: 

_ (3)  to  provide  for  the  families  of  law  enforcement  officers  killed  or  disabled  in  the  line  of  duty  as  authorized 

bv  law; 

_ (41  to  provide  grants  to  local  law  enforcement  for  equipment  and  training  as  may  be  provided  bv  law.  In  anv 

given  year,  such  funding  shall  not  exceed  10%  of  the  revenue  generated  bv  subsection  5  in  that  year, 

7.  The  state  auditor  shall  annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  funds  raised  and  expenditures  authorized  under  this 

section  and  release  the  report  publicly  to  the  taxpayers. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-323) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  18,  2017) 


Date 


January  8,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimated  one-time  operating  costs  of  $78,850 
in  fiscal  year  2019  and  estimate  increased  titling  revenue  of  $36,095,268  in  fiscal  year 
2019,  $43,314,321  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $43,314,321  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  sales  tax  on  tangible  personal  property  (TPP)  or 
tangible  services  at  retail. 


ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  940.69  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $70,551 


OA-ITSD  Response 


X  No 
FY  2019 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-323  USD  -  DOR 

Bill  Number  IP  18-323 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  Yes  X  No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented  FY  2019 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 


Fund  Affected  FY  2019  FY  2020  FY  2021 


General  Revenue  70,551 


Other 


Federal  Funds 


Total 


70,551 


It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  USD  resources  are  at 
full  capacity. 


Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

TRIPS 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

1,053 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

Sales  Tax  Calculator 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

5.40 

405 

FY  2020  FY  2021 


Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

Total 

405 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 


30(b) 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Del-Fee 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

39,852 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

MTAS 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

29,241 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

29,241 

- 

- 

The  proposed  legislation  will  increase  sales  tax  by  three-eighths  of  one  percent  on  retail 
sales  of  tangible  personal  property  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total  state  revenue. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  increase  revenue  from  the  additional  sales  tax  collected. 

Section  30(b) 

•  Provides  strict  regulations  for  distribution  of  current  state  sales  tax  and  license  fees 
collected  and  eliminates  the  deduction  for  the  Departments  cost  of  collection. 

•  Provides  for  an  additional  sales  tax  of  three-eighths  of  one  cent  to  be  imposed  on 
the  sale  of  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services  at  retail  as  provided  in 
the  “Sales  Tax  Law”. 

•  Creates  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  Provides  regulations  for  such 
fund  and  that  all  revenues  generated  from  the  increased  sales  tax  to  be  deposited 
into  the  fund. 

•  The  State  Auditor  shall  conduct  an  audit  annually  of  the  funds  raised  and 
expenditures  under  this  section  and  release  the  report  publicly. 


Administrative  Impact 


To  implement  the  proposed  language,  the  Department  will  be  required  to: 

•  Update  procedures,  correspondence  letters,  and  the  Department  website; 

•  Update  the  titling  manual; 

•  Modify  title  rejection  verbiage;  and 

•  Complete  programming  and  user  acceptance  testing. 


FY  2019  -  Motor  Vehicle  Bureau 


Management  Analysis  Spec  I 

400  hrs. 

@ 

$18.42 

per 

hr. 

=  $ 

7,368 

FY  2019  -  Personnel  Service  Bureau 

Management  Analysis  Spec  I 

40  hrs. 

@ 

$18.42 

per 

hr. 

=  $ 

737 

Administrative  Analyst  ITT 

10  hrs. 

@ 

$19.43 

per 

hr. 

=  $ 

194 

Total 

=  $ 

931 

Total  Costs  $  8,299 


OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  941 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

323 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

323 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

TRIPS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Design 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Development 

75 

8 

600 

- 

Test 

75 

2 

150 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

1.04 

78 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

1,053 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

1,053 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

1,053 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

2 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

323 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

323 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Sales  Tax 

Calculator 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

4 

300 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

0.40 

30 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

5.40 

405 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

405 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

Section  Funding: 

405 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

3 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

323 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

323 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Del-Fee 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

30 

2,250 

Analysis 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

Design 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

300 

22,500 

- 

Test 

75 

90 

6,750 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

12 

900 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

39.36 

2,952 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

39,852 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

Modifications  to  6  mainframe  programs,  updating  existing  del-fee  records,  and  calculating  State  Use  Tax 
separately. 

4 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

323 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

323 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

MTAS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

220 

16,500 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

66 

4,950 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

9 

675 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

28.88 

2,166 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 


Federal 


Other 


29,241 


Section  Funding:  29,241 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 


Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  to  account  for  the  new  rate  and  fund. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  for  distribution. 


Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  legislation  establishes  an  additional  three-eighths  of  one-cent  sales  tax  to 
transactions  subject  to  Missouri’s  sales  tax  law. 

Motor  Vehicle  State  Sales  Tax 

The  Department  collects  state  sales  tax  on  the  titling  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  ATV’s, 
motorcycles,  motortricycles,  boats,  and  outboard  motors.  The  state  sales  tax  total  shown 
below  is  the  combined  total  amount  of  state  sales  tax  collected  in  FY  2017. 


$488,088,015 
/  0.04225 

$11,550,485,562 
x  0.00375 

$43,314,321 


Total  tax  collected  in  FY  2017 
Current  state  sales  tax  rate 
Total  purchase  price  in  FY  2017 
Proposed  tax  increase 

Additional  tax  collected  from  the  tax  increase  that  would  go  to  the 
“Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund” 


Amount  Deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund’' 
FY  2019  (10  months)  $36,095,268 

FY  2020  $43,314,321 

FY  2021  $43,314,321 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments: 


The  current  tax  collected  under  Section  30(b)  is  deposited  into  the  state  road  fund.  It  is 
unclear  if  the  proposed  language,  “For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and 
maintaining  an  adequate  system. . .”,  can  also  impose  a  new  three-eighths  of  one  cent  sales 
tax  that  is  to  be  deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  The  proposed 
increase  would  need  to  be  a  new  tax  and  not  an  increase  to  the  existing  tax  so  the  funds  can 
be  distributed  properly  to  the  correct  funds. 


The  proposed  language  requires  the  Department  to  impose  and  collect  an  additional  sales 
tax  on  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services.  It  appears  that  the  amendment 


reduces  the  amount  received  by  the  Department  for  collection  expenses.  The  Department’s 
collection  expenses,  up  to  3%  of  the  particular  fee  or  tax  collected  is  no  longer  subtracted 
from  the  amount  of  tax  collected  under  this  constitutional  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  impose  a  three-eighths 
of  1%  state  sales  tax  to  provide  additional  money  for  law  enforcement  on  state  roads.  If 
this  proposal  passes  during  the  2018  General  Election,  the  new  sales  tax  would  begin 
January  1,  2019.  Based  on  gross  general  revenue  tax  collection  in  fiscal  year  (FY  17)  of 
$2,147.1  million,  they  estimate  that  the  0.375%  sales  tax  would  generate  $134. 2M  in  FY 
19  and  $268. 4M  in  FY  20  and  annually  thereafter.  Money  from  this  additional  sales  tax  is 
to  be  deposited  into  the  "Missouri  Faw  Enforcement  Trust  Fund".  This  should  not  impact 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 


RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  direct  impact  on  their  office.  Additional  monies  for  law  enforcement, 
will  result  in  additional  cases  for  the  State  Public  Defender  System. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  their 
county  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  constitutional 
amendment.  The  3/8-cent  and  4/10-cent  sales  taxes  for  the  proposed  Law  Enforcement 
Trust  Fund  in  2018-322,  2018-323,  2018-327  and  2018-328  could  provide  an  opportunity 
for  the  St.  Louis  County  Police  to  receive  a  grant  for  law  enforcement  equipment  and 
training  from  the  10%  set-aside,  but  it  is  not  possible  to  project  a  dollar  figure.  No  savings 
or  losses  are  anticipated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 


Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board 
of  Police  Commissioners,  and  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  increased  revenue  of  $268  million  annually  and  one-time  costs 
of  $79,000.  Local  governments  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  18,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


/  S  2017 

ST  AT 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RR:  Petition  approval  request  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  I  (2018-322) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Terry  Briggs  on  December  1 5,  20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trisli  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  rules  •  Business  Services  •  Elections  •  Publications  •  securities  •  state  archives  •  state  Library  •  wolpner  Liiiiiarv 


18-322 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(INSERT  BALLOT  TITLE  HERE) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


1?, 

CO 

cn 

cn 


-X) 


m 

o 


rn 

o 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

•/.IF 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ , 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  » 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


18-322 


BE  IT  RESOL  VED  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  30(b)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  30(b).  1.  For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and  maintaining  an  adequate  system  of 
connected  stale  highways  all  state  revenue  derived  from  highway  users  as  an  incident  to  their  use  or  right  to  use  the 
highways  of  the  state,  including  all  state  license  fees  and  taxes  upon  motor  vehicles,  trailers  and  motor  vehicle  fuels, 
and  upon,  with  respect  to,  or  on  the  privilege  of  the  manufacture,  receipt,  storage,  distribution,  sale  or  use  thereof 
(excepting  those  portions  of  the  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicles  and  trailers  which  are  not  distributed  to  the  state  road  fund 
pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  and  further  excepting  all  property  taxes),  less  the  [(1)  actual  cost  of 
collection  of  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  particular  tax  or  fee  collected),  (2)] 
actual  cost  of  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  taxes  and  fees  and  maintaining  retirement 
programs  as  permitted  by  law[  and  (3)  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  any  state 
motor  vehicle  laws  and  traffic  regulations,]  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund  which  is  hereby  created  within  the 
state  treasury  and  stand  appropriated  without  legislative  action  to  be  used  and  expended  by  the  highways  and 
transportation  commission  for  the  following  purposes,  and  no  other: 

First,  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  on  any  outstanding  state  road  bonds.  The  term  state  road 
bonds  in  this  section  30(b)  means  any  bonds  or  refunding  bonds  issued  by  the  highways  and  transportation 
commission  to  finance  or  refinance  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system. 

Second,  to  maintain  a  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  in  the  amount  deemed  necessary  to  meet  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  of  any  state  road  bonds  for  the  next  succeeding  twelve  months. 

The  remaining  balance  in  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  and  expended  in  the  sole  discretion  of  and  under  the 
supervision  and  direction  of  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  following  state  highway  system  uses 
and  purposes  and  no  other: 

(1)  To  complete  and  widen  or  otherwise  improve  and  maintain  the  state  highway  system  heretofore  designated 
and  laid  out  under  existing  laws; 

(2)  To  reimburse  the  various  counties  and  other  political  subdivisions  of  the  state,  except  incorporated  cities 
and  towns,  for  money  expended  by  them  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  roads  and  bridges  now  or  hereafter  taken 
over  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  as  permanent  parts  of  the  state  highway  system,  to  the  extent  of 
the  value  to  the  state  of  such  roads  and  bridges  at  the  time  taken  over,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  the  amount  expended 
by  such  counties  and  subdivisions  in  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  such  roads  and  bridges,  except  that  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  may,  in  its  discretion,  repay,  or  agree  to  repay,  any  cash  advanced  by  a 
county  or  subdivision  to  expedite  state  road  construction  or  improvement; 

(3)  In  the  discretion  of  the  commission  to  plan,  locate,  relocate,  establish,  acquire,  construct  and  maintain  the 
following: 

(a)  interstate  and  primary  highways  within  the  state; 

(b)  supplementary  state  highways  and  bridges  in  each  county  of  the  state; 

(c)  state  highways  and  bridges  in,  to  and  through  state  parks,  public  areas  and  reservations,  and  state 
institutions  now  or  hereafter  established  to  connect  the  same  with  the  state  highways,  and  also  national,  state  or  local 
parkways,  travclways,  tourways,  with  coordinated  facilities; 

(d)  any  tunnel  or  interstate  bridge  or  part  thereof,  where  necessary  to  connect  the  state  highways  of  this  state 
with  those  of  other  states; 

(c)  any  highway  within  the  state  when  necessary  to  comply  with  any  federal  law  or  requirement  which  is  or 
shall  become  a  condition  to  the  receipt  of  federal  funds; 

(f)  any  highway  in  any  city  or  town  which  is  found  necessary  as  a  continuation  of  any  state  or  federal 
highway,  or  any  connection  therewith,  into  and  through  such  city  or  town;  and 

(g)  additional  state  highways,  bridges  and  tunnels,  cither  in  congested  traffic  areas  of  the  state  or  where 
needed  to  facilitate  and  expedite  the  movement  of  through  traffic. 

(4)  To  acquire  materials,  equipment  and  buildings  and  to  employ  such  personnel  as  necessary  for  the  purposes 
described  in  this  subsection  1 ;  and 

(5)  For  such  other  purposes  and  contingencies  relating  and  appertaining  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  such  state  highway  system  as  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  may  deem  necessary  and  proper. 

16)  No  revenues  or  fund  balances  authorized  by  this  subsection  30(b)  shall  in  any  wav  be  diverted  for  purposes 

other  than  those  specifically  authorized  by  this  subsection, 

2.  (1)  The  state  sales  tax  upon  the  sale  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  at 
the  rate  provided  by  law  on  November  2,  2004,  is  levied  and  imposed  by  this  section  until  the  rate  is  changed  by  law 
or  constitutional  amendment. 

(2)  One-half  of  the  proceeds  from  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  shall  be  dedicated  for  highway  and  transportation  use  and  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  as 
follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities,  two  percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  transportation 
fund,  which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury  to  be  used  in  a  manner  provided  by  law  and  seventy-three 
percent  to  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  shall 
be  further  allocated  and  used  as  provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article.  The  amounts  allocated  and  distributed  to  the 
highways  and  transportation  commission  for  the  state  road  fund  shall  be  used  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this 
section  30(b).  The  sales  taxes  which  are  apportioned  and  distributed  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  not  include 
those  taxes  levied  and  imposed  pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article.  The  term  "proceeds  from  the  state 
sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (2)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  of  revenue 
from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as  permitted 
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by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the  amount 
collected). 

(3)  (i)  From  and  after  July  1,  2005,  through  June  30,  2006,  twenty-five  percent  of  the  remaining  one-half  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  which  is  not 
distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  is  hereby  created  within  the  state  treasury;  (ii)  from  and  after  July  1,  2006,  through  June  30,  2007,  fifty  percent 
of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and 
motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in 
the  state  road  bond  fund;  (iii)  from  and  after  July  1 , 2007,  through  June  30,  2008,  seventy-five  percent  of  the  aforesaid 
one-  half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles 
which  is  not  distributed  by  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road 
bond  fund;  and  (iv)  front  and  after  July  1,  2008,  one  hundred  percent  of  the  aforesaid  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
state  sales  tax  on  all  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles,  mopeds  and  motortricycles  which  is  not  distributed  by 
subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund.  Moneys  deposited 
in  the  state  road  bond  fund  are  hereby  dedicated  to  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  the  repayment  of  bonds  issued  by 
the  highways  and  transportation  commission  to  fund  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  the  state  highway  system 
or  to  fund  refunding  bonds,  except  that  after  January  1,  2009,  that  portion  of  the  moneys  in  the  state  road  bond  fund 
which  the  commissioner  of  administration  and  the  highways  and  transportation  commission  each  certify  is  not  needed 
to  make  payments  upon  said  bonds  or  to  maintain  an  adequate  reserve  for  making  future  payments  upon  said  bonds 
may  be  appropriated  to  the  state  road  fund.  The  highways  and  transportation  commission  shall  have  authority  to  issue 
state  road  bonds  for  the  uses  set  forth  in  this  subdivision  (3).  The  net  proceeds  received  from  the  issuance  of  such 
bonds  shall  be  paid  into  the  state  road  fund  and  shall  only  be  used  to  fund  construction  or  reconstruction  of  specific 
projects  for  parts  of  the  state  highway  system  as  determined  by  the  highways  and  transportation  commission.  The 
moneys  deposited  in  the  state  road  bond  fund  shall  only  be  withdrawn  by  appropriation  pursuant  to  this  constitution. 
No  obligation  for  the  payment  of  moneys  so  appropriated  shall  be  paid  unless  the  commissioner  of  administration 
certifies  it  for  payment  and  further  certifies  that  the  expenditure  is  for  a  use  which  is  specifically  authorized  by  the 
provisions  of  this  subdivision  (3).  The  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  which  arc  subject  to  allocation  and  deposit  into  the 
state  road  bond  fund  pursuant  to  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  not  include  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  tax  levied  and  imposed 
pursuant  to  sections  43(a)  or  47(a)  of  this  article  nor  shall  they  include  the  proceeds  of  that  portion  of  the  sales  tax 
apportioned,  distributed  and  dedicated  to  the  school  district  trust  fund  on  November  2,  2004.  The  term  "proceeds  from 
the  state  sales  tax"  as  used  in  this  subdivision  (3)  shall  mean  and  include  all  revenues  received  by  the  department  of 
revenue  from  the  said  sales  tax,  reduced  only  by  refunds  for  overpayments  and  erroneous  payments  of  such  tax  as 
permitted  by  law  and  actual  costs  of  collection  by  the  department  of  revenue  (but  not  to  exceed  three  percent  of  the 
amount  collected). 

3.  After  January  1,  1980,  any  increase  in  state  license  fees  and  taxes  on  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  motorcycles, 
mopeds  and  motortricycles  other  than  those  taxes  distributed  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section  30(b)  shall  be 
distributed  as  follows:  ten  percent  to  the  counties,  fifteen  percent  to  the  cities  and  seventy-five  percent  to  be  deposited 
in  the  state  road  fund.  The  amounts  distributed  shall  be  apportioned  and  distributed  to  the  counties  and  cities  as 
provided  in  section  30(a)  of  this  article,  to  be  used  for  highway  purposes. 

4.  The  moneys  apportioned  or  distributed  under  this  section  to  the  state  road  fund,  the  state  transportation 
fund,  the  state  road  bond  fund,  counties,  cities,  towns  or  villages  shall  not  be  included  within  the  definition  of  "total 
state  revenues"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  17  of  Article  X  of  this  constitution  nor  be  considered  as  an  "expense  of 
state  government"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  20  of  article  X  of  this  constitution. 

5.  hi  order  to  provide  adequate  law  enforcement  on  state  roads  and  throughout  the  state,  an  additional  sales  tax 

of  four-tenths  of  one  cent  is  hereby  adopted  and  imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privilege  of  selling  tangible  personal 

property  or  rendering  taxable  services  at  retail  in  this  state  unon  the  sales  and  services  which  now  are  listed  and  set 

forth  in,  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in  the  "Sales 

Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection  therewith, 

6.  The  "Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund"  is  hereby  established.  All  revenues  generated  by  the  tax  in 

subsection  5  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Trust  Fund.  To  the  extent  any  amounts  in  the  Trust  Fund  are  not  appropriated 

by  the  General  Assembly  in  any  year,  funds  shall  remain  in  the  Trust  Fund  for  future  appropriations  consistent  with 

this  section  and  no  balances  shall  be  diverted  or  otherwise  appropriated  except  as  authorized  by  this  section.  The 

General  Assembly  shall  appropriate  funds  in  the  Trust  Fund  solely  as  follows: 

_ (1)  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  an  annual  audit  of  all  funds  raised  or  expended  under  this  section; 

_ (21  to  provide  for  the  actual  cost  of  the  state  highway  patrol  in  administering  and  enforcing  any  state  motor 

vehicle  laws  or  traffic  regulations  or  for  such  other  state  highway  patrol  functions  as  the  legislature  shall  deem 

appropriate: 

_ (3)  to  provide  for  the  families  of  law  enforcement  officers  killed  or  disabled  in  the  line  of  duty  as  authorized 

by  law; 

_ (41  to  provide  grants  to  local  law  enforcement  for  equipment  and  training  as  mav  be  provided  bv  law.  In  any 

given  year,  such  funding  shall  not  exceed  10%  of  the  revenue  generated  by  subsection  5  in  that  vear. 

7.  The  state  auditor  shall  annually  conduct  an  audit  of  the  funds  raised  and  expenditures  authorized  under  this 

section  and  release  the  report  publicly  to  the  taxpayers. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-322) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Terry  Briggs  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  18,  2017) 


Date 


January  8,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  State  Auditor's  Office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  estimated  one-time  operating  costs  of  $78,850 
in  fiscal  year  2019  and  estimate  increased  titling  revenue  of  $38,501,618  in  fiscal  year 
2019,  $46,201,942  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $46,201,942  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

The  proposed  legislation  increases  the  sales  tax  on  tangible  personal  property  or  tangible 
services  at  retail. 


ITSD  cost  estimate  equals  940.69  hrs.  @  $75  per  hr.  =  $70,551 


OA-ITSD  Response 


X  No 
FY  2019 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-322  USD  -  DOR 

Bill  Number  IP  18-322 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  Yes  X  No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented  FY  2019 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 


Fund  Affected  FY  2019  FY  2020  FY  2021 


General  Revenue  70,551 


Other 


Federal  Funds 


Total 


70,551 


It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  USD  resources  are  at 
full  capacity. 


Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

TRIPS 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

1,053 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

Sales  Tax  Calculator 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

5.40 

405 

FY  2020  FY  2021 


Section  Total  Expenditures: 
Section  Funding: 


General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

Total 

405 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 


30(b) 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Del-Fee 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

39,852 

- 

- 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

MTAS 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

29,241 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

29,241 

- 

- 

The  proposed  legislation  will  increase  sales  tax  by  four-tenths  of  one  percent  on  retail  sales 
of  tangible  personal  property  creating  a  positive  impact  on  total  state  revenue. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  increase  revenue  from  the  additional  sales  tax  collected. 

Section  30(b) 

•  Provides  strict  regulations  for  distribution  of  current  state  sales  tax  and  license  fees 
collected  and  eliminates  the  deduction  for  the  Departments  cost  of  collection. 

•  Provides  for  an  additional  sales  tax  of  four-tenths  of  one  cent  to  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  of  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services  at  retail  as  provided  in  the 
“Sales  Tax  Law”. 

•  Creates  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  Provides  regulations  for  such 
fund  and  that  all  revenues  generated  from  the  increased  sales  tax  to  be  deposited 
into  the  fund. 

•  The  State  Auditor  shall  conduct  an  audit  annually  of  the  funds  raised  and 
expenditures  under  this  section  and  release  the  report  publicly. 


Administrative  Impact 


To  implement  the  proposed  language,  the  Department  will  be  required  to: 

•  Update  procedures,  correspondence  letters,  and  the  Department  website; 

•  Update  the  titling  manual; 

•  Modify  title  rejection  verbiage;  and 

•  Complete  programming  and  user  acceptance  testing. 


FY  2019  -  Motor  Vehicle  Bureau 


Management  Analysis  Spec  I 

400  hrs. 

@ 

$18.42 

per 

hr. 

=  $ 

7,368 

FY  2019  -  Personnel  Service  Bureau 

Management  Analysis  Spec  I 

40  hrs. 

@ 

$18.42 

per 

hr. 

=  $ 

737 

Administrative  Analyst  ITT 

10  hrs. 

@ 

$19.43 

per 

hr. 

=  $ 

194 

Total 

=  $ 

931 

Total  Costs  $  8,299 


OA-ITSD  Impact 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  941 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

322 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

322 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

TRIPS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Design 

75 

1 

75 

- 

Development 

75 

8 

600 

- 

Test 

75 

2 

150 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

1.04 

78 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

14.04 

1,053 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

1,053 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

1,053 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

1,053 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

2 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

322 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

322 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Sales  Tax 

Calculator 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

4 

300 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

1 

75 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

0.40 

30 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

5.40 

405 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

405 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

405 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

Section  Funding: 

405 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

3 

Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

322 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

322 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

Del-Fee 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

30 

2,250 

Analysis 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

Design 

75 

30 

2,250 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

300 

22,500 

- 

Test 

75 

90 

6,750 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

12 

900 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

39.36 

2,952 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

531.36 

39,852 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

39,852 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 

39,852 

- 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

39,852 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

Modifications  to  6  mainframe  programs,  updating  existing  del-fee  records,  and  calculating  State  Use  Tax 
separately. 
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Bill  Number 

IP  18- 

322 

FN  # 

IP  18- 

322 

Bill  Section(s) 

30(b) 

Application  Name: 

MTAS 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On¬ 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Analysis 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Design 

75 

22 

1,650 

- 

- 

Development 

75 

220 

16,500 

- 

- 

Test 

75 

66 

4,950 

- 

- 

Implementation 

75 

9 

675 

- 

- 

Project  Management 

75 

28.88 

2,166 

- 

- 

On-going  support 

75 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

389.88 

29,241 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

29,241 

- 

- 

General  Revenue 


Federal 


Other 


29,241 


Section  Funding:  29,241 

12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 


Development  staff  estimated  the  hours  required  to  update  existing  software  to  accommodate  changes  required 
by  the  bill. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  to  account  for  the  new  rate  and  fund. 

MTAS  would  have  to  be  programmed  for  distribution. 


Revenue  Impact 

The  proposed  legislation  establishes  an  additional  four-tenths  of  one-cent  sales  tax  to 
transactions  subject  to  Missouri’s  sales  tax  law. 

Motor  Vehicle  State  Sales  Tax 

The  Department  collects  state  sales  tax  on  the  titling  of  motor  vehicles,  trailers,  ATV’s, 
motorcycles,  motortricycles,  boats,  and  outboard  motors.  The  state  sales  tax  total  shown 
below  is  the  combined  total  amount  of  state  sales  tax  collected  in  FY  2017. 


$488,088,015 
/  0.04225 

$11,550,485,562 

x _ 0.004 

$46,201,942 


Total  tax  collected  in  FY  2017 
Current  state  sales  tax  rate 
Total  purchase  price  in  FY  2017 
Proposed  tax  increase 

Additional  tax  collected  from  the  tax  increase  that  would  go  to  the 
“Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund” 


Amount  Deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund’' 
FY  2019  (10  months)  $38,501,618 

FY  2020  $46,201,942 

FY  2021  $46,201,942 

The  Department  provided  the  following  comments! 


The  current  tax  collected  under  Section  30(b)  is  deposited  into  the  state  road  fund.  It  is 
unclear  if  the  proposed  language,  “For  the  sole  and  exclusive  purpose  of  constructing  and 
maintaining  an  adequate  system...”,  can  also  impose  a  new  four-tenths  of  one  cent  sales 
tax  that  is  to  be  deposited  into  the  “Missouri  Law  Enforcement  Trust  Fund”.  The  proposed 
increase  would  need  to  be  a  new  tax  and  not  an  increase  to  the  existing  tax  so  the  funds  can 
be  distributed  properly  to  the  correct  funds. 


The  proposed  language  requires  the  Department  to  impose  and  collect  an  additional  sales 
tax  on  tangible  personal  property  and  taxable  services.  It  appears  that  the  amendment 


reduces  the  amount  received  by  the  Department  for  collection  expenses.  The  Department’s 
collection  expenses,  up  to  3%  of  the  particular  fee  or  tax  collected  is  no  longer  subtracted 
from  the  amount  of  tax  collected  under  this  constitutional  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  defers  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  impose  a  4/10th  of  1% 
state  sales  tax  to  provide  additional  money  for  law  enforcement  on  state  roads.  If  this 
proposal  passes  during  the  2018  General  Election,  the  new  sales  tax  would  begin  January 
1,  2019.  Based  on  gross  general  revenue  tax  collection  in  fiscal  year  (FY)  17  of  $2,147.1 
million,  Budget  and  Planning  (B&P)  estimate  that  the  0.4%  sales  tax  would  generate 
$143. 1M  in  FY  19  and  $286. 3M  in  FY  20  and  annually  thereafter.  Money  from  this 
additional  sales  tax  is  to  be  deposited  into  the  "Missouri  Faw  Enforcement  Trust 
Fund".  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 


RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  direct  impact  on  their  office.  Additional  monies  for  law  enforcement, 
will  result  in  additional  cases  for  the  State  Public  Defender  System. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  as  a  result 
of  this  amendment. 

Officials  from  St.  Louis  County  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  constitutional 
amendment.  The  3/8-cent  and  4/10-cent  sales  taxes  for  the  proposed  Law  Enforcement 
Trust  Fund  in  2018-322,  2018-323,  2018-327  and  2018-328  could  provide  an  opportunity 
for  the  St.  Louis  County  Police  to  receive  a  grant  for  law  enforcement  equipment  and 
training  from  the  10%  set-aside,  but  it  is  not  possible  to  project  a  dollar  figure.  No  savings 
or  losses  are  anticipated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  System  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
proposal  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 


Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  should  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office.  Any  impact  can  be  absorbed  through  current  appropriations. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of 
Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of 
Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City 
of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School 
District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  and  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 
Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  increased  revenue  of  $286  million  annually  and  one-time  costs 
of  $79,000.  Local  governments  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 


18-321 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
1573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


DEC  1 2  ;•  ;? 


3  .'ATE  ALIDITC.-.C 


ICE 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  590  (20 18-321) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  December  12,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  Hl’SINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIFS  •  ST  ATI.  AMIIIIVI  S  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLtNtR  LIBRARY 


County 
Page  No. 


18-321 


It  |{  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  5G0.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
In  the  county  Jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  lor  anyone  to  sign  any  Initiative  petition  with  any  namo  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  namo  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  not  a  reglstcre 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  far  the  State  of  Missouri! 


_  County  (or  city  of  St,  louls),  respectfully  order  that  tho  following 


Wo.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - coun‘Y  V” CI‘V  « Nove°bcI. 

proposed  law  shall  bo  submitted  to  the  voters  of  tho  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  reaction,  at  tho  general  elec  Ion  ’ 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  saysi  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  votor  of  the  State  o  ssour  — - 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  aery 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF - - - 

!  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


1. 


NAME 

(Signature) 


3. 


4. 


5. 


6. 


17 


10. 


TT 


12. 


13. 


14 


15. 


DATE 

SIGNED 


REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street) (City,  Town  or  Village) 


Zip 

Coda 


COngr. 

DISt. 


NAME 
(Printed  or  Typed) 


— XT 


X 


-ftr 


CD 


Cl 


r  o 


vD 


CO 

CD 


signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  pe  Itlorr,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  orher  namo  thereto  1^^  gac^  has  stated  h!s  or  horname^registered 

voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  Is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  an  - - — 

FURTHERMORE  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  ANO  THAT  HAVE^EVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANYOFFENSE  INVOLVING 

FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  Ido _ do  not _ (check  one)  expeetto  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


‘-JO 

“H 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this - 


Street  address  of  Affiant 

City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  Z01_ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-321 


BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI; 

SECTION  590.750RSMO  REPEALED  FOR  ALL  115  COUNTIES  &OF  THE  REVISED 
MISSOURI  STATUTES  ARE  HEREBY  AMENDED  TO  READ  AS  FOLLOWS; 


*590.750.  Department  to  have  sole  authority  to  regulate  and  license 
advisors  —  commissioning  of  advisors  —  minimumHiaBTlTtyinsurance  — 
acting  wimouta  license,  penalty  —  rulemaking  authority  —  application 
procedure.  —  1.  The  department  of  public  safety  shall  have  the  sole  authority 
to  regulate  and  license  all  corporate  security  advisors.  Licensed  corporate 
sec^rity  advisors  who  are  not  also  commissioned  by  the  d^artmenTI 
have 

^5Tprov,aM'bv  rr^n^  * 

2.  The  director  shall. have  the  sole  authority  to  commission  corporate 
s6.cyT^4^d>wsors  3  No  person  shall  hold  a  commission  as  a  corporate  security 
advisor  without  a  valid  peace  officer  license^The  director  shall  commission 
corporate  security  advisors  as  he  or  she  deems  appropriate,  TalcingTnto  """  ^ 

tr^^i^^d^?^ence^eSlnHTvS,LS  in 
reIat?°l?-tS.ggJE2^aLa,f.£gace  Otficers  and  the  limitations  on  the  powers  of 
peace  officers  in  regard  to 

^h'Su^-Jspns  and  proper^T,Sacirm3m3uaTccS!mK^one3TI7tF!?3lepartarent 
enferin^tTKpS^^^ 

clerk  of  a  circuit  court  of  this  state  an  oath/in  tKe  WM^crBMW)^dl^ 

viTSsasrarsnira^^ 

m  the  office;  and  to  faithfully  perform  the  duties  of  the  office.  The  Executed 


°^1£l^d^^^,onglMn1Siaw&?i^v'or?^Lefcinciivi^^W 


"COThltti^iPhy*  _ 

with  the  direcTo?ur®lhe 

3.  The  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  a  corporate  security  advisor  shall  be 
limited  only  by  the  geographical  limits  of  the  state,  unless  the  corporate 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


December  1 2,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  Citv.  MO  65101 


DEC  1  2  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Thcodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  57  (2018-320) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  December  12,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  KlJI.ES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  III  IT  IONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  Si  ATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  I.IIIKARV  •  WdLFNER  LIBRARY 


18-320 


County  _ _ — — 

Page  No.  _ _ — — 

It  Is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  SSMo,  to  the  contrary.  Tor  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  oxceed  ono  year 
In  the  county  Jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  Initiative  petition  with  any  name  othor  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri! 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

.  [  L..I  J  —  t  L. .  it  ^  #fn,i  nf  klniiAIVsh 


wo,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  - - county  tor  city  or  at.  - 

proposed  law  shall  bo  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  selection,  at  the  general  elec  Ion  to  be  held  the  day  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  sayst  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  Statoof  Missouri  and  - County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  na  . 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


(Petition  Circulators  p 

NAME 

rintea  Na 

OATE 

nei 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADORESS 
“fcTroRtl  (Cl tv.  Town  or  Village) 

2lp 

Code 

Gdngr. 

DISt. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

(Signature) 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

- 

r*o 

mo 

— — s 

9. 

•’SA  c: 

- ^ 

TO] 

L. 

- — 

11. 

:  J  ^ 

12. 

- - - - - 

13. 

— — p — ; 

14 

■ — ■ 

15. 

h  has  state 

d  his  or  hor  name,  registered 

_  County. 


voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  eocn  signor  is  a 
FURTHERMORE  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  f  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 

FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  Ido _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


~X) 

i~n 

o 

j  l  i 

m 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 
Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this - 


Street  address  of  Affiant 

City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201_ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-320 


BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI; 

SECTION  57.010.2RSMO  REPEALED  TO  ORGINAL  SECTION  OF  1978  FOR  ALL  115 
COUNTIES  &OF  THE  REVISED  MISSOURI  STATUTES  ARE  HEREBY  AMENDED  TO  READ  AS  FOLLOWS; 


j^OElection- qualifications  -  certificate  of  election  -  sheriff  to  hi  oT" 
^dvahd  jnag  officer  license,  when.  ±1.  At  the~^eral  election  to  beheld 

m  IMS,  and  at  each  general  election  held  every  four  years  thereafteTK - 

voters  in  every  county  in  this  state  shall  elect  some  suitable  person  sheriff.  No 
person  shall  be  eligible  for  the  office  of  sheriff  who  has  been  convicted  of  a 
felony.  Such  person  shall  be  a  resident  taxpayer  and  elector  of  said  county 
shall  have  resided  in  said  county  for  more  than  one  whole  year  next  before' 
i  mg  for  said  office  and  shall  be  a  person  capable  of  efficient  law 
enforcement.  When  any  person  shall  be  elected  sheriff,  such  person  shall  enter 
upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of  such  person's  office  as  chief  law 

sridetofon  °ffiCer  °f  that  C°Unty  °n  the  f‘rSt  da5'  °f  }3nUary  nSXt  succeedinS 

2^(No  person  shall  be  eligible  for  the  office  of  sheriff  who  does  not  hold  a 
vdid  peace  officer  license  pursuant  to  chapter  590.  Any  person  filing  for  the 

°«!Ce  °lfhenff  Sha11  haVe  3  V3lid  peace  officer  Iicense  at  the  of  filing  for 
office  This  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  the  sheriff  of  any  county  of  the  first 

classification  with  a  charter  form  of  government  with  a  population  over  nine 

undred  thousand  or  of  any  city  not  within  a  countvj 


18-319 


Jambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statb  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Sf.crktary  or  State: 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


l:*'!  LoC  L-  '■<  d  k"5' 

DEC  1  2  2017 

STATEl  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  320  (2018-319) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  December  12.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Strei  r  •  Ji  i  it  rson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  Is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  Imprisonment  not  to  oxcoe  ono  year 
In  the  county  Jailor  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  Initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  now  ngy 
to  sign  His  orhor  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  lor  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  note  registered  vote 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri! 


County  (or  city  of  St.  touts),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

r.  _  l.jj  ik.  rtV*  Jm,  Mnrrnmh 


we,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - CountV  l®' cllV  a’ I. ^  5  day  of  November 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  selection,  at  the  general  elec  Ion  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  November, 
2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  sayss  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  M  Stour  — -  - 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  n3me  of  the  city,  town  orvlllage  In  which  I  live  are  correctlywritten  a  er  y 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF - - - 

!  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (printor  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name! 


NAME 

(Signature) 


OATH 

SIGNED 


REGISTERED  VOTING  AODRESS 
(Street) _ (City.  Town  or  Village) 


Zip 

Coda 


COngr. 
DISC.  ~ 


NAME 
(Printed  or  Typed) 


3. 


6. 

TT 

T~ 

97" 

107 

H7 

127 

137 


-- s 


to 


--7.A 


14 


15. 


\D 


(.O 


signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  h!s  or  her  noma  thereto  h*  rnY  g5Ct)  statcd  hlt  or 

voting  address  and  city,  town  orvlllage  correctly,  and  that  each  signor  Is  a  roglstered  voter  of  the  stata  of  Missouri  and - 

FURTHERMORE  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECTAND  THAT  mAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANYOFFENSE  INVOLVING 

FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  Ido _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


CidAL-iCGd 


18-319 


BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLES  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI; 

SECTION;320.271RSMO2007  &OF  THE  REVISED  MISSOURI  STATUTES  ARE  HEREBY  AMENDED, TO 

READ  AS  FOLLOW; 


•-  -30  qgpp  isgeausq- 

•  -y .  ':f  h 

'<ri% 

... ,  ’iut  ~  r7- — ...  Sr.  .as? .. 


ci.-: 


••V 


320.271.  Information  tojbe  filed  with  fire  marshal,  by  certain  fire  protection 
~ ’  "  "  - - " 

organizations  —  when  —  identification  numbers.  —  All  fire  protection  districts,  fire 
departments,  and  all  volunteer  fire  protection  associations  as  defined  in  section  320.300 
shall  complete  and  file  with  the  state  fire  marshal  within  sixty  days  after  January  1, 
2008,  and  annually  thereafter,  a  fire  department  registration  form  provided'bT'  the  state 
fire  marshal.  The  state  fire  marshal  may  issue  a  fire  department  identification  number 
to  each  registered  fire  protection  district,  fire  department/~or  volunteer  tire  protection 
association  based  upon  such  registration.  The  state  fire  marshal  may  conduct  periodic 
reviews  of  the  information  provided  on_each  fire  department  registration  farmland 
may  deny  or  revoke  a  fire  department  identification  number  based  upon  the 
information  provided^ 


i&ai&Vx  te’v*  ~  i ft) 

-  »:**  •  •  - . 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State.  Information  center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State: 
State  of  Missouri 


F.t  i  (  Hons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


DEC  1  2  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFIC 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  V,  version  2  (20 1 8-3 1 8) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomason  December  12.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •Jefef.rson  City  65 101 
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18-318 


RFCEIVED 


County_ 
Page  No._ 


It  is  a  class  /^j)ji3c@tnSirA)2pum$haQe,<?iSwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  witBany^ame  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  Same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

f)  '  ,  ^r- 

I.  i- 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLF.D  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 


18-318 


NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  in  addition  to  the  express  amendments,  repeals,  and  modifications  as  set  forth  below,  this  proposal 
may  repeal,  change  or  modify  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  repeal,  change  or  modify  by  implication. 
Article  IV,  Section  4,  Article  V,  Sections  8,  19.  25(a),  25(c)(1),  25(c)(2),  25(d),  25(c),  25(f),  and  25(g),  and  Article  VIII, 

Section  23  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

To  amend  Sections  8,  19,  25(a),  and  25(f),  and  enact  Sections  1(a),  25(c)(3),  25(c)(4),  25(c)(5),  and  25(c)(6)  of  Article  V  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  1(a).  1.  Judges  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  be  elected  in  elections  conducted  in  the  same  manner  as 

contested  elections  for  governor. 


2.  The  election  of  judges  derives  from  the  principle  that  all  political  power  is  vested  in  and  derived  from  the  people,  and  all 

government  of  right  originates  from  the  people,  is  founded  upon  their  will  only,  and  is  instituted  solely  for  the  good  of  the  whole, 

and  further,  that  all  courts  of  justice  shall  he  onen  to  every'  person  without  sale,  denial,  or  delay.  Judges  shall  therefore  be 

accountable  to  the  citizens  of  this  state,  this  constitution,  and  the  United  States  Constitution,  and  not  beholden  to  any  particular 

association  or  alliance  of  lawyers,  judges,  or  interest  groups.  To  accomplish  this  purpose,  as  set  forth  in  sections  25(a)  through 

(u),  judges  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  henceforth  stand  for  election,  and  shall  no  longer  be  selected  by  the 

governor  from  nominations  made  hv  commissions  of  lawyers,  judges,  and  the  governor's  chosen  appointees.  Voters  in  most 

circuits  shall  continue  to  have  the  ability  to  choose  the  method  by  which  circuit  and  associate  circuit  judges  are  selected.  Section 

Ha)  and  sections  25!af  through  (g)  shall  be  known  as  the  “Missouri  Plan  for  Judicial  Fairness  and  Accountability,” 

Section  8.  [The  judges  of  the  supreme  court  shall  elect  from  their  number  a]  The  chief  justice  [to]  shall  preside  over  the  supreme 
court  en  banc,  and  the  judges  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  each  district  shall  elect  from  their  number  a  chief  judge  of  the  district.  The 
terms  of  the  [chief  justice  and]  chief  judges  shall  be  fixed  by  the  courts  over  which  they  preside.  The  chief  justice  of  the  supreme 
court  shall  be  the  chief  administrative  officer  of  the  judicial  system  and,  subject  to  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  supreme  court, 
shall  supervise  the  administration  of  the  courts  of  this  state. 

Section  19.  Judges  of  the  supreme  court,  including  the  chief  justice,  and  judges  and  of  the  court  of  appeals  shall  be  selected  for 
terms  of  [twelve]  six  years,  judges  of  the  circuit  courts  for  terms  of  six  years,  and  associate  circuit  judges  for  terms  of  four  years. 
No  supreme  court  judge,  supreme  court  chief  justice,  or  court  of  appeals  judge  shall  be  elected  to  a  particular  judicial  scat  for 
more  than  two  consecutive  terms. 


Section  25(a).  Whenever  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  the  office  of  [judge  of  any  of  the  following  courts  of  this  state,  to  wit:  The 
supreme  court,  the  court  of  appeals,  or  in  the  office  of]  circuit  or  associate  circuit  judge  within  the  city  of  St.  Louis  and  Jackson 
County,  the  governor  shall  fill  such  vacancy  by  appointing  one  of  three  persons  possessing  the  qualifications  for  such  office,  who 
shall  be  nominated  and  whose  names  shall  be  submitted  to  the  governor  by  a  nonpartisan  judicial  commission  established  and 
organized  as  hereinafter  provided.  If  the  governor  fails  to  appoint  any  of  the  nominees  within  sixty  days  after  the  list  of  nominees 
is  submitted,  the  nonpartisan  judicial  commission  making  the  nomination  shall  appoint  one  of  the  nominees  to  fill  the  vacancy. 
Whenever  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  the  office  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court,  supreme  court  chief  justice,  or  judge  of  the  court  of 
anneals,  it  shall  be  promptly  filled  under  article  4,  section  4  of  this  constitution  and  such  appointee  shall  hold  office  for  the 

remainder  of  the  vacating  judge’s  term. 

Section  25(c)(  I ).  Each  judge  appointed  to  the  office  of  circuit  or  associate  circuit  judge  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
25(a)-(g)  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  ending  December  thirty-first  following  the  next  general  election  after  the  expiration  of 
twelve  months  in  the  office.  Any  circuit  or  associate  circuit  judge  holding  office,  or  elected  thereto,  at  the  time  of  the  election  by 
which  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)-(g)  become  applicable  to  his  office,  shall,  unless  removed  for  cause,  remain  in  office  for 
the  term  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)-(g)  not  become  applicable  to  his  office.  Not 
less  than  sixty  days  prior  to  the  holding  of  the  general  election  next  preceding  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  any  circuit  or 
associate  circuit  judge  whose  office  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)-(g)  may  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  slate 
a  declaration  of  candidacy  for  election  to  succeed  himself.  If  a  declaration  is  not  so  filed  [by  any  judge],  the  vacancy  resulting 
from  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office  shall  be  filled  by  appointment  as  herein  provided.  If  such  declaration  is  filed,  his  name 
shall  be  submitted  at  said  next  general  election  to  the  voters  eligible  to  vote  [within  the  state  if  his  office  is  that  of  judge  of  the 
supreme  court,  or  within  the  geographic  jurisdiction  limit  of  the  district  where  he  serves  if  his  office  is  that  of  a  judge  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  or]  within  the  circuit  if  his  office  is  that  of  circuit  judge,  or  within  the  county  if  his  office  is  that  of  associate  circuit 
judge  on  a  separate  judicial  ballot,  without  party  designation,  reading: 

"Shall  Judge . 

(Here  the  name  of  the  judge  shall  be  inserted)  of  the . 

(Here  the  title  of  the  court  shall  be  inserted)  be  retained  in  office?  Yes  No 

(Mark  an  "X"  in  the  box  you  prefer.)"  If  a  majority  of  those  voting  on  the  question  vote  against  retaining  him  in  office,  upon 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  a  vacancy  shall  exist  which  shall  be  filled  by  appointment  as  provided  in  section  25(a); 
otherwise,  said  judge  shall,  unless  removed  for  cause,  remain  in  office  far  the  number  of  years  after  December  thirty-first 
following  such  election  as  is  provided  for  the  full  term  of  such  office,  and  at  the  expiration  of  each  such  term  shall  be  eligible  for 
retention  in  office  by  election  in  the  manner  here  prescribed. 


Section  25fc)(3).  Judges  of  the  court  of  appeals  and  supreme  court  shall  be  elected  at  the  general  election  by  the  voters  eligible  to 
vote  within  the  appellate  district  of  the  seat  being  elected  as  set  forth  in  sections  25(c)(4)  and  25(c)(5).  Except  as  set  forth  in 
section  25(a).  they  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  expiring  December  thirty-first  in  the  sixth  year  after  their  election.  The  provisions 

of  sections  25(c)!  1 )  and  25Ic)f2)  shall  not  apply  to  court  of  appeals  or  supreme  court  judges. 

Section  25(c)(4).  Supreme  court  judges  shall  be  elected  as  follows.  If  the  general  assembly  has  provided  by  law  for  three  appellate 
districts,  a  chief  justice  shall  be  elected  at  large  and  two  supreme  court  judges  shall  be  elected  from  each  court  of  appeals  district 
hv  the  voters  eligible  to  vote  within  that  district,  but  if  greater  than  three  court  of  appeals  districts  are  established  or  the 

geographical  boundaries  of  the  districts  change  such  that  the  following  divisions  cannot  be  made,  then  elections  for  supreme  court 

judges  other  than  the  chief  justice  shall  be  as  established  by  law,  or  if  no  law  timely  establishes  procedures  for  such  elections, 

■hen  elections  for  nil  supreme  court  seats  shall  be  at  large.  Seats  El  and  F-2  shall  be  elected  from  the  court  of  appeals  district 

which  includes  the  City  of  St.  I  onis  Seats  SI  and  S2  shall  he  elected  from  the  court  of  appeals  district  which  includes  the  City  of 
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Springfield.  Scats  W 1  and  W2  shall  be  elected  from  the  court  of  appeals  district  which  includes  the  City  of  Kansas  City.  Seat  CJ. 

the  seat  of  the  chief  judge,  shall  be  elected  at  large.  Seats  El  and  SI  shall  be  known  as  ‘"Class  1”  and  elected  in  2020  and  every 

sixth  successive  year.  Scats  W1  and  E2  shall  be  known  as  "Class  2"  and  elected  in  2022  and  every  sixth  successive  year.  Seats 

S2.  \V2.  and  the  chief  justice's  at-large  seat.  CJ.  shall  he  known  as  “Class  .V  and  elected  in  2024  and  every  sixth  successive  year, 

A  supreme  court  judge  shall  be  a  resident  of  the  appellate  district  from  which  he  or  she  is  elected  no  later  than  the  day  of  his  or 

her  election. 


Section  25(cH51.  The  following  transition  provisions  shall  apply:  I.  Those  supreme  court  judges  holding  office  as  of  5:00  p.ni.  on 

December  6,  2018,  shall  not  be  required  to  reside  in  any  particular  appellate  district  but  on  that  date  shall  nonetheless  be  assigned 

the  following  seat  designations  for  purposes  of  implementing  elections  and  filling  vacancies.  The  seat  designations  shall  be 

assigned  in  the  following  order:  CJ.  W2.  S2.  E2.  Wl.  SI.  El .  First,  beginning  with  Seat  CJ.  scats  will  be  assigned  to  judges  who 

have  been  retained  by  voters,  starting  with  the  judge  most  recently  retained  by  voters.  For  judges  retained  at  the  same  time,  the 

judge  having  served  the  least  time  on  the  supreme  court  shall  be  assigned  first.  After  all  judges  who  have  been  retained  have  been 

assigned  scats,  judges  who  have  been  appointed  shall  be  assigned,  with  judges  most  recently  appointed  to  be  assigned  first.  If  all 

judges  who  have  been  retained  or  appointed  have  been  assigned  seats,  and  it  appears  that  one  or  more  supreme  court  scats  was 

vacated  on  or  before  December  6.  2018,  but  remained  unfilled  by  the  end  of  that  date,  these  vacancies  will  be  immediately 

assigned  a  class  and  seat,  using  the  order  set  forth  in  this  section  until  all  seats  through  Seat  SI  are  filled,  and  in  assigning  seat 

designations  to  vacancies,  vacancies  created  by  a  judge  whose  last  name  is  first  in  alphabetical  order  will  have  precedence.  A  seat 

held  by  any  judge  who  lost  a  retention  election  in  the  20 1 8  general  election  shall  be  treated  as  vacant  solely  for  purposes  of 

assigning  a  class  and  seat  under  this  transition  provision,  even  though  the  judge  shall  hold  office  until  December  3 1 , 201 8.  and  the 

seat  shall  be  treated  as  vacant  for  purposes  of  section  25(a~l  on  January  1.  2019.  and  thereafter  filled  under  the  provisions  of  that 

section. 

2,  Court  of  appeals  judges  who  were  last  retained  in  the  2008  or  2010  general  elections,  or  the  successors  to  vacancies  left  by  such 

judges,  shall  stand  in  the  2020  general  election,  court  of  appeals  judges  who  were  last  retained  in  the  2012  or  2014  general 

elections,  or  the  successors  to  vacancies  left  by  such  judges,  shall  stand  in  the  2022  general  election,  and  court  of  appeals  judges 

who  were  last  retained  ill  the  2016  or  2018  general  elections,  or  the  successors  to  vacancies  left  bv  such  judges,  shall  stand  in  the 

2024  general  election.  The  candidate  elected  in  each  such  election  shall  serve  for  the  term  prescribed  by  section  19,  and  every 

succeeding  six  years,  a  new  election  shall  be  held  for  that  judicial  office.  Court  of  appeals  judges  first  eligible  for  retention  in  the 

2020  general  election  under  the  immediately  prior  version  of  section  25(clin,  which  was  effective  until  the  end  of  thirty  days 

after  the  election  adopting  this  section,  shall  stand  for  election  in  the  2020  general  election.  Any  seat  held  bv  a  court  of  appeals 

judge  who  loses  a  retention  election  in  the  2018  general  election  shall  be  treated  as  vacant  on  January  1 , 201 9,  and  shall  thereafter 

he  filled  under  the  provisions  of  section  25(a1,  Any  law  providing  for  additional  court  of  appeals  scats  shall  specify  the  first 

general  election  at  which  the  seat  shall  be  filled. 

3,  A  supreme  court  or  court  of  anneals  vacancy  that  opened  before  the  end  of  thirty  days  after  the  election  adopting  this  section 

but  was  not  vet  filled  as  of  that  time  and  date  shall  be  filled  bv  the  governor  under  the  provisions  of  section  25(a), 

4,  The  transition  provisions  of  this  section  25(clf51  shall  be  severable  from  the  remainder  of  section  25(a)  through  (g). 

Section  25(cl(61.  I .  Elections  for  the  offices  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  be  partisan  elections. 

2,  All  declarations  for  candidacy  for  the  offices  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  secretary  of  state  no  later  than  120  days  before  the  primary  election. 

3,  Political  parties  shall  nominate  party  candidates  for  supreme  court  or  court  of  anneals  judge  using  the  same  procedures  the  laws 
provide  for  candidates  for  governor.  Additionally,  groups  of  voters  may  nominate  independent  candidates.  The  person  so 
nominated  bv  a  group  of  voters  may  qualify  as  an  independent  candidate  in  the  general  election  using  the  same  procedures  the 

laws  provide  for  candidates  for  governor,  except  that  the  nominating  petition  must  be  signed  bv  at  least  thirty  thousand  registered 

voters  in  the  appellate  district,  or  two  percent  of  the  voters  who  voted  in  the  appellate  district  in  the  last  election  for  governor, 
whichever  is  less.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  25(d).  the  governor  shall  have  no  power  to  appoint  to  any  judicial 

office  any  person  selected  bv  the  Appellate  Judicial  Commission. 

4,  Unless  otherwise  provided  bv  law,  primary  and  general  elections  for  the  offices  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of 
appeals  shall  be  held  in  the  same  manner  as  elections  for  governor.  Contests  to  the  results  of  an  election  under  this  section. 

whether  on  the  basis  of  qualification,  irregularity,  or  other  cause,  or  for  recount  other  than  any  automatic  recount  as  may  be 

provided  bv  law,  shall  be  heard  and  determined  in  the  same  manner  as  contested  elections  for  governor,  unless  otherwise  provided 

bv  law. 

5,  The  provisions  of  this  section  25(c~l(61  shall  be  severable  from  the  remainder  of  section  25(a)  through  (g). 

Section  25(0-  No  judge  of  any  court  in  this  state,  appointed  or  elected  to  or  retained  in  office  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  sections 
25(a)-(g),  shall  directly  or  indirectly  make  any  contribution  to  or  hold  any  office  in  a  political  party  or  organization,  or  take  part  in 
any  political  campaignf.j  except  as  provided  in  sections  25faWg).  A  judge  or  judicial  candidate  may  announce  his  or  her  views 
on  disputed  legal  or  political  issues  provided  that  the  judge  or  judicial  candidate  does  not  make  pledges  or  promises  to  render 

specific  rulings  or  decisions  on  pending  litigation.  Judicial  candidates  and  judges  who  arc  judicial  candidates  shall  be  allowed  to 

solicit,  receive  and  make  campaign  contributions,  and  make  and  receive  the  benefit  of  campaign  expenditures  for  their  own 

campaigns  as  may  be  provided  bv  law.  Nothing  herein  shall  preclude  the  application  of  laws  or  rules  of  the  supreme  court 

governing  judicial  participation  in  specific  cases  based  on  a  judge's  political  activity  with  respect  to  the  subicct  matter  or  parties. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  25(f)  shall  be  severable  from  the  remainder  of  section  25(a)  through  (g).  except  that  nothing  shall 

prohibit  a  candidate  for  the  supreme  court  or  court  of  appeals  from  making  or  accepting  contributions  to  or  taking  part  in  his.or 

her  own  political  campaign. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-318) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  V.  (Received  December  12,  2017) 


Date 


January  2,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  V  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City 
of  St.  Louis,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  costs  or  savings  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department/MHTC. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article  V  of 
the  Constitution  of  Missouri  by  requiring  partisan  elections  for  judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  and  Court  of  Appeals.  Judges  would  be  elected  for  six-year  terms  and  would  not  be 
allowed  to  be  elected  to  a  particular  judicial  seat  for  more  than  two  consecutive  terms. 
Judges  would  be  elected  at  a  general  election.  The  Chief  Justice  shall  be  elected  at  large 
and  two  Supreme  Court  justices  will  be  elected  from  each  court  of  appeals  district.  This 
proposal  also  includes  specific  protections  to  allow  judges  to  announce  their  views  on 
disputed  legal  or  political  issues,  solicit,  receive  and  make  campaign  contributions  and 
receive  the  benefit  of  campaign  expenditures  for  their  own  campaigns.  This  should  not 
impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  initiative  petition  proposing  to  amend  Article  V  would  require  the  election  of  all 
Supreme  Court,  Courts  of  Appeal,  Circuit  Court  and  Associate  Circuit  Court  Judges,  if 
approved  by  the  voters. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  eliminate  the  appellate  judicial  commission,  which  would 
save  $7,741  annually. 

Under  the  proposed  legislation  a  Supreme  Court  judge,  the  Chief  Justice  or  court  of  appeals 
judge  may  not  serve  more  than  two  consecutive  terms,  which  would  result  in  a  complete 
turnover  every  twelve  years.  As  a  result,  the  cost  to  training  the  new  judges  will  increase. 
The  cost  for  holding  new  judge  orientation  class  can  be  from  20  participants  to  50 
participants  and  cost  $29,168  to  $54,568.  There  are  39  judicial  positions  in  the  state  that 
this  proposed  legislation  would  affect  so  the  cost  of  training  is  estimated  to  between 
$29,168  and  $54,568  per  year. 

Judicial  vacancies  in  the  Supreme  Court,  Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice  and  Court  of 
Appeals,  happen  throughout  the  year.  Under  the  proposed  legislation,  whenever  a  vacancy 
shall  occur  the  Governor  would  appoint  the  judge  to  serve  the  remaining  term.  Some 
judicial  positions  could  be  vacant  for  an  extended  period.  During  this  time,  the  courts 
would  need  to  transfer  sitting  judges  or  bring  in  senior  judges  to  handle  the  existing 
workload.  Since  there  is  no  way  to  quantify  the  amount  of  transfers  or  senior  judges  that 
would  be  needed,  the  fiscal  impact  to  the  judiciary  is  unknown  at  this  time.  Any  significant 
changes  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  request. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  as  a  result 
of  this  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 


Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Election  Board  indicated  it  depends  on  when  these 
elections  are  held.  If  the  election  is  held  during  a  primary  or  general  election  during  an 
even-numbered  year,  then  the  cost  would  be  picked  up  by  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  MO  and 
Jackson  County,  MO.  If  the  election  is  held  at  any  other  time,  the  state  would  pay  it's  pro¬ 
rata  share  of  election  costs.  The  average  cost  of  a  special  election  in  the  Kansas  City  portion 
of  Jackson  County  is  roughly  $500,000.  Their  pro-rata  portion  would  be  based  on  who  else 
participated  in  that  election. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher  Education,  Adair  County, 
Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City 
of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the 
City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the 
City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District, 
State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and 
University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  St.  Louis  County  Board  of 
Elections,  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  court  officials  estimate  cost  savings  of  approximately  $8,000  annually,  increased  training 
costs  ranging  from  approximately  $29,000  to  $55,000  annually,  and  unknown  annual  costs  related 
to  judicial  vacancies.  Local  governments  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpai kick 
S  i  a  1 1  Information  Center 
(573)  75 1-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  i  c i  ions  Division 
(573)751-2501 


December  12,  2017 


-i  |j 

5 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

Slate  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101  STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  V,  version  I  (2018-3 1 7) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  December  12,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  U  Main  St  ref:  i  •  Jefferson  city  65101 


Administrative  Rui  is*  in  si  ness  St  kvices*  I.i.i  ctions*  I'dulk  atioss  •  sixuriiies*  Stair  archives*  si  ah  l  iim  ak\  •  \v«  n.i  ni  i  i.ihraio 
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PECEIYFO 


County_ 


Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishalso,inou§(Bsljai?ding)he%o9i)uons  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fme  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  tluin  InS  or/her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sig/i  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


6. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  My\DE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  belore  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ .  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  in  addition  to  the  express  amendments,  repeals,  and  modifications  as  set  forth  below,  this  proposal 
may  repeal,  change  or  modify  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  repeal,  change  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  IV,  Section  4,  Article  V,  Sections  8,  19,  25(a),  25(c)(1),  25(c)(2),  25(d),  25(e),  25(0-  and  25(g),  and  Article  VIII, 

Section  23  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

To  amend  Sections  8,  19,  25(a),  and  25(f).  and  enact  Sections  1(a),  25(c)(3),  25(c)(4),  25(c)(5),  and  25(c)(6)  of  Article  V  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  Hal.  I .  Judges  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  be  elected  in  nonpartisan  elections, 

2.  The  election  of  judges  derives  from  the  principle  that  all  political  power  is  vested  in  and  derived  from  the  people,  and  all 

(lovemment  of  right  originates  from  the  people,  is  founded  upon  their  will  only,  and  is  instituted  solely  for  the  good  of  the  whole. 

and  further,  that  all  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person  without  sale,  denial,  or  delay.  Judges  shall  therefore  be 

accountable  to  the  citizens  of  this  state,  this  constitution,  and  the  United  States  Constitution,  and  not  beholden  to  any  particular 

association  or  alliance  of  lawyers,  judges,  or  interest  groups.  To  accomplish  this  purpose,  as  set  forth  in  sections  25(af  through 

(g).  judges  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  henceforth  stand  for  election,  and  shall  no  longer  be  selected  by  the 

governor  from  nominations  made  bv  commissions  of  lawyers,  judges,  and  the  governor’s  chosen  appointees.  Voters  in  most 

circuits  shall  continue  to  have  the  ability  to  choose  the  method  by  which  circuit  and  associate  circuit  judges  are  selected.  Section 

1(a)  and  sections  25(al  through  (g)  shall  be  known  as  the  “Missouri  Nonpartisan  Court  Plan.” 

Section  8.  [The  judges  of  the  supreme  court  shall  elect  from  their  number  a]  The  chief  justice  [to]  shall  preside  over  the  supreme 
court  cn  banc,  and  the  judges  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  each  district  shall  elect  from  their  number  a  chief  judge  of  the  district.  The 
terms  of  the  [chief  justice  and]  chief  judges  shall  be  fixed  by  the  courts  over  which  they  preside.  The  chief  justice  of  the  supreme 
court  shall  be  the  chief  administrative  officer  of  the  judicial  system  and,  subject  to  the  supervisory  authority  of  the  supreme  court, 
shall  supervise  the  administration  of  the  courts  of  this  state. 

Section  19.  Judges  of  the  supreme  court,  including  the  chief  justice,  and  judges  and  of  the  court  of  appeals  shall  be  selected  for 
terms  of  [twelve]  six  years,  judges  of  the  circuit  courts  for  terms  of  six  years,  and  associate  circuit  judges  for  terms  of  four  years. 
No  supreme  court  judge,  supreme  court  chief  justice,  or  court  of  appeals  judge  shall  be  elected  to  a  particular  judicial  seat  for 

more  than  two  consecutive  terms. 


Section  25(a).  Whenever  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  the  office  of  [judge  of  any  of  the  following  courts  of  this  state,  to  wit:  The 
supreme  court,  the  court  of  appeals,  or  in  the  office  of]  circuit  or  associate  circuit  judge  within  the  city  of  St.  Louis  and  Jackson 
County,  the  governor  shall  fill  such  vacancy  by  appointing  one  of  three  persons  possessing  the  qualifications  for  such  office,  who 
shall  be  nominated  and  whose  names  shall  be  submitted  to  the  governor  by  a  nonpartisan  judicial  commission  established  and 
organized  as  hereinafter  provided.  If  the  governor  fails  to  appoint  any  of  the  nominees  within  sixty  days  after  the  list  of  nominees 
is  submitted,  the  nonpartisan  judicial  commission  making  the  nomination  shall  appoint  one  of  the  nominees  to  fill  the  vacancy. 
Whenever  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  the  office  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court,  supreme  court  chief  justice,  or  judge  of  the  court  of 
anneals,  it  shall  be  promptly  filled  under  article  4.  section  4  of  this  constitution  and  such  appointee  shall  hold  office  for  the 

remainder  of  the  vacating  judge's  term. 

Section  25(c)(1).  Each  judge  appointed  to  the  office  of  circuit  or  associate  circuit  judge  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections 
25(a)-(g)  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  ending  December  thirty-first  following  the  next  general  election  after  the  expiration  of 
twelve  months  in  the  office.  Any  circuit  or  associate  circuit  judge  holding  office,  or  elected  thereto,  at  the  time  of  the  election  by 
which  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)-(g)  become  applicable  to  his  office,  shall,  unless  removed  for  cause,  remain  in  office  for 
the  term  to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)-(g)  not  become  applicable  to  his  office.  Not 
less  than  sixty  days  prior  to  the  holding  of  the  general  election  next  preceding  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  offiee,  any  circuit  or 
associate  circuit  judge  whose  office  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)-(g)  may  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state 
a  declaration  of  candidacy  ft>r  election  to  succeed  himself.  If  a  declaration  is  not  so  filed  [by  any  judge],  the  vacancy  resulting 
from  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office  shall  be  filled  by  appointment  as  herein  provided.  If  such  declaration  is  filed,  his  name 
shall  be  submitted  at  said  next  general  election  to  the  voters  eligible  to  vote  [within  the  state  if  his  office  is  that  of  judge  of  the 
supreme  court,  or  within  the  geographic  jurisdiction  limit  of  the  district  where  he  serves  if  his  office  is  that  of  a  judge  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  or]  within  the  circuit  if  his  office  is  that  of  circuit  judge,  or  within  the  county  if  his  office  is  that  of  associate  circuit 
judge  on  a  separate  judicial  ballot,  without  party  designation,  reading: 

"Shall  Judge . 

(Here  the  name  of  the  judge  shall  be  inserted)  of  the . 

(Here  the  title  of  the  court  shall  be  inserted)  be  retained  in  office?  Yes  No 

(Mark  an  "X"  in  the  box  you  prefer.)"  If  a  majority  of  those  voting  on  the  question  vote  against  retaining  him  in  office,  upon 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  a  vacancy  shall  exist  which  shall  be  filled  by  appointment  as  provided  in  section  25(a); 
otherwise,  said  judge  shall,  unless  removed  for  cause,  remain  in  office  for  the  number  of  years  after  December  thirty-first 
following  such  election  as  is  provided  for  the  full  term  of  such  office,  and  at  the  expiration  of  each  such  term  shall  be  eligible  lor 
retention  in  office  by  election  in  the  manner  here  prescribed. 


Section  25(cI(3I.  Judges  of  the  court  of  anneals  and  supreme  court  shall  be  elected  at  the  general  election  bv  the  voters  eligible  to 

vote  within  the  appellate  district  of  the  seat  being  elected  as  set  forth  in  sections  25(c)(4)  and  25(c)(5).  Except  as  set  forth  in 

section  25(a).  they  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  expiring  December  thirty-first  in  the  sixth  year  after  their  election.  The  provisions 

of  sections  25(cl(  I )  and  25(cf(2)  shall  not  annlv  to  court  of  anneals  or  supreme  court  judges. 

Section  25(c)(41.  Supreme  court  judges  shall  be  elected  as  follows.  If  the  general  assembly  has  provided  by  law  for  three  appellate 

districts,  a  chief  justice  shall  be  elected  at  large  and  two  supreme  court  judges  shall  be  elected  from.each  court  of  appeals  district 

bv  the  voters  eligible  to  vole  within  that  district,  but  if  greater  than  three  court  of  appeals  districts  are  established  or  the 

geographical  boundaries  of  the  districts  change  such  that  the  following  divisions  cannot  be  made,  then  elections  for  supreme  coun 

judges  other  than  the  chief  justice  shall  he  as  established  bv  law,  or  if  no  law  timely  establishes  procedures  for  such  elections, 

then  elections  for  all  supreme  court  seats  shall  be  at  large.  Seats  El  and  E2  shall  be  elected  from  the  court  of  appeals  d.stnct 

which  includes  the  City  of  St.  Louis.  Seats  SI  and  S2  shall  be  elected  from  the  court  of  appeals  district  which  includes  the  City_oj 

Springfield.  Seats  W I  and  W2  shall  be  elected  from  the  court  of  appeals  district  which  includes  the  City  of  Kansas  City.  Seat  CJ^ 
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the  seat  of  the  chief  judge,  shall  he  elected  at  large.  Seats  El  and  SI  shall  be  known  as  "Class  1”  and  elected  in  2020  and  every 

sixth  successive  year.  Seats  Wl  and  E2  shall  be  known  as  "Class  2"  and  elected  in  2022  and  every  sixth  successive  year.  Scats 

S2.  W2.  and  the  chief  justice’s  at-large  seat.  CJ.  shall  be  known  as  "Class  3”  and  elected  in  2024  and  every  sixth  successive  year. 

A  supreme  court  judge  shall  be  a  resident  of  the  appellate  district  from  which  he  or  she  is  elected  no  later  than  the  day  of  his  or 

her  election. 


Section  25(c~)(5').  The  following  transition  provisions  shall  apply:  I.  Those  supreme  court  judges  holding  office  as  of  5:00  run,  on 

December  6.  2018.  shall  not  be  required  to  reside  in  any  particular  appellate  district  but  on  that  date  shall  nonetheless  be  assigned 

the  following  seat  designations  for  numoses  of  implementing  elections  and  filling  vacancies.  The  seat  designations  shall  be 

assigned  in  the  following  order:  CJ.  W2.  S2.  F.2.  Wl.  SI.  F.l .  First,  beginning  with  Seat  CJ.  seats  will  be  assigned  to  judges  who 

have  been  retained  by  voters,  starting  with  the  judge  most  recently  retained  bv  voters.  For  judges  retained  at  the  same  time,  the 

judge  having  served  the  least  time  on  the  supreme  court  shall  be  assigned  first.  After  all  judges  who  have  been  retained  have  been 

assigned  seats,  judges  who  have  been  appointed  shall  be  assigned,  with  judges  most  recently  appointed  to  be  assigned  first.  If  all 

judges  who  have  been  retained  or  appointed  have  been  assigned  seats,  and  it  appears  that  one  or  more  supreme  court  seats  was 

vacated  on  or  before  December  6.  2018.  but  remained  unfilled  bv  the  end  of  that  date,  these  vacancies  will  be  immediately 

assigned  a  class  and  seat,  using  the  order  set  Forth  in  this  section  until  all  seats  through  Seat  SI  arc  filled,  and  in  assigning  scat 

designations  to  vacancies,  vacancies  created  bv  a  judge  whose  last  name  is  first  in  alphabetical  order  will  have  precedence.  A  seat 

held  bv  any  judge  who  lost  a  retention  election  in  the  2018  general  election  shall  he  treated  as  vacant  solely  for  purposes  of 

assigning  a  class  and  scat  under  this  transition  provision,  even  though  the  judge  shall  hold  office  until  December  31.  2018,  and  the 

seat  shall  be  treated  as  vacant  for  purposes  of  section  25(a)  on  January  1.  2019.  and  thereafter  filled  under  the  provisions  of  that 

section. 

2.  Court  of  anneals  judges  who  were  last  retained  in  the  2008  or  2010  general  elections,  or  the  successors  to  vacancies  left  bv  such 

judges,  shall  stand  in  the  2020  general  election,  court  of  anneals  judges  who  were  last  retained  in  the  2012  or  2014  general 

elections,  or  the  successors  to  vacancies  left  bv  such  judges,  shall  stand  in  the  2022  general  election,  and  court  of  anneals  judges 

who  were  last  retained  in  the  2016  or  2018  general  elections,  or  the  successors  to  vacancies  left  bv  such  judges,  shall  stand  in  the 

2024  general  election.  The  candidate  elected  in  each  such  election  shall  serve  for  the  term  prescribed  bv  section  19,  and  every 

succeeding  six  years,  a  new  election  shall  be  held  for  that  judicial  office.  Court  of  appeals  judges  first  eligible  for  retention  in  the 

2020  general  election  under  the  immediately  prior  version  of  section  25fcin~l.  which  was  effective  until  the  end  of  thirty  days 

after  the  election  adopting  this  section,  shall  stand  for  election  in  the  2020  general  election.  Any  seat  held  bv  a  court  of  appeals 

judge  who  loses  a  retention  election  in  the  2018  general  election  shall  be  treated  as  vacant  on  January  1,  2019,  and  shall  thereafter 

be  filled  under  the  provisions  of  section  25(a).  Any  law  providing  for  additional  court  of  appeals  seats  shall  specify  the  first 

general  election  at  which  the  seat  shall  be  filled. 

3.  A  supreme  court  or  court  of  anneals  vacancy  that  opened  before  the  end  of  thirty  days  after  the  election  adopting  this  section 

hut  was  not  vet  filled  as  of  that  time  and  date  shall  be  filled  bv  the  governor  under  the  provisions  of  section  25(a). 

4.  The  transition  provisions  of  this  section  25(c)(5)  shall  be  severable  from  the  remainder  of  section  25(a)  through  (g). 

Section  25(c)(6).  I.  Elections  for  the  offices  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  anneals  shall  be  non-partisan  elections.  No 

political  party  may  or  shall  nominate  any  candidate  for  these  judicial  offices,  and  no  primary  or  general  election  ballot  shall 

include  a  party  designation  for  any  of  these  judicial  offices.  However,  the  general  assembly  shall  make  no  law  prohibiting  a 

candidate  from  declaring  himself  or  herself  a  supporter  of  a  political  party,  or  prohibiting  a  political  party  from  declaring  its 

support  for  a  candidate. 

2.  All  declarations  for  candidacy  for  the  offices  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of 

the  secretary  of  slate  no  later  than  120  days  before  the  primary  election.  A  candidate,  whether  or  not  an  incumbent,  may  file  such 

declaration  using  a  form  provided  bv  the  secretary  of  state.  All  declarations  shall  be  accompanied  bv  either  a  nominating  petition 

or  a  nomination  form.  A  nominating  petition  shall  have  been  signed  no  earlier  than  1 80  days  before  the  primary  election  by 
twenty  voters  eligible  to  vote  in  the  applicable  appellate  district,  or  in  the  case  of  the  chief  justice,  in  the  state.  A  nomination  form 
shall  be  signed  bv  all  members  of  the  Appellate  Judicial  Commission  no  earlier  than  180  days  before  the  primary.  The  Appellate 
Judicial  Commission  may  issue  nomination  forms  for  up  to  three  individuals  per  race,  but  this  shall  include  individuals  who  do 
not  file  declarations  and  therefore  do  not  become  candidates. 

3,  The  two  candidates  receiving  the  highest  number  of  votes  in  the  primary  election  shall  stand  in  the  general  election.  The 
candidate  achieving  the  greatest  number  of  votes  in  the  general  election  shall  be  elected  to  the  judicial  office, 

4,  Primary  and  general  elections  for  the  offices  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court  and  court  of  appeals  shall  be  held  in  the  same 

manner  as  gubernatorial  elections  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  for  nonpartisan  elections,  or  as  may  otherwise  be  provided  by 

law.  Contests  to  the  results  of  an  election  under  this  section,  whether  on  the  basis  of  qualification,  irregularity,  or  other  cause,  or 

for  recount  other  than  any  automatic  recount  as  may  be  provided  bv  law,  shall  be  heard  and  determined  in  the  same  manner  as 

gubernatorial  elections  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  for  nonpartisan  elections,  or  as  otherwise  provided  by  law, 

5.  The  provisions  of  this  section  25(c)(6)  shall  be  severable  from  the  remainder  of  section  25(a)  through  (g). 

Section  25(f).  No  judge  of  any  court  in  this  state,  appointed  or  elected  to  or  retained  in  office  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  sections 
25(a)-(g),  shall  directly  or  indirectly  make  any  contribution  to  or  hold  any  office  in  a  political  party  or  organization,  or  take  part  in 
any  political  campaign!.!  except  as  provided  in  sections  25(a)-fg).  A  mdge  or  ludicial  candidate  may  announce  his  or  her  views 
on  disputed  legal  or  political  issues  provided  that  the  judge  or  judicial  candidate  does  not  make  pledges  or  promises  to  render 
specific  rulings  or  decisions  on  pending  litigation.  Judicial  candidates  and  judges  who  are  judicial  candidates  shall  be  allowed  to 

solicit,  receive  and  make  campaign  contributions,  and  make  and  receive  the  benefit  of  campaign  expenditures  for  their  own 

campaigns  as  may  he  provided  bv  law.  Nothing  herein  shall  preclude  the  application  of  laws  or  rules  of  the  supreme  court 

governing  judicial  participation  in  specific  cases  based  on  a  ludge's  political  activity  with  respect  to  the  suhiect  matter  or  parties. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  25(f)  shall  be  severable  from  the  remainder  of  section  25(a)  through  (g),  except  that  nothing  shall 

prohibit  a  candidate  for  the  supreme  court  or  court  of  anneals  from  making  or  accepting  contributions  to  or  taking  part  in  his  or 

her  own  political  campaign. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-317) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  V.  (Received  December  12,  2017) 


Date 


January  2,  2018 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  V  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of  Corrections, 
the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of  Revenue,  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the  Governor's  office, 
the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of  Conservation,  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the  Office  of  State 
Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's  office,  the  Office 
of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Greene  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City 
of  St.  Louis,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no  direct 
obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not  anticipate 
a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department/MHTC. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article  V  of 
the  Constitution  of  Missouri  by  requiring  nonpartisan  elections  forjudges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  and  Court  of  Appeals.  Elected  judges  would  serve  six-year  terms  and  could  not  hold 
a  particular  judicial  seat  for  more  than  two  consecutive  terms.  Judges  would  be  elected  at 
a  general  election.  The  Chief  Justice  shall  be  elected  at  large  and  two  Supreme  Court 
justices  will  be  elected  from  each  Court  of  Appeals  district.  This  proposal  also  includes 
specific  protections  to  allow  judges  to  announce  their  views  on  disputed  legal  or  political 
issues,  solicit,  receive  and  make  campaign  contributions  and  receive  the  benefit  of 
campaign  expenditures  for  their  own  campaigns.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  initiative  petition  proposing  to  amend  Article  V  would  require  the  election  of  all 
Supreme  Court,  Courts  of  Appeal,  Circuit  Court  and  Associate  Circuit  Court  Judges,  if 
approved  by  the  voters. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  eliminate  the  appellate  judicial  commission,  which  would 
save  $7,741  annually. 

Under  the  proposed  legislation  a  Supreme  Court  judge,  the  Chief  Justice  or  court  of  appeals 
judge  may  not  serve  more  than  two  consecutive  terms,  which  would  result  in  a  complete 
turnover  every  twelve  years.  As  a  result,  the  cost  to  training  the  new  judges  will  increase. 
The  cost  for  holding  new  judge  orientation  class  can  be  from  20  participants  to  50 
participants  and  cost  $29,168  to  $54,568.  There  are  39  judicial  positions  in  the  state  that 
this  proposed  legislation  would  affect  so  the  cost  of  training  is  estimated  to  between 
$29,168  and  $54,568  per  year. 

Judicial  vacancies  in  the  Supreme  Court,  Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice  and  Court  of 
Appeals,  happen  throughout  the  year.  Under  the  proposed  legislation,  whenever  a  vacancy 
shall  occur  the  Governor  would  appoint  the  judge  to  serve  the  remaining  term.  Some 
judicial  positions  could  be  vacant  for  an  extended  period.  During  this  time,  the  courts 
would  need  to  transfer  sitting  judges  or  bring  in  senior  judges  to  handle  the  existing 
workload.  Since  there  is  no  way  to  quantify  the  amount  of  transfers  or  senior  judges  that 
would  be  needed,  the  fiscal  impact  to  the  judiciary  is  unknown  at  this  time.  Any  significant 
changes  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  request. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 


that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people 
at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes 
the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a 
special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  1 15.063.2 
RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative 
session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with 
$1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000 
appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal 
year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the 
final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General 
Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General 
Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation. 
In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the 
measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide 
Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an 
average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the 
publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right 
to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and 
the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an 
estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  as  a  result 
of  this  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Election  Board  indicated  it  depends  on  when  these 
elections  are  held.  If  the  election  is  held  during  a  primary  or  general  election  during  an 
even-numbered  year,  then  the  cost  would  be  picked  up  by  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  MO  and 


Jackson  County,  MO.  If  the  election  is  held  at  any  other  time,  the  state  would  pay  it's  pro¬ 
rata  share  of  election  costs.  The  average  cost  of  a  special  election  in  the  Kansas  City  portion 
of  Jackson  County  is  roughly  $500,000.  Their  pro-rata  portion  would  be  based  on  who  else 
participated  in  that  election. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher  Education,  Adair  County, 
Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City 
of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the 
City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the 
City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District, 
State  Technical  College,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri, 
and  St.  Louis  Community  College,  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  Jackson 
County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  court  officials  estimate  cost  savings  of  approximately  $8,000  annually,  increased  training 
costs  ranging  from  approximately  $29,000  to  $55,000  annually,  and  unknown  annual  costs  related 
to  judicial  vacancies.  Local  governments  estimate  no  costs  or  savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Cent  er 
(573)751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE. 
State  of  Missouri 


F.i. factions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  8,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


DEC  0  G  2017 

37 AT E  AUDITORS  OFFIC 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  XIV,  version  3  (2018-316) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  December  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  liscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 
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Page  No.. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable*  ndtwitliSTanditjg  (hijlrdl'gions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  suclvperson  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

77  ~~~ 

U  INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 


the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 


_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  The  proposed  amendment  creates  one  new  section  of  one  new  Article,  to  be  known  as 
Article  XIV,  Section  1 .  It  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change, 
repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  Article  III,  Sections  40  and  41 . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XIV  is  created  by  adopting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  1 . 

ARTICLE  XIV.  SECTION  1.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  known  as  the  Right  to  Remember 

Amendment.  Missouri  has  a  proud  heritage  of  leadership  and  volunteerism  by  private  citizens  who  have 
helped  build  this  state  and  nation,  and  who  have  ensured  that  the  enduring  lessons  of  our  history  arc 

remembered  and  handed  down  to  future  generations  of  Missourians.  It  shall  therefore  continue  to  be  the 
public  policy  of  this  state  to  remember  our  nation's  and  state’s  historic  conflicts,  events,  and  figures  by 
preserving  the  historical  memorials  and  monuments  in  this  state. 

(al  No  memorial  that  is.  or  is  located  on.  public  property  may  be  removed,  renamed,  un-named,  relocated, 

materially  altered,  rcdedicated,  or  de-dedicated.  except  in  such  manner  and  to  such  extent  as  the  general 

assembly  may  provide  by  law. 

(bl  In  making  provisions  by  law  under  subsection  (al,  the  general  assembly  may  pass  or  repeal  a  local  or 

special  law  or  repeal  in  part  a  general  law,  notwithstanding  that  a  general  law  could  have  been  made 

applicable.  However,  in  passing  or  repealing  such  special  or  local  law,  the  general  assembly  shall  comply 
with  article  III,  section  42  of  this  constitution. 

(cl  Nothing  herein  shall  prevent  or  prohibit  the  following  acts,  so  long  as  the  acting  entity  ensures  that  any 

memorial  is  preserved  to  the  greatest  extent  possible:  (Da  public  entity  having  responsibility  for 
maintaining  a  memorial,  or  a  nonprofit  entity  acting  with  permission  of  the  public  entity,  taking  proper  and 

appropriate  measures,  and  exercising  proper  and  appropriate  means,  for  the  upkeep,  care,  preservation, 

protection,  repair,  and  restoration  of  the  memorial: 

(21  the  state  relocating,  removing,  or  materially  altering  a  memorial  located  on  public  property  if  it 
determines  that  the  memorial  interferes  with  the  construction,  maintenance,  or  operation  of  public  property 

or  improvements  to  public  property,  so  long  as  any  such  action  is  also  taken  consistent  with  federal 

historical  preservation  law: 

(31  the  general  assembly  taking  anv  action  necessary  to  comply  with  federal  law  or  passing  general  laws 
necessary  to  allow  the  state  or  persons  residing  in  Missouri  to  compete  for,  or  maintain  eligibility  for, 

federal  grants,  federal  contracts,  or  other  federal  funding  opportunities:  the  state  from  taking  any  act 

required  by  federal  law  to  maintain  a  state  historic  preservation  officer  or  state  historic  preservation 
program,  as  mav  he  defined  hv  federal  law:  or  anv  local  government  from  taking  anv  act  required  by  federal 

law  to  seek  or  maintain  status  as  a  certified  local  government,  as  may  be  defined  by  federal  law. 

(dl  For  purposes  of  this  section:  (11  “Historic  conflict’*  means  anv  war,  battle,  or  military  conflict  in  which 
citizens  of  the  United  States  or  anv  state  or  territory  of  the  United  States  have  participated; 

(21  "Historic  entity”  means  anv  entity  recognized  as  having  state,  national,  military,  or  historical 

significance: 

(31  "Historic  evcntv  means  anv  event  recognized  as  having  state,  national,  military,  or  historical 
significance: 

(41  "Historic  figure1'  means  anv  individual  who  has  been  recognized  as  having  served  or  participated  in  any 

historic  conflict,  historic  event,  historic  entity,  public  office,  or  in  public  service; 

(51  “Historic  organization’-  means  anv  entity  that  has  as  one  ( 1 1  or  more  of  its  material  missions  the 

recognition  of.  or  preservation  of  sites,  structures,  or  artifacts  relating  to,  anv  historic  conflict,  historic 

entity,  historic  event,  or  historic  figure; 

(61  "Memoriar  means:  ( Al  Anv  public  real  property  or  park,  preserve,  or  reserve  located  on  public  property 

that  has  been  named  or  dedicated  in  honor  of  anv  historic  conflict,  historic  entity,  histoiic  event,  historic 

figure,  or  historic  organization:  or  (B1  Anv  statue:  monument;  memorial:  bust;  nameplate,  plaque,  artwoik, 

flag;  the  name  of  anv  school,  street,  bridge,  or  building;  or  historical  display  that  has  been  erected  for, 

named,  or  dedicated  on  public  property  in  honor  of  anv  historic  conflict,  historic  entity,  historic  event. 

historic  figure,  or  historic  organization:  and 

(71  “Public  property”  means  all  property  owned,  leased,  rented,  managed,  or  maintained  by  or  under  the 

authority  of  this  state,  anv  county,  municipality,  metropolitan  government,  special  district,  or  any  otho; 

public  entity  that  is  created  by  act  of  the  general  assembly  to  perform  any  public  function. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-316) 

Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  XIV.  (Received  December  8,  2017) 


Date 


December  28,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XIV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  adds  Article  XIV, 
Section  1  to  the  Missouri  Constitution.  It  would  prohibit  the  removal,  renaming,  un¬ 
naming,  relocation,  alteration,  rededication  or  de-dedication  of  any  historical  memorials 
location  on  public  property  except  as  the  General  Assembly  may  provide  by  law.  This 
would  impact  state  agencies,  including  the  Division  of  Facilities  Management,  Design 
and  Construction  (FMDC).  The  proposal  provides  an  exception  if  any  such  action  is  also 
taken  consistent  with  federal  historical  preservation  law.  Under  federal  law,  the  listing  of 
a  property  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  imposes  no  restrictions  on  what  a 
non-federal  owner  may  do  with  their  property  up  to  and  including  destruction,  unless  the 
property  is  involved  in  a  project  that  receives  federal  assistance.  Therefore,  the  meaning 
of  "federal  historical  preservation  law"  is  unclear. 

To  the  extent  that  this  amendment  might  prohibit  FMDC  from  removing  or  relocating  a 
memorial  as  needed  for  construction  or  repair  of  state  property,  this  bill  could  result  in 
increased  costs  to  FMDC  because  FMDC  would  have  to  find  a  way  work  around  the 
memorial  in  question  or  find  an  alternative  location,  if  possible.  Without  more 
information,  however,  FMDC  is  unable  to  calculate  the  potential  fiscal  impact  of  this 
petition.  The  costs  would  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the  project,  the  location  of  the 
memorial,  etc. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 


funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of 
Missouri,  and  St.  Uouis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-1936 


Secretary  ok  State 
Sta  te  ok  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 
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The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


DEC  0  G  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  VI.  (2018-315) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  December  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 
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ipr-ciV-  n 


County_ 


7n?",r}Tp  pv  I  •  D9  Page  No. - 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor*  pumshahifc,  niDiwitns'tdndtng  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one^year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  refine  otjfcr  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  clccfion,  or  to  sign  a  petifiotvwhcn  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


a 


*  INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ot 


the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Address  of  Affiant 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


Signature  of  Notary 


day  of _ >  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Address  ofNotary 


18-315 


NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  constated  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  VI  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  section  67.307,  RSMo.  The  proposed 
amendment  revises  Article  VI  of  the  Constitution  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as 
section  34. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  VI  is  amended  by  adopting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  34. 

Section  34,  Every  municipality  and  municipal  official  shall  cooperate  and  comply  with 

requests  from  United  States  Immigration  and  Customs  Enforcement  (ICE)  to  detain  any 

alien,  maintain  custody  of  any  alien,  or  transfer  any  alien  to  ICE.  For  the  purposes  of  this 

section,  “municipal  official”  includes  any  elected  official,  appointed  official,  or  law 

enforcement  officer  serving  the  municipality,  as  well  as  any  contractor  hired  by  the 

municipality.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  “municipality”  includes,  without  limitation,  every 

subdivision  and  special  district. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-315) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  VI.  (Received  December  8,  2017) 


Date 


December  28,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  VI  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article  VI  of 
the  MO  Constitution  by  adding  Section  34.  This  new  section  requires  every  municipality 
and  municipal  official  to  cooperate  and  comply  with  requests  from  the  US  Immigration 
and  Customs  Enforcement  (ICE)  to  detain,  maintain  custody  or  transfer  any  alien  to  ICE. 
This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 


reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis 
Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcrofi 


JAMES  C.  KIRKPATRICK 

Statu  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State: of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  8,  20 1 7 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  XIV,  version  2  (2018-314) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  December  7.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 
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prr- mvcn 


I'  l  -  vV  I-  * 


County _ 

Page  No.. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwjthxupdiogthe  provij>jpt{3  ^f  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  couirty^jifil  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


c 


C 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


/. 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 


the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  II  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Address  of  Affiant 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

Signature  of  Notary 


day  of _ >  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  The  proposed  amendment  creates  five  new  sections  of  one  new  Article,  to  be  known  as 
Article  XIV,  Sections  1 , 2,  3,  4,  and  5.  It  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed 
to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication  Article  I,  Sections  29  and  Chapters  8,  34,  89.  105,  285,  286,  290. 
292,  295,  393,  5 16,  610.  and  630  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  proposed  amendment  creates  five  new  sections  of  one  new  Article,  to  be  known  as  Article  XIV, 
Sections  I,  2,  3,  4,  and  5. 

Re  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XIV  is  created  by  adopting  five  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Sections  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5. 

ARTICLE  XIV,  SECTION  1,  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  known  as  the  Union  Abuse  Prevention 

Amendment.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  of  this  state  to  promote  better  jobs  and  higher  pay  through  labor 
reforms  that  help  Missouri  businesses  succeed,  allow  the  state  to  compete  in  the  national  and  international 

market  for  job  creation,  and  promote  the  efficient  and  effective  functioning  of  state  and  local  government. 

SECTION  2.  Employees  shall  have  the  freedom  to  get  jobs  and  to  keen  their  jobs  without  being  forced  to 

pay  any  fees  to  a  union  or  join  a  union,  such  that,  to  obtain  or  keep  a  job,  no  person  shall  be  forced  to: 

( I )  become,  remain  or  refrain  from  becoming  a  member  of  a  union:  or  (2)  pay  any  dues,  fees  assessments, 
or  other  similar  charges  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  union  or  third  party  in  lieu 
thereof. 


SECTION  3.  (A)  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its  political  subdivisions  shall  require 

that  workers  employed  bv  or  on  behalf  of  any  public  body  engaged  in  the  construction,  alteration,  repair,  or 

maintenance  of  public  works  be  paid:  0 )  a  wage  at  or  above  the  prevailing  hourly  rate  of  wages  for  work  of 
a  similar  character  in  the  locality  in  which  the  work  is  performed,  including  the  prevailin',’  hourly  rate  of 

wages  for  legal  holiday  and  overtime  work:  or 

(2)  any  wage  calculated  bv  reference  to  anv  rate  of  wages  for  work  of  a  similar  or  dissimilar  character  in 
any  location  or  locations,  including  the  rates  of  wages  for  legal  holiday  and  overtime  work,  except  the  state 
minimum  wage  provided  in  chapter  290  of  the  revised  statutes,  as  amended  from  time  to  time. 

(B)  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  wages  paid  anv  contractors  or  subcontractors  for  work  performed  on 

federally  funded  or  assisted  contracts. 

(Cl  For  purposes  of  this  section  the  following  terms  mean:  (11  “Public  works’;  all  fixed  works  constructed 

for  public  use  or  benefit  or  paid  for  wholly  or  in  part  out  of  public  funds.  It  also  includes  any  work  done 

directly  by  anv  public  utility  company  when  performed  bv  it  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  public  service 

commission  or  other  public  authority  whether  or  not  it  is  done  under  public  supervision  or  direction  or  paid 

for  wholly  or  in  part  out  of  public  funds  when  let  to  contract  bv  the  utility.  It  does  not  include  any  work 

done  for  or  bv  anv  drainage  or  levee  district. 

(21  "Public  body”  the  state  of  Missouri  or  anv  officer,  official,  authority,  board  or  commission  of  the  state, 

or  other  political  subdivision  or  special  district  thereof,  anv  institution  supported  in  whole  or  in  part  by 

public  funds,  or  anv  public  utility  performing  work  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  public  service  commission 

or  other  public  authority  whether  or  not  it  is  done  under  public  supervision  or  direction  or  paid  for  wholly  or 

in  part  out  of  public  funds  when  let  to  contract  by  the  utility; 

(31  ‘‘Worker”,  laborers,  workmen  or  workwomen,  and  mechanics. 

SECTION  4,  Anv  person  who  purposely  violates  the  provisions  of  sections  1  through  3  of  this  Article  is 
guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law  which  bars  prosecutions  for 
anv  offenses  other  than  a  felony  unless  commenced  within  one  year  after  the  commission  of  the  offense,  any 

offense  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  may  be  prosecuted  if  the  indictment  be  found  or  prosecution  be 

instituted  within  three  years  after  the  commission  of  the  alleged  offense. 

SECTION  5.  The  provisions  of  this  Article  are  self-executing.  All  of  the  provisions  of  this  Article  are 

severable.  If  anv  provision  of  this  Article  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  remaining  provisions  of  this  Article  shall  be  and  remain  valid. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-314) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  XIV.  (Received  December  8,  2017) 


Date 


December  28,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XIV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Public  Service  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  They  would  anticipate 
annual  savings  over  $100,000. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  has 
maintained  a  zero  to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects 
would  stem  from  this,  but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  adds  Article  XIV 
with  five  sections  to  the  MO  Constitution  and  would: 

•  Prohibit  employers  from  requiring  employees  to  become,  remain  or  refrain  from 
becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization  or  to  pay  any  union  dues,  as  a  condition 
of  employment. 

•  Allow  any  public  body  engaged  in  construction,  alteration,  repair,  or  maintenance  of 
public  works  to  opt  out  of  prevailing  wage  requirements. 

Section  3  of  this  petition  would  prohibit  the  Division  of  Facilities  Management,  Design 
and  Construction  (FMDC)  from  requiring  that  its  contractors  pay  prevailing  wage  to  their 
employees.  This  petition  could  potentially  impact  OA-FMDC's  costs  for  construction 
projects.  However,  FMDC  cannot  calculate  the  impact  for  the  reasons  set  forth  below. 

A  review  of  scholarly  articles  shows  that  there  is  no  generally  accepted  methodology  for 
determining  the  cost  savings,  if  any,  that  may  result  from  legislation  such  as  this.  A 
number  of  factors  would  affect  FMDC's  cost  savings,  if  any,  from  this  petition,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  how  much  contractors  choose  to  pay  their  employees  in  the  absence  of 
prevailing  wage  and  whether  contractors  choose  to  pass  on  any  labor  costs  savings  to 
FMDC.  Any  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund  (FMRF)  savings  will  be  used  to 
decrease  other  deferred  maintenance  projects. 

In  addition  to  contract  costs,  this  petition  could  potentially  affect  the  rental  rates  for 
future  leases  and  improvements  at  facilities  leased  by  FMDC,  as  property  owners  are 
presently  obligated  to  pay  prevailing  wage  for  alterations  or  improvements  made  to 
properties  leased  by  the  State.  However,  FMDC  cannot  calculate  the  impact  of  this 
legislation  on  rental  rates  for  the  reasons  discussed  above.  Any  savings  from  the 
elimination  of  prevailing  wage  will  be  used  to  offset  increased  costs  for  rental  rates 
because  of  increases  by  the  Lessor,  or  increases  in  janitorial  and  utilities. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  no  quantifiable  information  to  submit 
regarding  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report  from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 
It  is  ascertainable  that  for  any  building  project  commenced  by  the  County  of  Greene  that 
there  would  be  savings  in  the  overall  cost  of  the  project  when  there  is  no  longer  a 
prevailing  wage  requirement  that  limits  how  low  a  bidder  can  bid  wages  for  the  labor 
portion  of  the  bid. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  the  petition  removes  the 
requirement  of  prevailing  wage  for  workers  employed  by  a  public  body  engaged  in  the 
construction,  repair,  alteration  or  maintenance  of  public  works.  The  financial  impact 
would  be  indirect  to  their  university  through  contractors  and  service  contracts  awarded 
through  the  procurement  process.  Estimated  savings  are  indeterminable  as  pricing  would 
be  determined  by  the  contractors  at  the  time  of  procurement  bid  response. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  this  will  have  a  positive  fiscal  impact 
of  an  undetermined  amount  for  their  university.  This  would  significantly  decrease  the 
costs  associated  with  projects  on  their  campus. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Uouis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Uouis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Uouis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan 
Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Uouis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Uincoln 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  no  additional  revenues,  but  estimate  annual  cost 
savings  of  over  $100,000.  Local  government  entities  estimate  no  additional  revenues  and 
estimate  cost  savings  of  an  unknown  amount. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  ate  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  8,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  Cilv.  MO  65101 


HtX-'hlVfcP 

DEC  0  C  201? 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  XIV,  version  1  (2018-313) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  December  7.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  tawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Sikii  i  •  Jhm  i-rson City  65101 
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RECORD 


County _ 

Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punisl?iL'le,GotWith^andiHg  tVic  [Cfil'isions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other'fhan  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  lie  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


u 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


of 

any 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1  1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  The  proposed  amendment  creates  seven  new  sections  of  one  new  Article,  to  be  known  as  Article  XIV,  Sections  1 , 2,  3, 
4,  5,  6,  and  7.  It  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication 
Article  I,  Sections  29,  and  Article  VIII,  Section  23,  and  Chapters  8.  34.  89,  105,  285.  286.  290,  292.  295.  393,  516,  610.  and  630 
of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

The  proposed  amendment  creates  seven  new  sections  of  one  new  Article,  to  be  known  as  Article  XIV,  Sections  1,  2,  3, 4,  5, 6, 
and  7. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XIV  is  created  by  adopting  seven  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Sections  1. 2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  and  7. 

ARTICLE  XIV,  SECTION  I ,  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  known  as  the  Union  Abuse  Prevention  Amendment.  It  shall 

be  the  public  noliev  of  this  state  to  nromote  better  jobs  and  higher  nay  through  labor  reforms  that  help  Missouri  businesses 

succeed,  allow  the  state  to  compete  in  the  national  and  international  market  for  job  creation,  and  promote  the  efficient  and 
effective  functioning  of  state  and  local  government. 

SECTION  2.  Employees  shall  have  the  freedom  to  get  jobs  and  to  keen  their  jobs  without  being  forced  to  pay  any  fees  to  a  union 

or  join  a  union,  such  that,  to  obtain  or  keep  a  job,  no  person  shall  be  forced  to:  (I)  become,  remain  or  refrain  from  becoming  a 

member  of  a  union:  or  (21  nay  any  dues,  fees  assessments,  or  other  similar  charges  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount 

to  a  union  or  third  party  in  lieu  thereof. 

SECTION  3.  (A)  No  sum  shall  be  withheld  from  the  earnings  of  any  public  employee  for  the  purpose  of  paying  any  portion  of 
dues  or  anv  other  fees  paid  by  public  employees  to  a  public  labor  organization  or  a  public  labor  organization’s  designee  except 

upon  the  annual  informed,  written,  notarized  authorization  of  the  public  employee.  A  public  employee  may  freely  and  without 
penalty  withdraw  such  authorization  at  anv  time  bv  written  or  electronic  notification,  and  no  sum  shall  he  withheld  from  the 
earnings  of  anv  such  public  employee,  effective  as  of  the  time  such  notification  is  sent, 

(B1  No  public  labor  organization  shall  use  or  obtain  anv  portion  of  dues  or  anv  other  fees  paid  bv  public  employees  to  make 
contributions  or  expenditures,  as  such  terms  is  defined  in  Article  VIII.  except  with  the  informed,  written,  notarized  authorization 
of  such  public  employee  received  and  dated  within  the  previous  twelve  months.  A  public  employee  may  freely  and  without 
penal  tv  withdraw  such  authorization  at  any  time  by  written  or  electronic  notification,  and  no  sum  shall  he  withheld  from  the 
earnings  of  anv  such  public  employee,  effective  as  of  the  time  such  notification  is  sent. 

(C)  Public  employees  who  do  not  authorize  contributions  or  expenditures,  or  who  revoke  such  authorization,  shall  not  have  their 
dues  or  anv  other  fees  increased  in  lieu  of  payments  for  contributions  or  expenditures. 

(PI  The  requirements  of  this  section  shall  not  be  waived  bv  anv  member  or  nonmember  of  a  public  labor  organization,  and  waiver 

of  the  requirements  shall  not  be  made  a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment. 

(El  Signing  or  refraining  from  signing  anv  authorization  described  under  this  section  shall  not  be  made  a  condition  of 

employment  or  continued  employment, 

(FI  A  public  labor  organization  shall  maintain  financial  records  substantially  similar  to  and  no  less  comprehensive  than  the 
records  that  are  required  to  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  29  U.S.C.  Section  431(b).  or  any  successor  statute. 

(G1  Every  public  labor  organization  shall  provide  the  records  required  under  this  section  in  a  searchable  electronic  format  toeycry 
public  employee  it  represents.  In  addition  to  other  remedies  provided  in  this  section,  if  anv  public  labor  organization  fails  to  make 

such  records  available  to  the  employees  represented  bv  such  organization,  any  such  employee  shall  have  a  cause  of  action  against 

the  public  labor  organization  for  enforcement  of  this  section.  The  court  in  such  action  may,  in  its  discretion,  in  addition  to  any 

judgment  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  require  reasonable  attorney's  fees  and  court  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  public  labor 

organization. 

(HI  Every  public  labor  organization  required  to  prepare  anv  record  under  this  section  shall  maintain  such  records  and  any 
additional  data  or  summary  bv  which  the  records  may  be  verified,  explained,  or  clarified  for  a  period  beginning  on  the  date  the 
record  is  received  and  ending  five  years  immediately  following  the  end  of  the  year  such  record  was  prepared. 

(II  For  purposes  of  this  section  "Public  labor  organization"  includes  anv  organization  that  exists  and  is  constituted  for  the  purpose, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  of  collective  bargaining  or  dealing  with  public  employers  concerning  grievances,  terms  and  conditions  ol 
employment,  or  other  mutual  aid  or  protection. 

SECTION  4.  (A)  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  stale  or  its  political  subdivisions  shall  require  that  workers 
employed  bv  or  on  behalf  of  anv  public  body  engaged  in  the  construction,  alteration,  repair,  or  maintenance  of  public  works  be 
paid:  ( 1 1  a  wage  at  or  above  the  prevailing  hourly  rate  of  wages  for  work  of  a  similar  character  in  the  locality  in  which. the  work  is 
performed,  including  the  prevailing  hourly  rate  of  wages  for  legal  holiday  and  overtime  workior 

(21  anv  wage  calculated  bv  reference  to  anv  rate  of  wages  for  work  of  a  similar  or  dissimilar  character  in  any  location  or  locations' 
including  the  rates  of  wages  for  legal  holiday  and  overtime  work,  except  the  state  minimum  wage  provided  in  chapter  290  of  the 
revised  statutes,  as  amended  from  time  to  time. 

(B!  This  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  wages  paid  anv  contractors  or  subcontractors  for  work  performed  on  federally  funded  or 
assisted  contracts. 

(Cl  For  purposes  of  this  section  the  following  terms  mean:  (II  "‘Public  works’-,  all  tixed  works  constructed  for  public  use  or 

benefit  or  paid  for  wholly  or  in  part  out  of  public  funds.  It  also  includes  any  work  done  directly  by  any  public  utility  company 

when  performed  bv  it  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  public  service  commission  or  other  public  authority  whether  or  not  it  is  done 

under  public  supervision  or  direction  or  paid  for  wholly  or  in  part  out  of  public  funds  when  let  to  contract  by  the  utility.  It  does, 

not  include  anv  work  done  for  or  bv  anv  drainage  or  levee  district.  

(2)  ‘•Public  body’*,  the  state  of  Missouri  or  anv  o  nicer,  official,  authority,  board  or  commission  of  the_state.  or  other  political 
subdivision  or  special  district  thereof,  anv  institution  supported  in  whole  or  in  part  by  public  funds,  or  any  public  utility 
performing  work  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  public  service  commission  or  other  public  authority  whether  or  not  it  is  .done  under 
public  supervision  or  direction  or  paid  for  wholly  or  in  part  out  of  public  funds  when  let  to  contract  by  the  utility; 

(31  “Worker”,  laborers,  workmen  or  workwomen,  and  mechanics. 

SECTION  5.  (A1  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  anolv  to  all  public  employees,  labor  organizations,  and  labor  agreements 
between  a  labor  organization  and  a  public  body,  whether  collective  bargaining  rights  are  granted  to  such  entities  in  section 
1 05.5 1 0.  RSMo.  as  amended  from  time  to  time,  or  bv  judicial  decision. 

(B)  I  Everv  labor  organization  shall  adont  a  constitution  and  bvlaws  and  shall  file  a_copy  thereof  with  the  department,  together 
with  a  report,  signed  bv  its  president  and  secretary  or  corresponding  principal  officers,  containing  the  following  information: 

( I )  The  name  of  the  labor  organization,  its  mailing  address,  and  any  other  address  at  which  it  maintains  ^principal  office  or  at 

which  it  keeps  the  records  referred  to  in  this  section; 

(21  The  name  and  title  of  each  of  its  officers; 
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(31  The  initiation  fee  or  fees  required  from  a  new  or  transferred  member  and  fees  for  work  permits  required  by  the  reporting  labor 

organization: 

(4)  The  regular  dues  or  fees  or  other  periodic  payments  required  to  remain  a  member  of  the  labor  organization,  as  well  as  agency 

fees  or  any  other  fees  required  for  nonmembers,  if  anv:  and 

(5)  Detailed  statements,  or  references  to  specific  provisions  of  documents  filed  under  this  subsection  which  contain  such 

statements,  showing  the  provisions  made  and  procedures  followed  with  respect  to  each  of  the  following:  (a)  Qualifications  for  or 

restrictions  on  membership: 

(bl  Levying  of  assessments: 

(cl  Participation  in  insurance  or  other  benefit  plans: 
f  d~)  Authorization  for  disbursement  of  funds  of  the  labor  organization: 

(el  Audit  of  financial  transactions  of  the  labor  organization: 

(0  The  calling  of  regular  and  special  meetings: 

fgl  The  selection  of  officers  and  stewards  and  of  anv  representatives  to  other  bodies  composed  of  labor  organizations' 

representatives,  with  a  specific  statement  of  the  manner  in  which  each  officer  was  elected,  appointed,  or  otherwise  selected: 

(hi  Discipline  or  removal  of  officers  or  agents  for  breaches  of  their  trust: 

(il  Imposition  of  fines,  suspensions,  and  expulsions  of  members,  including  the  grounds  for  such  action  and  anv  provision  made 

for  notice,  hearing,  judgment  on  the  evidence,  and  appeal  procedures: 

(0  Authorization  for  bargaining  demands: 

(kl  Ratification  of  contract  terms:  and 

(11  Issuance  of  work  permits. 

Anv  change  in  the  information  required  by  this  subsection  shall  be  reported  to  the  department  at  the  time  the  reporting  labor 
organization  files  with  the  department  the  annual  financial  report  required  by  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

2.  F.verv  labor  organization  shall  file  annually  with  the  department  a  financial  report  signed  by  its  president  and  treasurer  or 
corresponding  principal  officers  containing  the  following  information  in  such  detail  as  may  be  necessary  to  accurately  disclose  its 

financial  condition  and  operations  for  its  preceding  fiscal  year: 

( 1 1  Assets  and  liabilities  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  fiscal  year: 

(21  Receipts  of  anv  kind  and  the  sources  thereof: 

(31  Salary,  allowances,  and  other  direct  or  indirect  disbursements,  including  reimbursed  expenses,  to  each  officer  and  employee 
who,  during  such  fiscal  year,  received  more  than  ten  thousand  dollars  in  the  aggregate  front  such  labor  organization  and  any  other 

labor  organization  affiliated  with  it  or  with  which  it  is  affiliated,  or  which  is  affiliated  with  the  same  national  or  international  labor 
organization: 

(41  Direct  and  indirect  loans  made  to  anv  officer,  employee,  or  member,  which  aggregated  more  than  two  hundred  fifty  dollars 
during  the  fiscal  year,  together  with  a  statement  of  the  purpose,  security,  if  any,  and  arrangements  for  repayment: 

(51  Direct  and  indirect  loans  to  anv  business  enterprise,  together  with  a  statement  of  the  purpose,  security,  if  any,  and 
arrangements  for  repayment: 

(61  An  itemization  schedule  that  discloses  the  name  and  address,  purpose,  date,  amount,  and  type  or  classification  of  the  total 
amount  spent  by  the  labor  organization  for: 

(al  Contract  negotiation  and  administration: 

(bl  Organizing  activities: 

(cl  Litigation,  specifying  the  matters  and  cases  involved: 

(d)  Public  relations  activities: 

(el  Political  activities: 

(fl  Activities  attempting  to  influence  the  passage  or  defeat  of  federal,  state,  or  local  legislation  or  the  content  or  enforcement  ol 
federal,  state,  or  local  regulations  or  policies: 

(gl  Voter  education  and  issue  advocacy  activities: 

(111  Training  activities  for  each  officer  of  the  local  bargaining  representative  or  labor  organization  support  staff; 

(il  Conference,  convention,  and  travel  activities  engaged  in  by  the  labor  organization:  and 

(il  Labor  organization  administration: 

(71  The  percentage  of  the  employee  labor  organization's  total  expenditures  that  were  spent  for  each  of  the  activities  described  in 

paragraphs  (al  to  (il  of  subdivision  (61  of  this  subsection: 

(81  The  names,  addresses,  and  activities  of  anv  law  firms,  public  relations  firms,  or  lobbyists  whose  services  are  used  by  the  labor 
organization  for  anv  activity  described  in  paragraphs  (al  to  (il  of  subdivision  (61  of  this  subsection; 

(91  A  list  of  political  candidates,  political  organizations,  charitable  organizations,  non-profit  organizations  and  community 
organizations  to  which  the  labor  organization  contribulcd  financial  or  in-kind  assistance  and  the  dollar  amount  of  such  assistance; 

(101  The  name  and  address  of  anv  political  action  committees  with  which  the  labor  organization  is  affiliated  or  to  whom  it 

provides  contributions,  the  total  amount  of  contributions  to  such  committees,  the  candidates  or  causes  to  which  such  committees 
provided  anv  financial  assistance,  and  the  amount  provided  to  each  such  candidate  or  cause; 

(111  Other  disbursements  made  bv  it  including  the  purposes  thereof,  all  in  such  categories  as  the  department  may  prescribe. 

3.  F.verv  labor  organization  shall  submit  tbe  report  required  bv  subdivision  2  of  this  subsection  in  an  electronic,  readily  and  easily 

accessible  format  and shall  make  available  the  information  required  to  be  contained  in  such  report  to  all  of  its  members.  Every 

such  labor  organization  and  its  officers  shall  be  under  a  duty  enforceable  at  the  suit  of  any  member  of  such  o^anization  in  the 

county  where  the  violation  occurred  to  permit  such  member  for  just  cause  to  examine  anv  books,  records,  and  accounts  necessary 

to  verify  such  report.  The  court  in  such  action  may,  in  its  discretion,  in  addition  to  any  judgment  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs,  allow  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant,  and  costs  of  the  action. 

4.  The  department  shall  make  each  report  filed  under  this  subsection  publicly  available,  online,  in  an  clcctionic  format. 

(Cl  I .  F.verv  officer  of  a  labor  organization  and  every  employee  of  a  labor  organization,  other  than  an  employee  performing 

exclusively  clerical  or  custodial  services,  shall  file  with  the  department  a  signed  report  listing  and  describing  for  his  or  her 

preceding  fiscal  year:  . 

(11  Anv  stock,  bond,  security,  or  other  interest,  legal  or  equitable,  which  such  person  or  his  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  directly 
or  indirectly  held  in.  and  anv  income  or  anv  other  benefit  with  monetary  value,  including  reimbursed  expenses,  which  such  person 

or  his  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  derived  directly  or  indirectly  from,  any  public  body  whose  employees  such  labor  organization 

represents  or  is  actively  seeking  to  represent,  except  payments  and  other  benefits  received  as  a  bona,  fide  employee  of  such  public 

(tTaiw  transaction  in  which  such  person  or  his  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  engaged,  directly  or  indirectly,  involving  any  stock, 
bond,  security,  or  loan  to  or  from,  or  other  legal  or  equitable  interest  in  the  business  of  a  public  body  whose  employees  such  labor 

organization  represents  or  is  actively  seeking  to  represent; 

(31  Anv  stock  bond,  security,  or  other  interest,  legal  or  equitable,  which  such  person  or  Ins  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  dn ccl.lv 
nr  indirectly  held  in.  and  anv  income  or  anv  other  benefit  with  monetary  value,  including  reimbursed  expenses,  which  such  person 
or  his  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  derived  directly  or  indirectly  from,  any  business  a  substantial  part  of  whtch  conststs  of  buying 

from,  selling  or  leasing  to.  or  otherwise  dealing  with,  the  business  of  a  public  body  whose  employees  such  labor  organization 

represents  or  is  actively  seeking  to  represent: 
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(4)  Any  stock,  bond,  security,  or  other  interest,  legal  or  equitable,  which  such  person  or  his  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  directly 

or  indirectly  held  in.  and  any  income  or  any  other  benefit  with  monetary  value,  including  reimbursed  expenses,  which  such  person 

or  his  or  her  spouse  or  minor  child  derived  directly  or  indirectly  from,  a  business  any  part  of  which  consists  of  buying  from,  or 

selling  or  leasing  directly  or  indirectly  to.  or  otherwise  dealing  with  such  labor  organization: 

f5)  Any  direct  or  indirect  business  transaction  or  arrangement  between  such  person  or  his  or  her  snouse  or  minor  child  and  any 

public  body  whose  employees  his  organization  represents  or  is  actively  seeking  to  represent,  excent  work  performed  and 

payments  and  benefits  received  as  a  bona  fide  employee  of  such  public  body  and  except  purchases  and  sales  of  goods  or  services 

in  the  regular  course  of  business  at  prices  generally  available  to  any  employee  of  such  public  body:  and 

(6)  Any  payment  of  money  or  other  thing  of  value,  including  reimbursed  expenses,  which  such  person  or  his  or  her  snouse  or 

minor  child  received  directly  or  indirectly  from  any  public  body  or  any  person  who  acts  as  a  labor  relations  consultant  to  any 

public  body. 

2.  The  provisions  of  subdivisions  Ml.  (2),  (31,  (41 2 3 4),  and  (5)  of  subdivision  I  of  this  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  to  require  any 

such  officer  or  employee  to  report  his  bona  fide  investments  in  securities  traded  on  a  securities  exchange  registered  as  a  national 

securities  exchange  under  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934,  as  amended  from  time  to  time,  in  shares  in  an  investment 

company  registered  under  the  Investment  Company  Act,  as  amended  from  time  to  time,  or  in  securities  of  a  public  utility  holding 
company  registered  under  the  Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935,  as  amended  from  time  to  time,  or  to  report  any 

income  derived  therefrom. 

3.  Nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  shall  be  construed  to  require  any  officer  or  employee  of  a  labor  organization  to  file  a 

report  under  subdivision  (Hof  subdivision  I  of  this  subsection  unless  such  person  or  his  or  Iter  spouse  or  minor  child  holds  or  lias 

held  an  interest,  has  rcccivetl  income  or  any  other  benefit  with  monetary  value  or  a  loan,  or  has  engaged  in  a  transaction  described 
therein. 

(Dll,  The  contents  of  the  reports  and  documents  filed  with  the  department  under  the  provisions  of  subsections  (B)  or  (C)  shall  be 

considered  a  “public  record"  as  that  term  is  defined  in  the  Sunshine  Law,  as  amended  from  time  to  time,  and  shall  not  be  closed 
pursuant  to  section  610.021 .  as  amended  from  time  to  time.  The  department  may  publish  any  information  and  data  obtained  under 
subsections  (B)  and  (C).  The  department  may  use  the  information  and  data  for  statistical  and  research  purposes,  and  compile  and 
publish  such  studies,  analyses,  reports,  and  surveys  based  thereon  as  it  may  deem  appropriate. 

2,  The  department  shall  by  regulation  make  reasonable  provision  for  the  inspection  and  examination,  on  the  request  of  any  person, 

of  the  information  and  data  contained  in  any  report  or  other  document  filed  with  him  pursuant  to  subsections  (B)  or  (C). 

3,  (  H  The  department  shall  by  regulation  provide  for  the  furnishing  of  reports  or  other  documents  filed  with  the  department  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section,  upon  payment  of  a  charge  based  upon  the  cost  of  the  service. 

(2)  The  department  shall  make  available  without  payment  of  a  charge,  or  require  any  person  to  furnish,  to  such  state  agency  as  is 
designated  by  law  or  bv  the  governor  of  the  state  in  which  such  person  has  his  principal  place  of  business  or  headquarters,  upon 

request  of  the  governor  of  such  state,  copies  of  any  reports  and  documents  filed  by  such  person  with  the  department  under  the 

provisions  of  subsections  (Bf  or  (Cl.  or  of  information  and  data  contained  therein. 

13)  All  moneys  received  in  payment  of  such  charges  fixed  bv  the  department  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  deposited  in  the 
general  revenue  fund  of  the  state. 

(F.)  F.verv  person  required  to  file  any  report  under  this  section  shall  maintain  records  on  the  matters  required  to  be  reported  which 

will  provide  in  sufficient  detail  the  necessary  basic  information  and  data  from  which  the  documents  filed  with  the  department  may 

be  verified,  explained  or  clarified,  and  checked  for  accuracy  and  completeness,  and  shall  include  vouchers,  worksheets,  receipts, 
and  applicable  resolutions.  Such  records  shall  be  kept  available  tor  examination  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  five  years  after  the 
filing  of  the  documents  based  on  the  information  which  they  contain. 

( | .  p.ach  labor  organization  shall  fde  the  initial  report  required  under  subdivision  I  of  subsection  (B)  within  ninety  days  after 

the  date  on  which  it  first  becomes  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section, 

2.  Fach  person  required  to  file  a  report  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  file  such  report  within  ninety  days  after  the  end  of 
each  of  its  fiscal  years,  except  that  where  such  person  is  subject  for  only  a  portion  of  such  a  fiscal  year,  whether  because  the  date 
of  enactment  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  occurs  during  such  person's  fiscal  year  or  such  person  becomes  subject  to.  the 

provisions  of  this  section  during  its  fiscal  year,  such  person  may  consider  that  portion  as  the  entire  fiscal  year  in  niaking  such 

report.  . 

(Gl  Whenever  it  shall  appear  that  any  labor  organization  or  person  has  violated  or  is  about  to  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 

section,  the  department,  a  public  body,  or  any  person  may  bring  a  civil  action  for  such  relief,  including  injunctive  relief,  as  may 

be  appropriate.  Any  such  action  may  be  brought  in  the  county  where  the  violation  occurred  and  damages  and  attorney's  fees  shall 
be  awarded  for  the  enforcement  of  this  section. 

(HI  I ,  Supervisory  employees  shall  not  be  included  within  the  same  bargaining  unit  as  employees  they  supervise. 

2.  The  same  labor  organization  shall  not  represent  both  non-supervisorv  and  supervisory  employees. 

3.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "supervisory  employee”  means  anyone  with  supervisory  status,  managerial  status, 
confidential  status  or  any  other  status  that  would  be  a  conflict  of  interest  with  the  purpose  of  this  section^ 

(HI.  Any  labor  organization  wishing  to  represent  employees  shall  present  to  the  board  cards  containing  the  signatures  of  atjeast 
thirty  percent  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit,  indicating  that  they  wish  to  select  the  labor  organization  in  question  as  their 
exclusive  bargaining  representative  for  the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining.  Voluntary  recognition  by  any  public  body  shall  be 

prohibited.  Recognition  may  only  be  obtained  bv  a  labor  organization  through  an  election  before  the  board, 

2  Upon  receiving  such  cards,  the  board  shall  validate  the  signatures  on  the  cards,  and  confirm  that  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the 
employees  in  the  bargaining  unit  have  signed  the  cards.  If  the  board  determines  that  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the  employees  in  the 

bargaining  unit  have  signed  valid  cards,  the  board  shall  consult  with  the  public  body  and  the  representative  of  the  labor 

organization  that  has  presented  the  cards,  and  together  they  shall  select  a  mutually  agreeable.date  for  a  secret  ballot  election  to. 
take  place.  The  election  shall  be  held  at  the  public  body's  place  of  business,  and  shall  be  set  for  a  date  falling  no  less  than  tour,  and 
no  more  than  eight  weeks  after  the  day  upon  which  the  hoard  determines  the  bargaining  unit  for  election  and  has  resolved  any 

other  bargaining  unit  issues.  . 

3.  Once  an  election  date  has  been  set,  the  public  body  shall  issue  a  notice  informing  all  eligible  voters  of  the  date,  time,  and  place 
of  the  election.  Such  notice  shall  be  distributed  to  all  employees  and  shall  be  posted  within  the  public  body  s  place  of  business. 

4,  All  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  freely  express  their  opinions  about  whether  or  not  the  labor  organization  should  be 
selected  as  the  exclusive  bargaining  representative  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit.  However,  no  employee  and  no 
renresentativeof  the  labor  organization  shall  attempt  to  threaten,  intimidate,  coerce,  or  otherwise  restrain  any  eligible  voter  in  the 
free  exercise  of  his  or  her  individual  choice  to  support  or  oppose  the  selection  of  the  labor  organization  in  question  as  the 
exclusive  bargaining  representative  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit. 

5  Elections  shall  be  conducted  by  secret  ballot,  using  such  procedures  as  the  board  shall  determine  are  appropriate  for  ensuring 
the  privacy  and  security  of  each  employee’s  vote.  Once  the  poll  is  closed,  thehgardshall  oversee  the  counting_of  the  .MloJ.s.  One 
representative  of  the  public  body’s  management  team  and  one  representative  of  the  labor  organization  shall  have  the  right  to  be 
present  during  the  counting  of  the  ballots. 
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6.  The  ballots  shall  read  "Do  you  wish  to  select  (labor  organization)  as  the  exclusive  bargaining  representative  for  (description  of 

bargaining  unit)  employed  within  (description  of  public  body)?"  The  ballot  shall  include  check  boxes  for  marking  "yes”  or  “no" 

in  response  to  this  question. 

7.  In  the  event  that  more  than  one  labor  organization  seeks  to  represent  employees  in  the  unit,  and  in  the  event  both  labor 

organizations  have  obtained  signatures  from  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the  employees  in  the  unit  stating  that  they  wish  to  designate 

the  labor  organization  as  their  exclusive  bargaining  representative,  then  the  ballot  shall  read  uDo  you  wish  to  select  (labor 

organization  Ah  (labor  organization  B1.  or  no  labor  organization  as  the  exclusive  bargaining  representative  for  (description  of 

bargaining  unit)  employed  within  the  (description  of  public  bodvY?"  The  ballot  shall  then  include  check  boxes  for  marking  "I 

wish  to  select  (labor  organization  A)  as  mv  exclusive  bargaining  representative."  “I  wish  to  select  (labor  organization  B)  as  my 

exclusive  bargaining  representative."  and  “I  do  not  wish  to  select  any  labor  organization  as  mv  exclusive  bargaining 

representative.’' 

8,  Any  labor  organization  receiving  the  votes  of  more  than  fifty  percent  of  all  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit  shall  be  designated 
and  recognized  by  the  public  body  as  the  exclusive  bargaining  representative  for  all  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit, 

9,  Employees  within  the  bargaining  unit  shall  have  the  right  to  seek  to  decertify  the  labor  organization  as  their  exclusive 

bargaining  representative  at  any  time.  If  any  employee  within  the  bargaining  unit  presents  to  the  board  cards  bearing  the 
signatures  of  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the  employees  within  the  bargaining  unit  stating  that  those  employees  no  longer  wish  to  be 

represented  by  the  labor  organization  in  question,  the  board  shall  first  validate  the  signatures  on  the  cards. 

1 0.  If  the  hoard  confirms  that  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit  have  signed  decertification  cards,  the 

board  shall  consult  with  the  public  body  and  the  designated  representative  of  the  labor  organization  to  select  a  date  for  a 
decertification  election.  Such  election  shall  take  place  at  least  four  weeks,  but  no  later  than  six  weeks,  after  the  board  receives  the 
decertification  cards.  Notice  of  such  election  shall  he  distributed  to  all  employees  within  the  bargaining  unit  and  posted  within  the 

public  body’s  place  of  business. 

1 1 ,  If  more  than  fifty  percent  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit  cast  votes  to  terminate  the  labor  organization’s 

representation  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit,  the  labor  organization  shall  immediately  cease  to  represent  the  employees 


in  the  bargaining  unit. 

I  2.  Labor  organizations  shall  he  recertified  every  two  years.  To  meet  the  biennial  recertification  requirement,  continuation  of  the 
labor  organization's  status  as  the  exclusive  representative  shall  be  favored  in  a  secret  ballot  election  conducted  by  the  board  by 

more  than  fifty  percent  of  the  employees  in  the  bargaining  unit.  Employees  shall  vote  by  telephone  or  online  every  two  years 
during  a  two-week  period  beginning  on  the  anniversary  of  initial  certification. 

1 3,  In  the  event  of  the  decertification  of  the  exclusive  bargaining  representative  of  the  employees  in  any  bargaining  unit  or  failure 
to  recertify  a  labor  o  rganization.  all  terms  and  conditions  of  employment  existing  at  the  time  of  decertification  or  faihirejo 
recertify  shall  remain  in  place  until  such  time  as  those  terms  or  conditions  of  employment  are  altered  by  the  public  body. 

14,  No  more  than  one  election  shall  take  place  in  any  bargaining  unit  within  the  same  twelve-month  period.  Once  an  election 
takes  place,  the  board  shall  not  accent  cards  from  labor  organizations  or  employees  within  the  bargaining  unit  seeking  another 
election  for  one  full  calendar  year  after  the  date  of  the  election. 

1 5,  The  board  shall  assess  and  collect  a  fee  from  each  labor  organization  participating  in  an  election  conducted  under  this 
subsection  for  the  purpose  of  paving  for  such  election  as  follows: 

( 1 1  For  a  bargaining  unit  of  one  to  one  hundred  members,  a  fee  of  two  hundred  dollars; 

(2)  For  a  bargaining  unit  of  one  hundred  one  to  two  hundred  fifty  members,  a  fee  of  three  hundred  fifty  dollars; 

(31  For  a  bargaining  unit  of  two  hundred  fiftv-one  to  five  hundred  members,  a  fee  of  five  hundred  dollars; 

(41  For  a  bargaining  unit  of  five  hundred  one  to  one  thousand  members,  a  fee  of  seven  hundred  fifty  dollars; 

(51  For  a  bargaining  unit  of  one  thousand  one  to  three  thousand  members,  a  fee  of  one  thousand  five  hundred  dollars; 

(61  For  a  bargaining  unit  of  more  than  three  thousand  members,  a  fee  of  two  thousand  dollars. 

(J1  1 .  Within  eight  weeks  after  a  labor  organization  is  certified  as  the  exclusive  bargaining  representative  for  the  employees  ina 
bargaining  unit  as  set  out  in  subsection  (11.  representatives  of  the  public  body,  designated  by  the  public  body,  and  representatives 
of  the  labor  organization,  selected  by  the  labor  organization,  shall  meet  and  begin  bargaining  for  an  agreement  coverinsJhe 

wages,  benefits,  and  other  terms  and  conditions  of  employment  for  the  employees  within  the  bargaining  unit. 

2,  No  labor  organization  may  refuse  to  meet  with  designated  representatives  of  any  public  body  or  engagein  conduct  intended  to 
cause  the  removal  or  replacement  of  any  designated  representative  by  the  public  body. 

3,  The  labor  organization  and  the  public  body  shall  engage  in  bargaining  with  each  other’s  designated  representatives,  hut  neither 

side  shall  he  required  to  offer  any  particular  concession  or  withdraw  any  particular  proposal. 

4,  The  public  body  shall  not  pav  any  labor  organization  representative  or  employee  for  time  spent  participating  in  collective 
bargaining  or  preparing  for  collective  bargaining  on  behalf  of  a  labor  organization,  except  to  the  extent  the  person  in  question  is 
an  employee  of  the  public  body  and  elects  to  use  accrued  paid  time  off  to  cover  the  time  so  spent, 

5,  Before  any  proposed  agreement  or  memorandum  of  understanding  is  presented  to  a  public  body,  the  labor  organization,  asa 

condition  of  its  presentation,  shall  establish  that  it  has  been  ratified  bv  a  majority  of  its  members.  The  public  body  may  approve 

the  entire  agreement  or  any  part  thereof.  If  the  public  body  rejects  any  portion  of  the  agreement,  the  public  bodymay  rctumany 

rejected  portion  of  the  agreement  to  the  parties  for  further  bargaining,  or  the  public  body  may  adopt  a  replacement  provision  of  its 
own  design,  or  the  public  body  may  state  that  no  provision  covering  the  tonic  in  question  shall  be  adopted.  Any  tentative 
agreement  reached  between  the  parties’  representatives  shall  not  be  binding  on  the  public  body  or  labor  organization. 

6,  A  public  body  and  a  labor  organization  shall  not  be  subject  to  binding  mediation,  binding  interest  arbitration,  or  interest 
arbitration  in  the  event  the  parties  are  unable  to  reach  an  agreement. 

7  After  the  first  agreement  between  the  public  body  and  the  labor  organization  is  adopted,  bargaining  for  renewal  agreements 
shall  take  place  annually.  Such  bargaining  shall  be  completed  bv  July  thirty-  first  of  each  calendar  year.  The  parties  may  elect  to 
bargain  non-  economic  terms  for  longer  periods  hut  all  economic  provisions  of  the  agreement  shall  be  adopted  on  an  annual  basis 

8.  The  term  of  any  labor  agreement,  provision  of  a  labor  agreement,  or  extension  of  a  labor  agreement  entered  into  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  shall  not  exceed  a  period  of  two  years.  Any  modification,  extension,  renewal,  or  any  change 
xvh-usoever  to  a  labor  agreement  in  effect  as  of  the  effective  dale  of  this  section  shall  only  be  continued  as  a  new  labor  agreement 


for  purposes  of  this  section,  ... 

(K1  I .  A  meeting  concerning  a  labor  agreement  between  a  public  body  or  its  agent  and  an  exclusive  bargaining  represcntatiyeor 
its  agent  shall  be  considered  a  “public  meeting"  as  that  term  is  defined  under  the  Sunshine  Law  and  shall  not  be  closed  pursuant 
to  section  6 1 0.02 1 .  RSMo.  as  amended  from  time  to  time.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  apply  whether  or  not  such  meeting  is 


conducted  under  any  provision  of  this  section. 

?  Any  document  presented  bv  a  public  body  during  a  meeting  concerning  a  labor  agreement,  or  that  the  public  body  receives 
from  an  exclusive  bargaining  representative,  shall  be  considered  a  ''public  record’'  as  that  term  is  defined  under  the  Sunshine  Law 
■jnd  clinll  not  he  closed  pursuant  to  section  610.021.  RSMo.  as  amended  from  time  to  time.  ... 

^  This  section  shall  not  nnnlv  to  any  part  of  a  meeting  during  which  a  public  body  or  its  agent  is  planning  or  adopting  the  strategy 
nr  position  to  he  taken  during  the  course  of  a  collective  bargaining  session. 
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(LI  Labor  agreements  negotiated  between  a  public  body  and  labor  organization  may  cover  wages,  benefits,  and  all  other  terms 

and  conditions  of  employment  for  employees  within  the  bargaining  unit,  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  following  limitations: 

( 1 1  Every  labor  agreement  shall  include  a  provision  reserving  to  the  public  body  the  right  to  hire,  promote,  assign,  direct,  transfer. 

schedule,  discipline,  and  discharge  employees.  Every  labor  agreement  shall  also  include  a  provision  reserving  to  management  the 

right  to  make,  amend,  and  rescind  reasonable  work  rules  and  standard  operating  procedures: 

(21  Every  labor  agreement  shall  expressly  prohibit  all  strikes  and  picketing  of  any  kind.  A  strike  shall  include  any  refusal  to 

perform  services,  walkout,  sick-out,  sit-in.  or  any  other  form  of  interference  with  the  operations  of  any  public  body.  Every  labor 

agreement  shall  include  a  provision  acknowledging  that  any  employee  who  engages  in  any  strike  or  concerted  refusal  to  work,  or 

who  pickets  over  any  personnel  matter,  shall  be  subject  to  immediate  termination  of  employment: 

(31  Every  labor  agreement  shall  include  a  provision  extending  the  duty  of  fair  representation  hv  the  labor  organization  to 

employees  in  any  bargaining  unit: 

(41  Every  labor  agreement  shall  expressly  prohibit  labor  organization  representatives  and  employees  from  accepting  paid  time  by 

a  public  body  for  the  purposes  of  conducting  labor  organization-  related  business,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  grievance 

handling,  negotiations,  meetings,  meet  and  confer  sessions,  time  off  to  attend  labor  organization  meetings,  or  any  other  labor 

organization-related  activity: 

(51  Every  labor  agreement  shall  inform  employees  their  right  to  refrain  from  engaging  in  and  supporting  labor  organization 

activity  as  well  as  their  right  to  oppose  labor  organization  activity; 

(6)  livery  labor  agreement  shall  include  a  provision  stating  that  in  the  event  of  a  budget  shortfall,  the  public  body  shall  have  the 

right  to  require  the  modification  of  the  economic  terms  of  any  labor  agreement.  Every  labor  agreement  shall  also  state  that  if  the 

public  body  deems  it  necessary  to  modify  the  economic  terms  of  any  labor  agreement,  the  public  body  shall  so  notify  the  relevant 

labor  organization,  and  shall  provide  a  period  of  thirty  days  during  which  the  public  body  and  the  labor  organization  shall  bargain 

over  any  necessary  adjustments  to  the  economic  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  if.  at  the  end  of  the  thirty-day  period,  the  parties 

have  been  unable  to  agree  upon  modifications  that  meet  the  public  body's  requirements,  the  public  body  shall  have  the  right  to 

make  necessary  adjustments  on  its  own  authority. 

(Ml  The  secretary  or  corresponding  principal  officer  of  each  labor  organization  shall  forward  a  complete  copy  of  each  agreement 

made  by  such  labor  organization  with  any  public  body  to  any  employee  who  requests  such  a  copy  and  whose  rights  as  such 

employee  are  directly  affected  by  such  agreement, 

(N1  Whenever  it  shall  appear  that  any  labor  organization  or  representative  of  any  labor  organization  has  violated  or  is  about  to 

violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  department,  a  public  body,  or  any  citizen  of  the  state  of  Missouri  may  bring  a 

civil  action  for  such  relief,  including  injunctive  relief,  as  may  be  appropriate.  Any  such  action  may  be  brought  in  the  county 

where  the  violation  occurred  or  in  the  county  where  the  plaintiff  resides  and  damages  and  attorneys’  fees  shall  he  awarded  for  the 

enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(Ol  For  purposes  of  this  section,  unless  the  context  otherwise  requires,  the  following  words  and  phrases  mean: 

( 1 1  "Bargaining  unit”,  a  unit  of  employees  at  any  plant  or  installation  or  in  a  craft  or  in  a  function  of  a  public  body  which 

establishes  a  clear  and  identifiable  community  of  interest  among  the  employees  concerned; 

(21  "Board",  the  state  board  of  mediation  established  under  section  295.030,  RSMo.  as  amended  from  time  to  time; 

(3)  ••Department",  the  department  of  labor  and  industrial  relations  established  under  section  286.010.  RSMo,  as  amended  Irom 
time  to  time: 

(41  "Exclusive  bargaining  representative",  an  organization  which  has  been  designated  or  selected  by  a  majority  of  the  employees 
in  a  bargaining  unit  as  the  representative  of  such  employees  in  such  unit  for  purposes  of  collective  bargaining; 

(5)  "Labor  organization”,  any  organization,  agency,  or  employee  representation  committee  or  plan,  in  which  employees 

participate  and  which  exists  for  the  purpose,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  dealing  with  a  public  body  or  public  bodies  concerning 
collective  bargaining,  grievances,  labor  disputes,  wages,  rates  of  pay,  hour  of  employment,  or  conditions  of  work; 

(61  "Public  body'’,  the  state  of  Missouri,  or  any  officer,  agency,  department,  bureau,  division,  board  or  commission  of  the  statc._or 
anv  other  political  subdivision  of  or  within  the  state. 

SECTION  6.  Anv  person  who  purposely  violates  the  provisions  of  sections  I  through  5  of  this  Article  is  guilty  of  a  class_A 
misdemeanor.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law  which  bars  prosecutions  for  any  offenses  other  than  a  felony  unless 
commenced  within  one  year  after  the  commission  of  the  offense,  anv  offense  under  the  provisions  ot  this  section  may  be 

prosecuted  if  the  indictment  he  found  or  prosecution  be  instituted  within  three  years  after  the  commission  of  the  alleged  offense. 

SECTION  7.  The  provisions  of  this  Article  are  self-executing.  All  of  the  provisions  of  this  Article  are  severable.  If  any  provision 
of  this  Article  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  remaining 
provisions  of  this  Article  shall  be  and  remain  valid. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-313) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  XIV.  (Received  December  8,  2017) 


Date 


December  28,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XIV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Public  Service  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  increased 
operating  costs  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  of  $972,614  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $677,889 
in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $686,618  in  fiscal  year  2021.  Of  these  costs,  $471,591  are  initial 
and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2020  for  equipment  and  computer  system  development. 
These  costs  will  be  offset  by  additional  biennial  revenues  to  the  General  Revenue  Fund  of 
$192,250  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $0  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $192,250  in  fiscal  year  2021. 

This  proposal  would  affect  any  state  agency  or  political  subdivision  that  employs  workers 
in  a  bargaining  unit  with  exclusive  bargaining  representatives. 


Additional  space  will  been  required  for  nine  FTE  (9  X  100  sq.  ft.  X  $14.00  =  $12,600) 
and  20  large  file  cabinets  (20  X  18  X  $14.00  =  $5,040)  at  an  estimated  $17,640. 


Fiscal  Note 

0 

ITSD  -  DOLIR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-313 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

441,838 

139,999 

143,499 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

441,838 

139,999 

143,499 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

0 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

New 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

4,947.48 

371,061 

76,068 

77,970 

Other  Costs: 

Database  Server  License  w/maint 

4,812 

1 

4,010 

4,932 

5,055 

Web  Server  License/w  maint 

1,656 

1 

1,380 

1,697 

1,739 

Report  Server  License/w  maint 

11,904 

1 

9,920 

12,202 

12,507 

PMO 

2,000 

1 

2,000 

- 

- 

RFP  Writing 

16,800 

1 

16,800 

- 

- 

PB  Spectrum  License/w  maint 

44,000 

1 

36,667 

45,100 

46,228 

0 

- 

0 

- 

- 

- 

0 

- 

0 

- 

- 

- 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

70,777 

63,931 

65,529 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

441,838 

139,999 

143,499 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

441,838 

139,999 

143,499 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

441,838 

139,999 

143,499 

Section  5.  (D)  3.  (1)  of  Article  XIV  indicates  that  the  department  shall,  by  regulation,  provide 
copies  of  reports  and  documents  filed  upon  payment  of  a  charge  based  upon  the  cost  of  the 
service.  The  fees  would  be  credited  to  General  Revenue. 


Section  5  of  Article  XIV  also  directs  the  department  to  assess  and  collect  a  fee  from  each  labor 
organization  participating  in  an  election,  based  on  the  size  of  the  bargaining  unit,  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  for  elections.  There  is  no  specification  as  to  these  fees  would  be  deposited,  therefore  it 
is  assumed  they  would  be  credited  to  General  Revenue. 


Section  5.  (B)-(D)  require  the  following: 

•  all  labor  organizations  to  adopt  constitutions  and  bylaws  containing  mandated 
information  and  file  those  documents  with  the  department; 

•  all  labor  organizations  to  file  annually,  electronic  financial  reports  containing  mandated 
information  with  the  department; 

•  the  department  to  make  the  documents  submitted  under  Section  5.,  publicly  available 
online,  in  an  electronic  format; 

•  certain  officers  of  labor  organizations  to  file  with  the  department  personal  financial 
reports  containing  mandated  information  annually; 

•  all  of  the  information  collected  be  designated  as  public  record  and  the  department 
maintain  all  documents  and  reports  filed  under  this  legislation  and  make  all  filed 
documents  and  reports  available  for  examination/inspection; 

•  the  department  to  provide  copies  of  reports  and  documents  filed  upon  payment  of  a 
charge  based  upon  the  cost  of  the  service;  and 

•  funds  collected  are  to  be  set  by  regulation  and  deposited  to  General  Revenue. 

Section  5.  specifies  that  the  provisions  of  this  legislation  apply  to  all  entities  engaged  in  public 
sector  collective  bargaining.  Currently,  voluntarily  recognized  and  statutorily  excluded 
bargaining  units  are  outside  the  department's  jurisdiction.  The  department  estimates  there  are 
currently  approximately  250  voluntary  recognitions,  which  would  require  in-person  elections  at 
the  employer's  location.  It  is  physically  impossible  for  the  State  Board  of  Mediation  (SBM) 
Chairman  to  conduct  that  many  elections  in  a  year  (normally  do  20-30  per  year)  so  additional 
authorized  designees  would  be  hired  to  oversee  elections  on  a  per  diem  basis,  estimated  at 
$20,000.  These  staff  would  also  require  travel  expenses,  estimated  at  $10,600. 

Section  5.  (I)  12.  requires  that  all  public  sector  bargaining  units  be  recertified  by  the  State  Board 
of  Mediation  biennially  through  telephone  or  on-line  elections.  Currently,  elections  are 
conducted  only  in-person  or  by  mailed  ballot. 

Section  5.  (I)  15.  directs  the  SBM  to  assess  and  collect  fees  from  each  labor  organization 
participating  in  an  election  to  defray  election  costs.  They  cannot  provide  a  definitive  amount,  but 
estimate  initially  that  there  will  be  approximately  850  elections  in  the  first  two  years  after 
implementation,  which  would  generate  approximately  $192,250  over  the  two-year  period.  Since 
there  is  no  mention  of  a  separate  fund  for  these  fees,  they  assume  any  revenue  will  be  deposited 
to  General  Revenue. 

A  new  system  will  be  developed  by  ITSD  to  implement  these  provisions. 

Section  6  specifies  that  violation  of  provisions  1-5  are  Class  A  misdemeanors.  The  department 
assumes  that  it  will  be  charged  with  investigation  of  non-compliance  of  these  sections  and 
referral  for  prosecution  if  necessary.  This  will  require  two  investigators  and  two  processing 
technicians  to  assure  compliance  and  assist  Missouri  citizens. 


All  of  the  additional  duties  will  require  nine  additional  FTE  and  associated  expenses,  as  well  as 
additional  per  diem  payments  for  State  Board  of  Mediation  Members  and  expenses  associated 
with  additional  elections,  and  development  of  a  new  computer  system. 


Ongoing  expenses  will  be  the  same  as  those  estimated  for  the  fiscal  note  period. 


REVENUE  ESTIMATE 

Section  5.  directs  the  department  set  fees  by  regulation  to  provide  copies  of  reports  and 
documents  filed  upon  payment  of  a  charge  based  upon  the  cost  of  the  service.  Since  these  costs 
will  be  defined  by  regulation,  they  cannot  provide  an  estimate  of  revenue  for  these  activities. 

Section  5.  (I)  15.  directs  the  SBM  to  collect  fees  from  each  labor  organization  to  defray  election 
costs.  The  fees  are  based  on  the  number  of  members  in  each  bargaining  unit.  Currently,  the  SBM 
is  not  notified  of  changes  to  the  number  of  members  in  a  bargaining  unit  once  the  election  has 
concluded,  nor  does  it  have  information  on  members  voluntarily  recognized  or  otherwise 
excluded  bargaining  units. 

Section  5.  (I)  15.  directs  the  State  Board  of  Mediation  to  assess  and  collect  fees  from  each  labor 
organization  participating  in  an  election  to  defray  election  costs.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
response,  they  estimate  850  bargaining  unit  elections  biennially.  The  majority  of  certified 
bargaining  units  at  the  time  of  election  are  made  up  of  less  than  100  members.  Based  on 
historical  averages  from  FY  2010  through  2015,  they  estimate  a  total  of  $192,250  from  fees 
collected  from  labor  organizations. 


Estimated  Revenue  from  Labor  Organization  Fees 

Total  Voters 

1-100 

101-250 

251-500 

501-1000 

1001-3000 

3001+ 

TOTAL 

Bargaining  Units 

748 

84 

12 

3 

2 

1 

850 

Fee 

$200 

$350 

$500 

$750 

$1,500 

$2,000 

Total 

$149,600 

$29,400 

$6,000 

$2,250 

$3,000 

$2,000 

$192,250 

They  assume  all  revenue  collected  will  be  deposited  into  General  Revenue.  The  SBM  will  be 
required  to  adopt  procedures  for  assessing  and  collecting  the  fees,  as  well  compliance  with 
accepted  accounting  practices. 

COST  ESTIMATE 


State  Board  of  Mediation 

They  estimate  that  there  are  currently  over  600  bargaining  units  that  have  been  certified.  This 
amendment  requires  that  bargaining  units  made  up  of  otherwise  excluded  employees  (e.g., 
teachers  and  peace  officers)  and  voluntarily  recognized  units  be  recertified.  Because  excluded 
and  voluntarily  recognized  units  are  not  required  to  notify  the  department  of  their  existence,  the 
department  does  not  have  the  number  of  such  units.  For  the  purposes  of  this  estimate,  they 
assume  there  are  250  excluded  and  voluntarily  recognized  units,  for  a  total  of  850.  The  number 
of  actual  bargaining  units  and  elections  could  be  more  or  less  depending  upon  the  precision  of 
the  estimate  used. 

The  proposed  language  requires  all  of  the  estimated  850  labor  organizations  to  submit 
constitutions  &  bylaws  to  the  department.  It  also  requires  all  of  the  estimated  labor  organizations, 
as  well  as  certain  officers  of  those  organizations,  to  submit  annual  financial  reports  to  the 


department.  The  submissions  will  be  in  electronic  or  paper  document  form.  The  subsections 
mandate  information  to  be  contained  in  those  submissions.  The  department  shall  make  each 
document  filed  under  this  section  publicly  available,  online,  in  an  electronic  format.  The  SBM 
estimates  it  will  require  4.00  Senior  Office  Support  Assistants  (Range  12,  Step  F)  to  verify  that 
all  labor  organizations  comply  with  the  required  submissions.  They  must  process  (review  for 
compliance  regarding  mandated  information),  perform  necessary  electronic  formatting  and  data 
entry  to  make  the  information  available  online,  and  properly  file  the  documents  and 
electronically  submitted  reports.  These  FTE  would  also  field  Chapter  610  requests  and  prepare 
the  requested  documents  and  reports  for  dissemination  upon  authorization  as  required. 

All  public  sector  bargaining  units  shall  be  recertified  biennially  through  telephone  or  on-line 
elections  conducted  by  the  SBM.  Currently,  elections  are  conducted  only  in-person  or  by  mailed 
ballot.  The  SBM's  current  staff  will  not  be  able  to  fulfill  the  new  responsibilities  required  by  the 
amendment.  To  facilitate  the  estimated  850  biennial  recertification  elections,  the  SBM  would 
require  1.00  Executive  II  (Range  22,  Step  G).  The  SBM  may  opt  to  contract  with  a  third  party  to 
conduct  the  recertification  elections. 

The  occurrence  of  the  elections  will  also  result  in  an  incentive  for  existing  bargaining 
representatives  or  the  public  body  employers  to  petition  to  clarify  the  makeup  of  their  units  or  to 
amend  their  certifications  to  reflect  changing  circumstances.  It  is  likely  that  some  portion  of 
these  petitions  will  result  in  disagreements  between  public  bodies  and  bargaining  representatives, 
which  will,  in  turn,  result  in  a  need  for  the  SBM  to  conduct  additional  hearings.  Each  additional 
hearing  will  also  result  in  briefing  and  the  need  for  a  written  decision. 

The  SBM  members  are  not  compensated  for  their  service;  however,  they  do  receive  a  per  diem 
of  up  to  $50  for  days  they  perform  services  for  the  board  and  reimbursement  for  any  expenses 
incurred  while  performing  those  duties.  The  services  include  preparation  for  hearings  and 
hearing  and  deciding  cases.  It  is  expected  that  board  members  will  incur  additional  expenses  for 
preparation  and  travel  related  to  the  additional  hearings. 

In  addition  to  the  standard  expense  and  equipment  for  each  FTE,  additional  expenses  including  a 
printer,  file  cabinets,  and  travel  expenses  will  also  be  required  because  bargaining  units  are 
located  throughout  the  state. 

Division  of  Labor  Standards 

The  Division  of  Labor  Standards  (DLS)  assumes  it  will  perform  investigative  duties  regarding 
non-compliance  with  sections  1-5  of  this  amendment  and  referral  for  prosecution  as  set  forth  in 
Section  6.  The  division  estimates  it  would  receive  200  incidents  of  non-compliance  annually.  To 
review  allegations  and  complete  investigations,  the  division  would  require  two  Processing 
Technicians  (Range  13,  Step  F)  and  two  Wage  and  Hour  Investigator  IIs  (Range  23,  Step  G). 
Standard  per  FTE  expense  and  equipment,  along  with  travel  expense  for  investigators  is  also 
included  in  this  estimate. 


TOTAL 


ITSD  - 

DOLIR 

HOURS: 

4,947 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-313 

FN# 

Bill  Section(s) 

Application  Name: 

New 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

On- 

IT  Consultants 

going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 
Analysis 

Design _ 

Development _ 

Test _ 

Implementation 
Project  Management 

On-going  support _ 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 


Other  Costs: _ 

Database  Server  License  w/maint 
Web  Server  License/w  maint 
Report  Server  License/w  maint 

PMO _ 

RFP  Writing _ 

PB  Spectrum  License/w  maint 


Section  Total  Other  Costs: 
Section  Total  Expenditures: 

General  Revenue 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 


135 

135 

765 

2,574 

918 

_ 54_ 

366.48 


10,125 

10,125 

57,375 

193,050 

68,850 

4,050 

27,486 


4,947.48  371,061 


Cost 

Per 

4,812 

1,656 

11,904 

2,000 

16,800 

44,000 


Number 

1 


_$ _ 

4,010 

1,380 

9,920 

2,000 

16,800 

36,667 


70,777 

441,838 

441,838 


441,838 


76,068 

77,970 

76,068 

77,970 

$ 

$ 

4,932 

5,055 

1,697 

1,739 

12,202 

12,507 

- 

- 

- 

- 

45,100 

46,228 

- 

- 

- 

- 

63,931 

65,529 

139,999 

143,499 

139,999 

143,499 

- 

- 

139,999 

143,499 

Should  be  $0  -  -  - 


12.  Assumptions  and  methodology  used  in  arriving  at  state  fiscal  impact. 

DOLIR  must  retrieve  the  union  bylaws  and  annual  financial  reports  and  make  it  available  through  a  website 
for  public  access.  The  assumption  is  a  RFP  will  be  created  and  awarded.  PMO  oversight  cost,  cost  to  write 
an  RFP,  web  server,  PM  Spectrum  server,  Report  Server  and  database  server  cost  included.  To  complete  the 
fiscal  note,  security  developed  for  the  application  and  new  web  pages  created  to  enter,  update,  and  delete 
information  reported  defining  the  labor  association  were  estimated.  Additional  web  pages  created  for  this 
bill  version  to  obtain  the  required  by  laws  and  financial  reports  of  the  unions  which  contains  a  sizable 
amount  of  data  used  to  display  the  information  online  for  public  access.  The  union  elections  will  require 
history  to  be  kept  for  prior  elections.  Reports  created  to  share  information  and  count  election  results.  Setup 
a  SAM  II  object  code  or  grant  code  added  for  financial  data  tracking  piece.  The  system  will  require  a  new 
database  and  services  from  the  State  Data  Center. 


Information  Technology  Services  Division 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  They  would  anticipate 
annual  savings  over  $100,000. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  their  department  has 
maintained  a  zero  to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects 
would  stem  from  this,  but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  adds  Article  XIV  to 
the  MO  Constitution  and  would: 

•  Prohibit  employers  from  requiring  employees  to  become,  remain  or  refrain  from 
becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization  or  to  pay  any  union  dues,  as  a  condition 
of  employment. 

•  Require  annual  informed,  written,  notarized  authorization  from  public  employees  to 
withhold  any  earnings  for  the  purpose  of  paying  dues  to  a  public  labor  organization  or 
a  designee  thereof. 

•  Allow  any  public  body  engaged  in  construction,  alteration,  repair,  or  maintenance  of 
public  works  to  opt  out  of  prevailing  wage  requirements. 

•  Require  public  labor  organizations  to  adopt  a  constitution  and  bylaws  and  file  a  copy 
with  the  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

•  Require  public  labor  organizations  to  file  an  annual  financial  report  with  the  Missouri 
Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  in  an  electronic,  readily  and  easily 
accessible  format. 

•  Require  the  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  to  make  each 
report  publicly  available  online  and  in  an  electronic  format. 

•  Require  biennial  recertification  for  labor  organizations  through  an  election  process. 


The  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel  estimates  this  will  have  an  unknown 
negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  division.  There  is  no  way  to  estimate  the  amount  of 
additional  staff  time  that  will  be  needed  to  fulfill  the  provisions  of  this  proposal  as  the 
time  needed  for  each  negotiation  varies.  They  would  anticipate  possibly  needing  to  hire 
additional  employees.  The  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  (DOLIR)  will 
also  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the  specific  impact  to 
that  agency. 

The  Division  or  Personnel  (DOP)  notes  the  following  issues  with  the  proposed  language: 

Section  3(A):  ”...  except  upon  the  annual  informed,  written,  notarized  authorization 
of  the  public  employee”.  Currently,  there  are  no  provisions  in  the  state’s  labor  contracts 
that  reference  this  requirement.  Provisions  in  the  labor  agreements  will  need  to  be  revised 
to  reflect  this  requirement. 

Section  3(A)(B):  “..withdraw  at  any  time  written  or  electronic  notification,  and  no 
sum  shall  be  withheld  from  the  earnings  of  any  such  public  employee,  effective  as  of 
the  time  such  notification  is  sent.”  This  language  is  in  both  subsection  B  and 
C.  Depending  on  the  amount  of  time  it  takes  to  get  the  notification  from  the  employee  to 
the  employee’s  HR  or  Payroll  office  for  revocation  from  the  employee’s  payroll 
deductions,  due  to  restrictions  in  the  statewide  Payroll  system,  there  may  not  be  enough 
time  to  withdraw  this  deduction  from  the  employee’s  next  paycheck.  Reimbursement  of 
the  deduction  may  need  to  be  made  manually  either  by  the  Union  or  the  Employer. 

Section  5(1)1.  “...Voluntary  recognition  by  any  public  body  shall  be 
prohibited.”  The  language  is  unclear  as  if  this  prohibition  is  to  be  implemented  going 
forward  and  the  state  could  “grandfather”  in  those  previously  recognized  voluntarily,  or  if 
would  the  DOP  need  to  research  bargaining  units  to  ensure  no  classes  of  employees  were 
voluntarily  recognized,  and  if  there  were  voluntarily  recognized  classes,  who  would  be 
responsible  for  filing  unit  clarification  petitions  or  recertification  elections  with  the 
Department  of  Labor’s  State  Board  of  Mediation. 

Section  5(1)12.  “Employees  shall  vote  by  telephone  or  online  every  two  years  during 
a  two-week  period  beginning  on  the  anniversary  of  the  initial  certification.”  It  is 

unclear  whether  this  would  allow  employees  to  use  state  resources  and  work  time  to  vote 
for  recertification.  There  could  be  costs  associated  with  this  language  as  there  were,  as  of 
June  30,  2017,  4,286  state  members  who  would  be  eligible  to  vote  in  these  recertification 
elections. 

Section  5(J)1.  “Within  eight  weeks  after  a  labor  organization  is  certified  as  the 
exclusive  bargaining  representative... shall  meet  and  begin  bargaining  for  an 
agreement...”  DOP  would  need  to  ensure  that  labor  negotiations  for  any  new 
bargaining  units  begin  negotiations  as  required  by  this  language.  DOP  would  also  need  to 
be  ensure  that  agencies  are  meeting  this  obligation.  Also,  depending  on  the  number  of 
new  bargaining  units  established,  it  may  cause  some  manpower  issues  if  the  division  was 
negotiating  multiple  new  labor  agreements  close  in  proximity  (time  wise).  DOP  may 


have  to  pull  additional  staff  from  their  normal  duties  to  assist  with  the  additional 
workload,  possibly  even  hiring  temporary  staff  to  cover  manpower  shortages. 

Section  5(J)5.  “...The  Public  body  may  approve...”  Many  of  the  State’s 
bargaining  units  are  horizontal  bargaining  units  covering  multiple  agencies.  This 
language  is  problematic  to  horizontal  units  as  it  would  be  much  more  difficult  to  reach 
agreement  on  articles  in  the  labor  agreement  that  may  affect  one  agency  and  not  so  much 
another  agency.  It  may  create  prolonged  negotiation  sessions  that  would  possibly  make  it 
difficult  for  DOP  to  reach  a  new  agreement  between  the  union(s)  with  the  time 
constraints  listed  in  this  proposal. 

Section  5(J)7.  Entire  section.  It  is  understood  labor  negotiations  for  new  agreements 
should  take  place  annually;  however,  the  completion  date  is  ambiguous,  as  it  does  not 
take  into  consideration  the  date  the  bargaining  unit  was  adopted  or  when  the  first  labor 
agreement  was  adopted.  If  a  labor  agreement  was  adopted  May  1st  for  a  new  bargaining 
unit,  it  would  only  have  30  days  but  with  the  requirement  that  the  bargaining  was  to  be 
completed  by  July  31st  of  each  year,  there  would  be  a  difference  in  the  number  of  days  a 
new  labor  agreement  is  to  be  negotiated.  For  instance,  if  a  first  labor  agreement  was 
completed  on  May  1,  2017,  the  state  would  be  required  to  begin  negotiations  on  May  1, 
2018  and  be  completed  with  the  negotiations  by  May  31st  of  2018,  allowing  for  only  one 
month  of  negotiation  sessions.  This  short  timeframe  would  place  extraordinary  time 
restraints  on  agency  staff  who  participate  in  negotiations  as  many  negotiations  normally 
take  several  months  to  complete.  It  also  provides  concessions  to  negotiate  economic 
conditions  separately  but  does  not  provide  a  deadline  for  these  conditions.  These 
conditions  typically  take  the  largest  percentage  of  time  to  negotiate. 

Section  5(J)  7  and  8.  These  two  sections  are  incongruent  to  each  other.  The  state  is 
required  to  negotiate  annually  but  the  labor  contract  is  in  effect  for  2  years. 

Section  5(K)  1-3.  Entire  sections.  These  sections  do  not  explicitly  provide  that  actual 
negotiation  sessions  are  considered  public  records  or  whether  they  are  to  be  closed,  which 
has  historically  been  decided  in  past  labor  negotiations.  If  they  are  considered  public 
meetings,  there  are  additional  time  parameters  that  the  state  would  need  to  be  cognizant 
of  in  regard  to  public  notice,  which  may  cause  negotiations  to  be  more  time  consuming. 

Section  5(0)  1  and  6.  As  it  relates  to  definition  of  public  body.  The  definition  of 
public  body  does  not  include  a  grouping  of  agencies,  which  occurs  under  a  horizontal 
bargaining  unit.  DOP  is  unsure  whether  this  definition  would  prohibit  the  state  from 
having  horizontal  bargaining  units.  If  horizontal  bargaining  units  were  prohibited,  then 
the  state  would  possibly  need  to  renegotiate  current  horizontal  bargaining  units  to  make 
them  singular  units.  In  that  case,  each  agency  would  have  their  own  unit,  which  would 
mean  a  drastic  increase  in  negotiations,  with  the  possibility  that  employees  in  separate 
agencies,  but  identical  job  classifications,  would  have  differing  labor  contracts. 

Section  4  of  this  petition  would  prohibit  the  Division  of  Facilities  Management,  Design 
and  Construction  (FMDC)  from  requiring  that  its  contractors  pay  prevailing  wage  to  their 


employees.  This  petition  could  potentially  impact  OA-FMDC’s  costs  for  construction 
projects.  However,  FMDC  cannot  calculate  the  impact  for  the  reasons  set  forth  below. 

A  review  of  scholarly  articles  shows  that  there  is  no  generally  accepted  methodology  for 
determining  the  cost  savings,  if  any,  that  may  result  from  legislation  such  as  this.  A 
number  of  factors  would  affect  FMDC’s  cost  savings,  if  any,  from  this  petition, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  how  much  contractors  choose  to  pay  their  employees  in  the 
absence  of  prevailing  wage  and  whether  contractors  choose  to  pass  on  any  labor  costs 
savings  to  FMDC.  Any  Facilities  Maintenance  Reserve  Fund  (FMRF)  savings  will  be 
used  to  decrease  other  deferred  maintenance  projects. 

In  addition  to  contract  costs,  this  petition  could  potentially  affect  the  rental  rates  for 
future  leases  and  improvements  at  facilities  leased  by  FMDC,  as  property  owners  are 
presently  obligated  to  pay  prevailing  wage  for  alterations  or  improvements  made  to 
properties  leased  by  the  State.  However,  FMDC  cannot  calculate  the  impact  of  this 
legislation  on  rental  rates  for  the  reasons  discussed  above.  Any  savings  from  the 
elimination  of  prevailing  wage  will  be  used  to  offset  increased  costs  for  rental  rates 
because  of  increases  by  the  Lessor,  or  increases  in  janitorial  and  utilities. 

The  other  sections  of  this  petition  would  not  result  in  any  fiscal  impact  to  FMDC. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 


Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  no  quantifiable  information  to  submit 
regarding  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report  from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 
It  is  ascertainable  that  regarding  Section  4  of  this  initiative  petition,  that  for  any  building 
project  commenced  by  the  County  of  Greene  that  there  would  be  savings  in  the  overall 
cost  of  the  project  when  there  is  no  longer  a  prevailing  wage  requirement  that  limits  how 
low  a  bidder  can  bid  wages  for  the  labor  portion  of  the  bid. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  would  not  be  a  fiscal 
impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  this  will  have  a  positive  fiscal  impact 
of  an  undetermined  amount  for  their  university.  This  would  significantly  decrease  the 
costs  associated  with  projects  on  their  campus. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan 
Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  initial  and  one-time  costs  of  $470,000  and  annual 
costs  of  at  least  $600,000,  but  total  potential  costs  are  unknown.  State  government 
entities  estimate  additional  biennial  revenues  of  $193,000.  Local  government  entities 
estimate  no  additional  revenues  and  estimate  cost  savings  of  an  unknown  amount. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f  5731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  201 7 


DEC  0  6  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  320  (2018-312) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  December  6,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  Its  cl«l  A  mlldemMfior  punishable,  nnlurlthlUndln,  th»  0ro«OIOn.  of  Motion  581031,  AS  Mo,  „  the  ttatmy,  lor ,  term  ot  imprlionnMni  not  to  exceed  on* 

A I  e  county  JUI  on  me  not  to  exceed  ten  thouund  dotin  «  both,  lot  enyone  to  tljn  any  Inttutlvo  ootltlon  with  iny  nemo  other  than  Mi  or  net  awn.  or  knowing 
to  iljn  Mi  or  her  n»rrw  more  then  once  tor  the  Mine  meeiore  for  the  nme  election,  ot  to  tlgtt  a  petition  when  ivch  pet  tor  knowt  he  or  the  n  not  i  nehterod  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  lohn  R.  Aihcroft,  Secretary  of  State  lor  the  state  of  Missouri! 

We,  LMa  JrtdiC  Signed,  reg litered  voters  of  thi  state  of  Missouri  and  _  _ _  County  (Of  <Hy  of  5t.  CouU),  respectfully  ortfir  that  th*  following 

propoiad  law  shall  b«  submitted  lo  th*  voter#  of  the  itete  af  Missouri,  for  their  tpprovpi  or  rejection,  at  the  general  ef*ci»on  to  bo  held  on  tho  d*y  of  November, 

iOXI,  md  each  for  himself  or  h#r»elf  »#y»:  l  have  p^rsoneMy  signed  this  petition;  i  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  5Uto  of Missouri  and - * - County 

(or  city  of  51.  uouii);  nty  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  tUy,  town  or  village  »n  which  i  Ihre  are  correctly  written  ahar  my  r.ame. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  __ 


RECEIVED 

DEC  0  6  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Petition  Circulator's  P 
NAME 

Anted  Nan 

OATl 
SIGN  fill 

18 1  

REGISTERED  voting  AODRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

2P 

cad# 

Congr. 

Cltt. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

Js»iPa  MSI -4 

T - 

T 

1 - ~~ 

1 - — 

T. - 

T 

Ti - ^ 

T“ 

TIT - 

IT 

TE - ~~ 

TI - 

U 

TI — - - 

ch  rut  ttw 

d  hli  or  her  rjmi.  reil  stared 

vnting,ddre»«nd  thy.  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  oath  darter  ti  a  rojjttered  voter  of  the  ttsteef  Mltrourl  and  _ 


_  County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFfIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  lam  18  years  of  age,  tdo_ _ do  not_ 


_  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signature!) 


Stroat  address  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  worn  to  before  me  this 


.dev  of  _ 


aty,  State  and  2lp  Coda  of  Affiant 

■  A.O.  201 


signature  of  Notary" 


Notary  Public  (seal) 


Mv  rnmmlKfnn 
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KtMU  MS  i-ULLUW, 


'■s'  njt  u&p(2  wsuf.ju-.si/ 


320.271.  Information  to  be  filed  with  fire  marshal,  by  certain  ffe_protectign_ 


organizations  —  wjhen  —  identification  numbers.  —  All  fire  protection  districts,  fire 
departments,  and  all  volunteer  fire  protection  associations  as  defined  in  section  320.300 
shall  complete  and  file  with  the  state  fire  marshal  within  sixty  days  after  January  1, 
2008,  and  annually  thereafter,  a  fire  department  registration  form  prowdecfbf the  state 
fire  marshal.  The  state  fire  marshal  may  issue  a  fire  departmentldentification  number 
to  each  registered  fire  protection  district,  fire  department,  orvolunfeerdire  protection 
association  based  upon  such  registration.  The  state  fire  marshal  may  conduct  periodic 
reviews  ofThelnf ormati on  provided  on  each  fire  department  registration  farmland 
may  deny  or  revokea  fire  department  identification  number  based  upon  the 
information  provided/ 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  or  Stati¬ 
st  ate oi-  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  27.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


vs£D 

NOV  2  7  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RF.:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charnita  Walker  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  558  (20 18-311) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Charnita  Walker  on  November  27,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  I  law  Icy 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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RECEIVED 

NOV  21  200 


Page  1  of  4 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE  County - 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for 
a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both, 
for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name 
more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is 
not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  die  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of 

St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  Uiat  die  following  proposed  amendment  to  die  consdtudon  shall  be  submitted  to  die  voters  of  die 
state  of  Missouri,  for  dicir  approval  or  rejecdon.  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6“' day  of  November,  2018,  and 
each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  diis  peddon:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  die  state  of  Missouri  and  _ 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  die  city,  town  or 

village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

1 _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/ 

/ 

2. 

/ 

/ 

3. 

/ 

/ 

4. 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

6. 

/ 

/ 

7. 

/ 

/ 

8. 

/ 

/ 

9. 

/ 

/ 

10. 

/ 

/ 

1 1. 

/ 

/ 

12. 

/ 

/ 

13. 

/ 

/ 

14. 

/ 

/ 

15. 

/ 

/ 

16. 

1 

/ 

17. 

/ 

/ 

18. 

/ 

/ 

19. 

/ 

/ 

20. 

/ 

/ 

21. 

/ 

/ 

22. 

/ 

/ 

23. 

/ 

/ 

24. 

/ 

/ 

25. 

/ 

/ 
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NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street.  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

26. 

/ 

/ 

27. 

/ 

/ 

28. 

/ 

/ 

29. 

/ 

/ 

30. 

/ 

/ 

31. 

/ 

/ 

32. 

/ 

/ 

33. 

/ 

/ 

34. 

/ 

/ 

35 

/ 

/ 

36. 

/ 

/ 

37. 

/ 

/ 

38. 

/ 

/ 

39. 

/ 

/ 

40. 

/ 

/ 

41. 

/ 

/ 

42. 

/ 

/ 

43. 

/ 

/ 

44. 

/ 

/ 

45 

/ 

/ 

46. 

/ 

/ 

47. 

/ 

/ 

48. 

/ 

/ 

49. 

/ 

/ 

50. 

/ 

/ 

signed  tills  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  Ills  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  Ills  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  ofNolaiv 


Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 
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PROPOSED  MEASURE 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  558.019,  RSMO,  Subsection  3  would  be  repealed.  In  lieu  of  it  a  new  subsection  relating  to  prison  commitment 
tenus  for  first-time  dangerous  felony  offenders  and  offenders  with  multiple  convictions  of  dangerous  felonies.  The  existing 
statute  reads  as  follows  (with  the  matter  to  be  deleted  in  (brackets)): 


1 .  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  affect  the 
powers  of  the  governor  under  article  IV.  secUon  7.  of  die 
Missouri  Consdtution.  Tills  statute  shall  not  affect  those 
provisions  of  section  565.020.  section  566. 125.  or  secUon 
571.015.  which  set  minimum  terms  of  sentences,  or  the 
provisions  of  section  559. 1 15.  reladng  to  probation. 

2  .  The  provisions  of  subsections  2  to  5  of  tills  section 
shall  be  applicable  to  all  classes  of  felonies  except  those  set 
forth  in  chapter  579.  or  In  chapter  195  prior  to  January  1. 
2017.  and  Uiose  otherwise  excluded  in  subsection  1  of  Uiis 
secdon.  For  die  purposes  of  this  section,  "prison 
commitment"  means  and  is  the  receipt  by  die  department 
of  correcdons  of  an  offender  after  sentencing.  For  purposes 
of  diis  section,  prior  prison  commitments  to  die 
department  of  correcdons  shall  not  include  an  offenders 
first  Incarceration  prior  to  release  on  probadon  under 
section  217.362  or  an  offenders  Incarceration  prior  to 
release  on  probation  under  secdon  559.1 15.  Other 
provisions  of  the  law  to  die  contrary  notwithstanding,  any 
offender  who  has  been  found  guilty  of  a  felony  other  dian  a 
dangerous  felony  as  defined  in  section  556.061  and  Is 
committed  to  the  department  of  correcdons  shall  be 
required  to  serve  the  following  minimum  prison  terms: 

( 1 )  If  the  offender  has  one  previous  prison 
commitment  to  the  department  of  corrections  for  a  felony 
offense,  the  minimum  prison  term  which  the  offender 
must  serve  shall  be  forty  percent  of  his  or  her  sentence  or 
until  the  offender  attains  seventy  years  of  age.  and  has 
served  at  least  thirty  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed, 
whichever  occurs  first: 

( 2 )  If  die  offender  has  two  previous  prison 
commitments  to  die  department  of  correcdons  for  felonies 
unrelated  to  the  present  offense,  die  minimum  prison  term 
which  the  offender  must  serve  shall  be  fifty  percent  of  his  or 
her  sentence  or  undl  the  offender  attains  seventy  years  of 
age.  and  has  served  at  least  forty  percent  of  die  sentence 
imposed,  whichever  occurs  first: 

(3)  If  the  offender  has  three  or  more  previous 
prison  commitments  to  the  department  of  corrections  for 
felonies  unrelated  to  the  present  offense,  the  minimum 
prison  term  which  die  offender  must  serve  shall  be 
eighty  percent  of  his  or  her  sentence  or  until  the  offender 
attains  seventy  years  of  age.  and  has  served  at  least  forty 
percent  of  the  sentence  imposed,  whichever  occurs  first. 

|3.  Odicr  provisions  of  the  law  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding,  any  offender  who  has  been  found  guilty  of 
a  dangerous  felony  as  defined  in  secdon  556.061  and  is 
committed  to  the  department  of  corrections  shall  be 
required  to  serve  a  minimum  prison  term  of  eighty-five 
percent  of  die  sentence  imposed  by  die  court  or  until  the 
offender  attains  seventy  years  of  age.  and  has  served  at 
least  forty  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed,  whichever 
occurs  first.) 

4.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  die  minimum 
prison  term  to  be  served,  the  following  calculations 
shall  apply: 

( 1 )  A  sentence  of  life  shall  be  calculated  to  be 
thirty  years: 

( 2  )  Any  sentence  cither  alone  or  in  the 
aggregate  with  other  consecutive  sentences  for 
offenses  committed  at  or  near  the  same  time  which  is 
over  seventy-five  years  shall  be  calculated  to  be 
seventy-five  years. 

5.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  tile  term  "minimum 
prison  term"  shall  mean  time  required  to  be  served  by  the 
offender  before  he  or  she  is  eligible  for  parole,  condidonal 
release  or  odier  early  release  by  the  department  of 
corrections. 

6.  (1)  A  sentencing  advisory  commission  is  hereby 
created  to  consist  of  eleven  members.  One  member  shall 
be  appointed  by  the  speaker  of  the  house.  One  member 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  president  pro  tem  of  the  senate. 
One  member  shall  be  die  director  of  the  department  of 
corrections.  Six  members  shall  be  appointed  by  and  serve 


at  the  pleasure  of  the  governor  from  among  the  following: 
the  public  defender  commission;  private  citizens:  a 
private  member  of  the  Missouri  Bar:  the  board  of 
probadon  and  parole;  and  a  prosecutor.  Two  members 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  supreme  court,  one  from  a 
metropolitan  area  and  one  from  a  rural  area.  All  members 
shall  be  appointed  to  a  four-year  term.  All  members  of  the 
sentencing  commission  appointed  prior  to  August  28. 
1994.  shall  continue  to  serve  on  the  sentencing  advisory 
commission  at  die  pleasure  of  die  governor. 

(2)  The  commission  shall  study  sentencing  practices 
in  the  circuit  courts  diroughout  die  state  for  die  purpose 
of  determining  whedier  and  to  what  extent  disparides 
exist  among  the  various  circuit  courts  widi  respect  to  the 
lengdi  of  sentences  imposed  and  the  use  of  probadon  for 
offenders  convicted  of  the  same  or  similar  offenses  and 
with  similar  criminal  histories.  The  commission  shall  also 
study  and  examine  whedier  and  to  what  extent 
sentencing  disparity  among  economic  and  social  classes 
exists  in  reladon  to  the  sentence  of  death  and  if  so.  the 
reasons  therefor.  If  sentences  are  comparable  to  odier 
states.  If  die  lengdi  of  die  sentence  is  appropriate,  and  the 
rate  of  rehabilitation  based  on  sentence.  It  shall  compile 
stadsdes.  examine  cases,  draw  conclusions,  and  perform 
other  duties  relevant  to  die  research  and  invesdgadon  of 
disparides  in  deadi  penalty  sentencing  among  economic 
and  social  classes. 

(3)  The  commission  shall  study  alternative 
sentences,  prison  work  programs,  work  release,  home- 
based  incarceraUon,  probation  and  parole  options,  and 
any  other  programs  and  report  the  feasibility  of  these 
options  in  Missouri. 

(4)  The  governor  shall  select  a  chairperson  who 
shall  call  meetings  of  the  commission  as  required  or 
permitted  pursuant  to  the  purpose  of  the  sentencing 
commission. 

(5)  The  members  of  the  commission  shall  not 
receive  compensation  for  dieir  dudes  on  the 
commission,  but  shall  be  reimbursed  for  actual  and 
necessary  expenses  incurred  in  the  performance  of 
these  duties  and  for  which  they  are  not  reimbursed  by 
reason  of  their  other  paid  posidons. 

(6)  The  circuit  and  associate  circuit  courts  of  this 
state,  the  office  of  die  state  courts  administrator,  die 
department  of  public  safety,  and  the  department  of 
correcdons  shall  cooperate  with  die  commission  by 
providing  infonnadon  or  access  to  informadon  needed  by 
die  commission,  'file  office  of  the  state  court  administrator 
will  provide  needed  staffing  resources. 

7.  Courts  shall  retain  discretion  to  lower  or  exceed 
the  sentence  recommended  by  the  commission  as 
otherwise  allowable  by  law.  and  to  order  restorative 
justice  medtods.  when  applicable. 

8.  If  the  imposition  or  execution  of  a  sentence  is 
suspended,  the  court  may  order  any  or  all  of  die 
following  restoradve  justice  methods,  or  any  other 
method  diat  the  court  finds  just  or  appropriate: 

(1)  Restitution  to  any  victim  or  a  statutorily 
created  fund  for  costs  incurred  as  a  result  of  the 
offender’s  actions; 

(2)  Offender  treatment  programs: 

(3)  Mandatory  community  service: 

(4)  Work  release  programs  in  local  facilides:  and 

(5)  Community-based  residential  and  nonresidcnUal 
programs. 

9.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  apply  only  to 
offenses  occurring  on  or  after  August  28.  2003. 

10.  Pursuant  to  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  8  of  diis 
section,  die  court  may  order  die  assessment  and 
payment  of  a  designated  amount  of  resdtution  to  a 
county  law  enforcement  restitution  fund  established  by 
the  county  commission  pursuant  to  section  50.565.  Such 
contribution  shall  not  exceed  three  hundred  dollars  for 
any  charged  offense.  Any  resdtution  moneys  deposited 
into  the  county  law  enforcement  restitudon  fund 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  only  be  expended  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  secUon  50.565. 
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1 1.  A  judge  may  order  payment  to  a  restitution  fund  only 
If  such  fund  had  been  created  by  ordinance  or  resolution 
of  a  county  of  the  state  of  Missouri  prior  to  sentencing.  A 
judge  shall  not  have  any  direct  supervisory  authority  or 
administrative  control  over  any  fund  to  which  the  judge  is 
ordering  a  person  to  make  payment. 

1 2.  A  person  who  falls  to  make  a  payment  to  a  county 
law  enforcement  restitution  fund  may  not  have  his  or  her 
probation  revoked  solely  for  failing  to  make  such  payment 
unless  the  judge,  after  evidentiary  hearing,  makes  a 


finding  supported  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that 
the  person  either  willfully  refused  to  make  the  payment  or 
that  the  person  willfully,  intentionally,  and  purposefully 
failed  to  make  sufficient  bona  fide  efforts  to  acquire  the 
resources  to  pay. 

13.  Nothing  in  tills  section  shall  be  construed  to  allow  the 
sentencing  advisory  commission  to  issue  recommended 
sentences  in  specific  cases  pending  in  the  courts  of  tills 
state. 


The  new  subsection:  558.019.3  will  read  as  follows: 


3,  Other  provisions  of  the  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  any  offender  who  has  more  than  once  been  found  guilty 

of  a  dangerous  felony  as  defined  In  section  556.061  and  Is  committed  to  the  department  of  corrections  shall  lie  required 

to  serve  a  minimum  orison  tenn  of  eightv-five  percent  of  the  sentence  Imposed  bv  the  court  or  until  the  offender  attains 

seventy  years  of  a  ge.  and  has  served  at  least  forty  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed,  whichever  occurs  first.: 

til  if  the  offender  has  one  previous  orison  commitment  to  the  department  of  corrections  for  a  dangerous  felonv 

offense,  the  minimum  orison  term  which  the  offender  must  serve  shall  be  fifty  percent  of  their  sentence  or  until  the 

offender  attains  seventy  years  of  age,  and  has  served  at  least  forty'  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed,  whichever  occurs 

first,  if  the  offender  has  maintained  the  best  possible  institutional  score  for  the  year  prior  to  their  scheduled  parole 

hearing  dale,  then  narole  shall  be  granted.  If  narole  is  denied,  a  hearing  shall  be  scheduled  every  two  years  until  the 

offender  is  paroled.  The  first-time  conviction  execution  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  to  all  dangerous  felonies 

occurring  on  or  after  August  28,  1994. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  h  i  ions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  27,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


NOV  2  7  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Artiele  I.  Section  29,  version  6  (2018-310) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  22.  20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Sirei  i  •Jeiterson City  65 10 1 
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SrtoFnFiVHi— 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thous;j$|  to  s'8n  anY 

initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  lor  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sian  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  noKaTdgistered  voter. 

C  {  :"\  // 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  ^  7 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  slate  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  lor  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ot 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  ol 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  29. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  29,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively 
through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  That  employees  shall  have  the  freedom  to  get 
jobs  and  to  keep  their  jobs  without  being  forced  to  pay  any  fees  to  a  union  or  join  a  union, 

such  that,  to  obtain  or  keep  a  job,  no  person  shall  be  forced  to:  ( 1 )  become,  remain,  or  refrain 

from  becoming  a  member  of  a  union;  or  (2)  pay  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or  other  similar 

charges  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  union  or  third  party  in  lieu  thereof. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-310) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  27,  2017) 


Date 


December  18,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  This  initiative  petition  is  deferred  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for 
response. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  have  maintained  a  zero 
to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this, 
but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  this  proposal  amends  Section  29  of  the  MO 
Constitution  by  prohibiting  employers  from  requiring  employees  from  becoming, 
remaining  or  refraining  from  becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization  or  paying  union 
dues,  as  a  condition  of  employment.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 


the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  result  in  no 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 


Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcrof  t 


James  C\  Kirkpatrick 
s  i  a  it  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Sucri i  ary  of  Statu 
Statu  of  Missouri 


i  i  (  iions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  27,  2017 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway  . 

State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101  STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I.  Section  8,  version  5  (2018-309) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  22,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Irish  Vincent 


(>(><)  W.  Main  Stri  i.i  •  Ji.it  i  kson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ Di_T'i."it 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  t6  the  cOntrary, -for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  doilarscqij  both.  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  WWman2incj?jf}>r  1C 

measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registe^d  voter. 

/>  H'n 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  / 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 


I _ _  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
slated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  8. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  8,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  8.  That  no  law  shall  be  passed  impairing  the  freedom  of  speech,  no  matter  by  what 
means  communicated:  that  every  person  shall  be  free  to  say,  write  or  publish,  or  otherwise 
communicate  whatever  he  will  on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  all  abuses  of  that 
liberty;  and  that  no  person  shall  be  forced  to  pay  any  fee  to  a  union  or  join  a  union  in  order 

to  gain  or  keep  a  job;  and  that  in  all  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  or  slander  the  truth 
thereof  may  be  given  in  evidence;  and  in  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  the  jury,  under  the 
direction  of  the  court,  shall  determine  the  law  and  the  facts. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-309) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  27,  2017) 


Date 


December  18,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  This  initiative  petition  is  deferred  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for 
response. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  have  maintained  a  zero 
to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this, 
but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  this  proposal  amends  Section  8  of  the  MO 
Constitution  by  protecting  workers  from  being  forced  to  join  a  union  or  pay  union  fees  as 
a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 


were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  result  in  no 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 
Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 


University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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JamrsC.  Kirkpatrick 
Sta  i  r  Informat  ion  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Sf.crktary  ok  Stati 
St  a  it  .  of  Missouri 


Hi  in  ions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  27,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Slate  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


V&D 


NOV  l  1  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I,  Section  8,  version  4  (2018-308) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  22,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
liscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  MainStri t.i  •  Jefferson  City  651 01 
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County _ 

Page  Nopr-pr:  |,  ..-n _ 

ll  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo;  tdlhe  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand.  dulLns  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  Iw'rrame  m5r2th$j  j'n§c  R)£?lhe  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

S7  r> 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  C  _  // 

O'  r  " 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  oflhe  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ .  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  8. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  8,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  8.  That  no  law  shall  be  passed  impairing  the  freedom  of  speech,  no  matter  by  what 
means  communicated:  that  every  person  shall  be  free  to  say,  write  or  publish,  or  otherwise 
communicate  whatever  he  will  on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  all  abuses  of  that 
liberty;  and  that  every  worker  shall  be  free  to  keep  or  find  a  job  without  being  forced,  as  a 
condition,  to  pay  any  fee  to  a  union  or  join  a  union;  and  that  in  all  suits  and  prosecutions  for 
libel  or  slander  the  truth  thereof  may  be  given  in  evidence;  and  in  suits  and  prosecutions  for 
libel  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  shall  determine  the  law  and  the  facts. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-308) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  27,  2017) 


Date 


December  18,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  This  initiative  petition  is  deferred  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for 
response. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  have  maintained  a  zero 
to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this, 
but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  this  proposal  amends  Section  8  of  the  MO 
Constitution  by  protecting  workers  from  being  forced  to  join  a  union  or  pay  union  fees  as 
a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 


were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  result  in  no 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 
Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 


University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State,  of  Missouri 


:t  ections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  27.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


NOV  2  7  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I.  Section  8.  version  3  (2018-307) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  22.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  street  •  Jefferson  Cl  i  y  65 1 01 
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County _ 

Paae  No. 


"Rpri 


FT 


n 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  ol 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dolj^^^yh^^r  ;myon«j(Kiign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  Mr  me  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  vpter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


■'/ 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ County  (or  city  ol  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  ol  the  state  ol  Missouri,  lor  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  ol  November,  2018,  and  each  lor  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 


1, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1  1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  n  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  8. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  8,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  8.  That  no  law  shall  be  passed  impairing  the  freedom  of  speech,  no  matter  by  what 
means  communicated:  that  every  person  shall  be  free  to  say,  write  or  publish,  or  otherwise 
communicate  whatever  he  will  on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  all  abuses  of  that 
liberty;  and  that  in  all  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  or  slander  the  truth  thereof  may  be 
given  in  evidence;  and  in  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  shall  determine  the  law  and  the  facts.  That  the  freedom  of  speech  shall  protect  the 
right  of  every  worker  to  keep  or  find  a  job  without  being  forced,  as  a  condition,  to  pay  any 

lee  to  a  union  or  join  a  union. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-307) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  27,  2017) 


Date 


December  18,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  This  initiative  petition  is  deferred  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for 
response. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  have  maintained  a  zero 
to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this, 
but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  this  proposal  amends  Section  8  of  the  MO 
Constitution  by  stating  that  freedom  of  speech  protects  workers  from  being  forced  to  join 
a  union  or  pay  union  fees  as  a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment.  This 
should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 


the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  result  in  no 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 


Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 

.lAMiisC.  Kirkpatrick 

STATE  INI  ( IRMATION  CENTER 
(573)751-4036 

Secretary  of  State 

State  of  Missouri 

El  1  CTIONS  DIVISION 
(573)751-2301 

November  27,  2017 

RECEIVED 

The  1  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

NOW  2  7  2017 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 

STATE  AUDI  1  w -3  OFFICE 

RE:  Petition  approval  request  front  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I.  Section  8.  version  2  (2018-306) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  22,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 
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II  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560i)21,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  ol 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  mous  ami  Hq^s  {^anyone  to  sign  any 

initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sis>n  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  sheds  not  ^registered  voter. 

. '  // 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  (/  '.v'"’’/ — - 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  Stale  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  ol  the  state  ol  Missouri,  lor  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  ol  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  hersell  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  ol  St. 

Louis):  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I _ _  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  8. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  8,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  8.  That  no  law  shall  be  passed  impairing  the  freedom  of  speech,  no  matter  by  what 
means  communicated:  that  every  person  shall  be  free  to  say,  write  or  publish,  or  otherwise 
communicate  whatever  he  will  on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  all  abuses  of  that 
liberty;  and  that  in  all  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  or  slander  the  truth  thereof  may  be 
given  in  evidence;  and  in  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the 
court,  shall  determine  the  law  and  the  facts.  That  the  freedom  of  speech  shall  protect  every 
worker  from  being  forced  to  join  a  union  or  pay  a  fee  to  a  union  (or  to  a  third-party  in  lieu 

thereof)  as  a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-306) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  27,  2017) 


Date 


December  18,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  This  initiative  petition  is  deferred  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for 
response. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  have  maintained  a  zero 
to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this, 
but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section  8  of 
the  MO  Constitution  by  stating  that  freedom  of  speech  protects  workers  from  being 
forced  to  join  a  union  or  pay  union  fees  as  a  condition  of  employment  or  continued 
employment.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 


the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  result  in  no 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 


Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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November  27.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Slate  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDI  1  o.-Sc.-  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I.  Section  29.  version  I  (2018-305) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  End  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  22.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

ec:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 
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County _ 

Page  No. - ^L-pr-p/rrn 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  ot  section  560.021,  RSMo.*  terthe' contrary*,  lor  a  term  ol 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  naml‘7rncQd  t  £2  o$M  l'(3-tlte9ame 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  slate  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  ol  Missouri,  lor  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  ol  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 


I _ _  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


registered  voter. 

?  /7!/5 

/  //  A 

-  ■'  /'/?'- 


// 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

_ A.D.  20 1 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals, 
or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication, 
Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  29. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  29,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively 
through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  That  every  employee  shall  have  the  freedom 
to  work  without  being  forced  to  pay  any  fees  to  a  union  or  join  a  union,  such  that,  to  get  or 

keep  a  job,  no  person  shall  be  forced  to:  ( 1 )  become,  remain,  or  refrain  from  becoming  a 

member  of  a  union;  or  (2)  pay  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or  other  similar  charges  however 

denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  union  or  third  party  in  lieu  thereof. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-305) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  27,  2017) 


Date 


December  18,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  This  initiative  petition  is  deferred  to  OA  (Office  of  Administration)  for 
response. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  have  maintained  a  zero 
to  unknown  fiscal  impact  on  labor  issues.  No  known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this, 
but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section  29 
of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  prohibiting  employers  from  requiring  employees  from 
becoming,  remaining  or  refraining  from  becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization  or 
paying  union  dues,  as  a  condition  of  employment.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 


were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  result  in  no 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City 
Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St. 
Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 


University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


Jam  esc.  Kirkpatrick 
St  atk  Information  Center 
(57317S1-493G 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Eu-ctions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  13,  2017 


I'he  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


NOV  ]  3  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-304) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  9,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiseal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  1).  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


GOO  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  ot 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  ot  Missouri,  tor  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  - County  (or  city  ot  t. 

Louis):  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ _ _ 


RECEIVED 
MOV  0  9  2017 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers)  ^  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

— 
1  that  r*arh  has 

siitned  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORF  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 


_ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may 
be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290,  RSMo.  The 
proposed  amendment  revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  29. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  29,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own 
choosing.  That  every  employee  shall  have  the  freedom  to  work  without  being  forced  to  pay  any  fees  to  a  union  or  join  a  union  as 

a  condition  of  employment,  such  that  no  person  shall  be  required  as  a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment  to:  ( 1 ) 

become,  remain,  or  refrain  from  becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization:  or  (2)  pay  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or  other 

similar  charges  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  labor  organization  or  third  party  in  lieu  thereof. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-304) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  November  13,  2017) 


Date 


December  1,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  their 
office  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note  request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department/MHTC  (Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission).  No 
known  direct  effects  would  stem  from  this,  but  it  may  have  indirect  effects  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section  29 
of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  prohibiting  employers  from  requiring  employees  from 
becoming,  remaining  or  refraining  from  becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization  or 
paying  union  dues,  as  a  condition  of  employment.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 


the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  this  proposal  carries  no  fiscal 
impact  as  bargaining  unit  dues  and  fees  are  100%  the  responsibility  of  the  employees  and 
the  members  of  the  organization.  Their  university  does  not  make  a  fiscal  contribution  in 
any  format  to  the  bargaining  unit,  or  any  other  union  that  may  come  up  on  campus.  To  do 
anything  else  would  have  a  potential  ethical  implication  -  and  at  minimum  a  perception 
implication. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 


Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri 
Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri 
State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 


18-303 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


office 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


November  2,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Patricia  Thomas  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  1(2018-303) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Patricia  Thomas  on  November  2,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  *  J  efferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  w'hen  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  toum  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


RECEIVED 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NOV  0  2  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

R. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  □  do  not  □  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Affiant 

.  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may 
be  construed  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication.  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Chapter  290.  RSMo.  The 
proposed  amendment  revises  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  section  29. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  is  amended  by  revising  section  29,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  the  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own 
choosing.  That  every  employee  shall  have  the  freedom  to  work  without  being  forced  to  pay  any  fees  to  a  union  or  join  a  union  as 

a  condition  of  employment,  such  that  no  person  shall  be  required  as  a  condition  of  employment  or  continued  employment  to:  (1 ) 

become,  remain,  or  refrain  from  becoming  a  member  of  a  labor  organization:  or  (21  pay  any  dues,  fees,  assessments,  or  other 

similar  charges  however  denominated  of  any  kind  or  amount  to  a  labor  organization  or  third  party  in  lieu  thereof. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Cen  ter 
(573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  30.2017  REG  fa IV E D 

OCT  3  0  2017 

I  he  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Rli:  Petition  approval  request  from  DcAndre  Morrow  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (201 8-302) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  DeAndre  Morrow  on  October  30,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for 
the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  Of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

(Official  Ballot  Title)  OCT  3  0  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Registered  Voting  Name 
(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Registered  Voting  Address 
(Number)(Street)(City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Registered  Voting  Name 
(Printed  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  staled 
his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  I IEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  T1 IAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  T1  IAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ 

A  D. _  Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ _ 


18-302 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105.1, 
105.1108.1,  105.1112.1,  195.0010.1,  196.0100.1,263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1, 
579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54,  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be 

listed  among  Missouri's  drug  schedules. 

2.  Definitions:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  Cannabis.  Marijuana.  Cannabis  Sativa.  Cannabis  Indica. 

Cannabis  Ruderalis  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle- 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

a)  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  physician  recommended  use. 

b)  Personal  use  refers  to  anv  use  not  recommended  bv  physician. 

c)  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use 

planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing, 

processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

d)  Establishment  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other 

entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products  or  accessories. 

e)  Minor  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8. 

3.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  1 8  shall  have  access 

to  cannabis  through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parcnt/legal  guardian. 

a)  No  minor  shall  be  criminally  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  lawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

a)  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

b)  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use,  to  obey  zoning  restrictions. 

c)  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or 

possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the 

person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri. 

d)  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Anv  product  to  be  sold  to  public 

must  be  tested  for  purity  and  weight. 

e)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or 

other  entity  for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (e)  of  this 

section. 

f)  The  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  to  be  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  D.U.I.  (Driving  Under  The  Influence), 

arrest  or  fines  when  operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

5.  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when  physician 

recommended. 

6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  incarcerated  for  non-violent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  be  released  within  30  days. 

unless  time  remains  on  the  sentence,  for.anpther  di.ssjmilar.oflense, 

a)  Within  60  davs  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the 

public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  expungement  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and 

criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  courts  within  the  state. 

7.  No  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

a)  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning 
requirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  discriminant,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv 

other  commercial  or  agriculture  fanner,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby 

repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of 

this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  countv.  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or 

resolution. 


11.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

initiative  before  the  people. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


J  amp's  c.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  a  i  t:  Inti  tkmation  C’kntuk 
(573)751-4936 


Shcrih  ary  ok  Statu 
Stati  ok  Missouri 


i. potions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  27.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


0Cr  ?  1  201? 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

558  and  560  (2018-301) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  October  26.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  llscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  VV.  Main  stuff  i  •  Jm  i- it  son  Ci  i  y  65101 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  elegw^n^ertp 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  underst; 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  ordedtlQi 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


s?0i; 

******** 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 


New  statute  558.002.1  continued  has  2  different  fine  amounts  for  same  offence,  for  persons  convicted 
of  C  or  D  felony  is  either  $5000  or  at  the  top  of  first  page  beginning  of  statute  states  $10,000.  Also  the 
fine  amount  for  corporation  for  a  misdemeanor  is  just  10,000,  but  that  is  for  every  type  the  old  statute 
had  different  fine  amounts  for  different  misdemeanor  of  A,B,C.  this  is  unconstitutional  no  equal 
protection  of  the  law  which  is  a  violation  of  the  XIV  of  united  states  constitution. 

The  updated  560.011  is  not  the  only  Missouri  statute  that  this558.002  replaced  as  it  replaced 
560.011,560.016  and  560.021.  560.016  and  560.021  on 

http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneChapter.aspx?chapter=560  states  that  they  are  (Repealed  L.  2014  S.B. 
491)  (1/1/2017).  The  www.moqa.mo.qov  not  working  since  July  of  2017. 

[Missouri  statute  558.002.  Fines  for  felonies.  —  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  an  offense 
outside  this  code,  a  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  an  offense  may  be  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine 
which  does  not  exceed: 

( 1 )  For  a  class  C.  I),  or  F  felony,  ten  thousand  dollars; 

(2)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  two  thousand  dollars: 

(3)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  one  thousand  dollars; 

(4)  Fora  class  C  misdemeanor,  seven  hundred  fifty  dollars; 

(5)  For  a  class  1)  misdemeanor,  live  hundred  dollars: 

(6)  For  an  infraction,  four  hundred  dollars;]  or 

(7)  If  the  person  has  gained  money  or  property  through  the  commission  of  the  offense,  to  pay 
an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding  double  the  amount  of  the  person's  gain  from  the 
commission  of  the  offense. 

[2.  A  sentence  to  pay  a  fine,  when  imposed  on  a  corporation  for  an  offense  defined  in  this 
code  or  for  any  offense  defined  outside  this  code  for  which  no  specific  corporate  line  is 
specified,  shall  be  a  sentence  to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  which  does  not  exceed: 

( 1 )  For  a  felony,  twenty  thousand  dollars: 

(2)  For  a  misdemeanor,  ten  thousand  dollars: 

(3)  For  an  infraction,  one  thousand  dollars:]  or 

(4)  If  the  corporation  has  gained  money  or  property  through  the  commission  of  the  offense, 
to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding  double  the  amount  of  the  corporation's  gain 
from  the  commission  of  the  offense. 


3.  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  "gain"  means  the  amount  of  money  or  the  value  of 
property  derived  from  the  commission  of  the  offense.  The  amount  of  money  or  value  of  property 
returned  to  the  victim  of  the  offense  or  seized  by  or  surrendered  to  lawful  authority  prior  to  the 
time  sentence  is  imposed  shall  be  deducted  from  the  line.  When  the  court  imposes  a  fine  based 
on  gain  the  court  shall  make  a  finding  as  to  the  amount  of  the  offender's  gain  from  the  crime.  If 
the  record  does  not  contain  sufficient  evidence  to  support  such  a  finding,  the  court  may  conduct  a 
hearing  upon  the  issue. 

Missouri  statute  558.002  because  each  fine  amount  has  increased  Violates  the  United  States 
Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also  Amendment  XIVSection  1  .All 
persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are 
citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  It 
violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional 
government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have 
a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of 
their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and 
opportunity  under  the  law ;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of 
government,  and  that  when  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief 
design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due 
process  of  law. 
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JAMIIS  C.  KIRKPATRICK 
STATIC  INFORMATION  CUNTRU 
(5731751-4936 


October  26,  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

SECRETARY  OF  STATI¬ 
ST  ATF  OF  Missouri 


rsrT>  -arsr  *T*~-  Z.'k  tf  F«s- 

RECir^s  V&D 

OCT  L  6  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Fi. fictions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


R I :  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  I  lagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

1 16(2018-300) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Brian  I  lagg  on  October  26.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  llscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  llscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Struct  •  )f:i  ki-rson  Ci  ty  65101 

AUMIMIST  NATIVE  KU1.ES  •  IJIIVNF.SS  SERVICES  •  III  IONS  -  PIIRIJC  ATION*  •  SfCIIRITIl  S  •  Si  Alt.  ARCHIVES  •  ST  All  IJBRARY  •  WOt.1  NCR  It  HRARY 


18-300 


Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

P/vrn 

*  v  tr 

DP  T  n  ■ 

ucr  2  V?017 

A 

O'  Qr. 

y '  ur  STATE 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 
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This  Missouri  statute  1 16.040  sites  a  Missouri  statute  560.021  that  has  been  repealed  and 
replaced  as  558.002  but  it  is  not  listed.  The  Missouri  statute  560.021  and  558.002  does  not 
apply  to  this  because  560.021  was  for  corporations  and  it  did  not  have  the  class  of 
felonies  listed  and  558.002  does  not  have  the  same  defining  under  the  law  for  what  class 
of  felony,  or  misdemeanor  the  corporation  is  to  be  charged.  Missouri 
Constitution  Article  I  bill  of  Rights  Section  2  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled 
to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law:... 


¥  Cl 

£  C  (D  fevtsermegov 

j)  .  /  "/  ■ 

.yy/vy.T?  r/  ■  Jfa/ufo 
State  of  Missouri 


Publications  Constitution 

About  Help  /  FAQ 


iVycs  • 


i.X  ' 


X  □ 


0-8 

*  0 


{  y  Effective  (Milov  2014,  see  footnote  ?  Chapter  116 
Title  IX  SUFFRAGE  MIC  ELECTIONS 

‘1 16.040.  Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form  -  clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded,  penalties  for  false  signature.  -  The  following  shall  be 
substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  tor  any  law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative: 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable.  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  560.021  RSMo  to  the  contrary  tor  a  term 
ot  imprisonment  no:  to  exceed  one  vear  ir,  the  county  nil  or  a 
tire  r.ot  to  exceed  ten.  thousand  dollars  or  both  tor  anvor.e  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  ether  than  his  ot  he: 
out,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  tot 
the  same  measure  tor  the  same  election,  ot  to  sip  a  petiuor. 
when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  xwex 
INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ Se-cretanc  o:  State  tor  the  state  of 

Missouri: 

We  the  undeisigred,  registered  voters  or  the  state  o:  Missouri 

and _ Countv  ioi  Cty  of  S’.  Louis’,  respecttulh-  order  that 

the  following  ptoposed  law  c:  am.en.dmer.t  to  the  constitution 
shad  be  submitted  to  the  votes  ot  the  slate  ot  Missouri,  tor  their 
approval  or  retortion  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  cn  the 

_ dav  oi _ , _ .  and  each  tor  himsed  or  herself 

save:  1  have  personal^  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a  registered 
voter  ot  the  state  oi  Missouri  ar.d  Countv  or  Citv  ot  St. 
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*116.040.  Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form 
—  clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded,  penalties  for  false 
signature.  —  The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of 
each  petition  for  any  law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative: 

County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  [560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone 
to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition 
when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter.] 

The  Missouri  statute  560.021  and  558.002  does  not  apply  to  this 

because  560.021  was  for  corporations  and  it  did  not  have  the 

class  of  felonies  listed  and  558.002  does  not  have  the  same 
defining  under  the  law  for  what  class  of  felony,  or  misdemeanor 

the  corporation  is  to  be  charged.  Missouri  Constitution  Article  1 

Bill  ol  Rielils  Section  2  that  all  persons  arc  created  equal  and  arc 

entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  ihc  law:... 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of 

-  j 

Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that 

the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution) 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the 

_ day  of _ , _ ,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 

says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered 

voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 
town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) _ 
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CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 
State  Of  Missouri, 

County  Of _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of 

signers) 


DATE 

REGISTERED 

VOTING 

ZIP 

CONGR. 

NAME 

(Signature) 

SIGNED 

ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City, 

Town  or 
Village) 

CODE 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed 

or 

Typed) 

(Here  follow  numbered  lines  for  signers) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them 
signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and 
city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER 
PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER 
BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check 

one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 
the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

A.D. 
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Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 

If  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section 
116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  disregarding 
clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 

(L.  1980  S.B.  658,  A.L.  1986  H.B.  1471,  et  al.,  A.L.  1997  S.B.  132,  A.L.  1999 
H.B.  676,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  117) 

Effective  11-04-14 

*Revisor's  Note:  Section  560.021,  as  referenced  in  the  form  contained  in  this 
section,  was  repealed  by  S.B.  491,  2014,  effective  1-01-17. 


*116.030.  Referendum  petition,  form  —  clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be 
disregarded,  penalties  for  false  signature.  —  The  following  shall  be 
substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  referendum  petitions  on  any  law 
passed  by  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section!  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone 
to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition 
when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter.] 

The  Missouri  statute560.021  and  558.002  does  not  apply  to  this 

because  560.021  was  for  corporations  and  it  did  not  have  the 
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class  of  felonies  listed  and  558.002  does  not  have  the  same 
defining  under  the  law  for  what  class  of  felony,  or  misdemeanor 

the  corporation  is  to  be  charged.  Missouri  Constitution  Article  1 
Hill  ol  Riehts  Section  2  that  all  persons  arc  created  equal  and  are 

entitled  to  equal  rieltls  and  opporlunil\  under  the  law:... 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of 

Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that 

the  Senate  (or  House)  Bill  No. _ entitled  (title  of  law), 

passed  by  the _ general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 

at  the _ regular  (or  special)  session  of  the _ general 

assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held 

on  the _ day  of _ , _ ,  unless  the  general 

assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and  each  for  himself  or 
herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

City  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 
the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written 
after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) _ 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 
State  Of  Missouri, 

County  Of _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of 

signers) 


DATE 

REGISTERED 

VOTING 

ZIP 

CONGR. 

NAME 

(Signature) 

SIGNED 

ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City, 

Town  or 
Village) 

CODE 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed 

or 

Typed) 
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(Here  follow  numbered  lines  for  signers) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them 
signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and 
city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER 
PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER 
BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check 

one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 
the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  dav  of 

-  j 

A.D. _ 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary 

j 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires _ 

If  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section 
116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient,  disregarding 
clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 


(L.  1980  S.B.  658,  A.L.  1986  H.B.  1471,  et  al.,  A.L.  1997  S.B.  132,  A.L.  1999 
H.B.  676,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  117) 
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Effective  11-04-14 

*Revisor's  Note:  Section  560.021,  as  referenced  in  the  form  contained  in  this 
section,  was  repealed  by  S.B.  491,  2014,  effective  1-01-17. 
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Is  the  old  Missouri  statute  that  1 16.030  and  1 16.040  got  560.021  from  which  is  for  corporations. 


Chapter  560 


FINES 


I  irw*»  for  ?cU»n*c*. 

Fine*  fir  iiiMd(m»iKiM  .iml  mini 
Fine'  fm  cinfinriitiimt 
ImpuMtKHi  «»t  line' 

Ke%pon»e  to  nonpayment 
RrviKiiiimnfj  tine 


InCtwthW*.  Iittiiuiii 


C  mii»  kcfiivnu 

'll  Biurml  of  6m 


560.01 1.  Fines  for  felonies.  —  I .  A  person 
wIk»  lias  been  convicted  of  a  class  C  or  D  felony 
may  lx?  sentenced 

( 1 )  To  pay  a  fine  vv  Inch  does  not  exceed  five 
thousand  dollars:  or 

(2)  If  the  offender  has  gained  money  or 
property  through  the  commission  of  the  crime,  to 
pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding 
double  the  amount  oft  he  offender's  gain  from  the 
commission  of  the  crime  An  individual  offendet 
may  be  fined  not  more  than  twenty  thousand 
dollars  under  this  provision 

2.  As  used  m  this  section  the  term  “gain” 
means  the  amount  of  money  or  the  value  of 
property  derived  from  the  commission  of  the 
crime  The  amount  of  money  or  value  of  prop¬ 
erty  returned  to  the  \  ictim  of  the  crime  or  seized 
by  or  surrendered  to  lawful  authority  prior  to  the 
time  sentence  is  imposed  shall  be  deducted  front 
the  fine.  When  the  court  imposes  a  fine  based  on 
gain  the  court  shall  make  a  finding  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  offender's  gain  from  the  crime  If 
the  record  does  not  contain  sufficient  evidence  to 
support  such  a  finding,  the  court  may  conduct  a 
hearing  upon  the  issue 

V  flic  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
apply  to  corporations, 
it  s  n 

I  Ifisttvc 

560.016.  Fines  for  misdemeanors  and 
infractions.  —  1  Except  as  otherwise  provided  tor 
;in  offense  outside  this  code,  a  person  who  has  been 
convicted  of  a  misdemeanor  or  infraction  may  be 
sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  which  docs  not  exceed 

( I  >  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  one  thou¬ 
sand  dollars: 

<  2)  For  a  class  II  misdemeanor,  live  hundred 
dollars: 


( 3 )  For  a  class  C  misdemeanor, 
dred  dollars: 

( 4 )  For  an  infraction,  two  hundred  JAr? 

2.  In  lieu  of  a  fine  imposed  under  idbgcMM 

1 .  a  person  vs  ho  has  been  convicted 
meaner  or  infraction  through  which  h?derT*tf.*i 
"gain”  as  defined  in  section  -'inn,  .re  ir 
sentenced  to  a  fine  which  does nrtexccedMro 
the  amount  of  gain  from  the  commtsftoittn 
offense.  An  i  nd iv  i  dual  oft l-nder may b(  faftfac | 
more  than  twenty  thousand  dollars  laMBM 
provision. 

1 1  I1'  "Sll  M»  »'V 

I  lltvlivc  I  1  -*»  '  •  3 

560.02 1 .  Fines  for  corporations. 

sentence  ti  >  pay  a  fine,  when  imposed oo MB 
lion  for  an  offense  defined  in  this  code 
oftcn.sc  defined  outside  this  code  fbrwtaftj#* 
spec  ial  corporate  line  is  specified,  sha3tetx*d;| 
tenee  to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  :04m. Sj 
exceeding: 

(  I )  Ten  thousand  dollars,  when  lie  cvc**‘| 
lion  is  of  a  felony  : 

( 2 )  Five  thousand  d< illars,  when tbe  saw^ 

Hen  in  •*!  .1  class  A  misdemeanor, 

<  3 )  I  wo  thousand  dollars,  when  the 

tu»n  is  of. »  class  M  misdemeanor;  * 

(4)  ( )i  10  thousand  dollars,  when  the  asm 

turn  i'  of  a  class  (  misdemeanor;  ‘ : 

(5  >  Five  hundred  dollars.  W'hn  Aeqnfy 
lion  i''  ot  an  infraction: 

( 6 )  Any  higher  amount  not  cxceedmjgM 
ble  the  amount  of  the  corporation'* 
commission  of  the  offense,  as  drtenaflejftHfl 
section  560.01  I . 

2  In  the  ease  of  an  offense  defined 
code,  it  a  special  fine  for  a  corponrioiihBB 
presslv  specified  in  the  statute  that  Afoa it  >3 
offense.  the  fine  fixed  by  ihccourtshdlW  • 

( I )  An  amount  within  the  linutsspejfitfn 
the  statute  that  tic  tines  the  offense;  or  2 

<  2 1  Any  higher  amount  not  cvcrtdngd»^ 
ble  the  amount  of  the  corporation's  {^tfcKi£a 
commission  of  the  offense,  as  (ktcnniaedMBn 
section  56001  I 


8751 


IV77SI*  *0) 

;  SoU.026.  Imposition  of  fines - 

Vntning  tile  amount  and  the  method  o 
jHMic,  the  court  slial  I.  insofar  as  practic 
the  fine  to  tlic  burden  that  paymen 
WfttVirw  of  the  financial  resources  of  r 
-  court  shall  not  sentence  an  offer 
in  any  amount  which  will  pars  e 
gtfetidng  restitution  or  reparation  to  the 
SjSBftvtc. 

y'r2.  When  any  otlicrdis|x>sttu*n  is  a 
initfttutc.  the  court  shall  not  sentence  u 
['fc-poy  a  fine  only'  unless,  having  r 
nature  and  circumstances  of  the  off 
J^Mxtory  and  character  of  the  offende 
•  opinion  that  the  fine  alone  will  :sti 
jipjtflection  of  die  public. 

3.  The  court  shall  not  sentence  a 
to  pay  .1  line  in  addition  to  any  oil 

1' authorized  by  section  557.01 1 ,  RSh 
He  lias  derived  a  |xx  wm.ir>  y 
5/(pffense;  or 

By*}  (2)  The  court  t»  of  the  opinion 
•Uniquely  adapted  to  deterrence  of 
^  oiServu:  involved  or  to  the  corrcc 

SI?  defendant. 

4.  \Mien  an  offender  is  sentenc 
line,  the  court  may'  prov  ide  for  the  p. 

’j.V\  io*dc  within  a  specified  period  of 
specified  instillments.  If  no  such 
a  pan  of  die  sentence,  the  t 
!  payable  forthwith. 

5.  When  on  offender  is  scntcnc 
Ajne.  the  court  shall  not  impose  at  th 
>IV)  alternative  sentence  to  be  served 

t’that  the  fine  is  not  paid.  The  resp 
•*  court  to  nonpayment  shall  be  detet 
J  -after  the  fine  has  not  been  paid,  as 
section  560.03 1 . 

r  fl~  :fT7  S  U  40) 

'  Yttr<v*c  l  -1-79 

5WJ.031.  Response  to  nonpay  1 
fi When  an  offender  sentenced  to  pay  a 
!'  fa  the  payment  of  die  fine  or  in  any  ins 
court  upoi  1  motion  of  die  prosecuting 
Upxi  its  ow-n  motion  may  require  1 
Mfe^y  htfthould  not  be  imprison** 
merit.  'Hie  court  may  issue  a  warrant 
f  jornnions  tor  his  appearanee. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  St  ATI- 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  13.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFl 


OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1 47,  version  4  (2018-299) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  October  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  11  sc  a  I  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  city  65101 
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County _ : _ _ — 

Page  No.  _ _ - 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

• 

INITIATIVE  PETITION. 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and  — - - -  County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (Cilv.Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Primed  or  Typed) 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do. _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer_ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _ Street  address  of  Affiant_ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this_ 

Signature  of  Notary _ 

Address  of  Notary _ 


day  of 


A.D. 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  asdi  reeled  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  1 .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 ,  1 980,  but  before  January  1 , 2000.  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  pail  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  35 1  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2000,  but  ending  before  December  3 1 , 2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 20 1 0,  but  before  December  3 1 , 20 1  I ,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 2010,  but  before  December  3 1, 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 20 1 1 ,  but 
before  December  3 1, 2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1. 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  31, 2010,  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1.  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014.  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy- fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  year  of  20 19. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  15lh  of2019. 

(7)  Half  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten, 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  »o  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  No  Missouri  revenue  will 

ao  to  non-public  schools.  The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this 

bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the 

legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  & 

General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  he  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  hv 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  vear  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  Citv.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 
tenured  professors. 

2.  Sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  not  organized  for  profit,  nor  to  corporations 
organized  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  349,  nor  to  express  companies,  which  now  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
gross  receipts  in  this  state,  nor  to  insurance  companies,  which  are  subject  to  an  annual  tax  on  their  premium  receipts 
in  this  state,  nor  to  state,  district,  county,  town  and  farmers'  mutual  companies  now  organized  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  organized  pursuant  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  of  writing  fire,  lightning, 
windstorm,  tornado,  cyclone,  hail  and  plate  glass  and  mutual  automobile  insurance  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
any  loss  incurred  by  any  member  by  assessment,  nor  to  any  mutual  insurance  corporation  not  having  shares,  nor  to  a 
company  or  association  organized  to  transact  business  of  life  or  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan  tor  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  benefit  to  its  members  and  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  moneys  to  the 
family,  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  deceased  member,  nor  to  foreign  life,  fire,  accident,  surety, 
liability,  steam  boiler,  tornado,  health,  or  other  kind  of  insurance  company  of  whatever  nature  coming  within  the 
provisions  of  section  147.050  and  doing  business  in  this  state,  nor  to  savings  and  loan  associations  and  domestic  and 
foreign  regulated  investment  companies  as  defined  by  Section  170  of  the  Act  of  Congress  commonly  known  as  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1942,  nor  to  electric  and  telephone  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  and  chapter  392 
prior  to  January  I.  1980,  which  have  been  declared  tax-exempt  organizations  pursuant  to  Section  501(c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  nor  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31.  1986.  to  banking  institutions 
subject  to  the  annual  franchise  tax  imposed  by  sections  148.010  to  148.1 10:  but  bank  deposits  shall  be  considered  as 
funds  of  the  individual  depositor  left  for  safekeeping  and  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  of  tax 
collectible  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120. 

3.  A  corporation's  taxable  year  for  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147. 1 20  shall  be  its  taxable  year  as 
provided  in  section  143.271. 
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4.  A  corporation's  transitional  year  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147. 120  shall  be  its  taxable  year 
which  includes  parts  of  each  of  the  years  1979  and  1980. 

5.  The  franchise  tax  payable  for  a  corporation's  transitional  year  shall  be  computed  by  multiplying  the  amount 
otherwise  due  for  that  year  by  a  fraction,  the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number  of  months  between  January  I.  1980, 
and  the  end  of  the  taxable  year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  twelve.  The  franchise  tax  payable,  if  a  corporation's 
taxable  year  is  changed  as  provided  in  section  143.271.  shall*be  similarly  computed  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue. 

6.  All  franchise  reports  and  franchise  taxes  shall  be  returned  to  the  director  of  revenue.  All  checks  and  drafts 
remitted  for  payment  of  franchise  taxes  shall  be  made  payable  to  the  director  of  revenue. 

7.  Pursuant  to  section  32.057,  the  director  of  revenue  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  all  franchise  tax 
reports  returned  to  the  director. 

8.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  honor  all  existing  agreements  between  taxpayers  and  the 
director  of  the  department  of  revenue. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-299) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  147 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  October  13,  2017) 


Date 


November  2,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  147  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  indicated 
other  than  the  potential  impact  on  the  revenue  stream  of  state  and  local  governments 
(which  their  department  has  no  means  to  calculate),  this  proposal  does  not  impact  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  reinstate  the  annual  franchise  tax,  one-eighth  of  which  would  go  to  their 
department.  The  first  $48  million  would  be  earmarked  for  the  University  of  Missouri  - 
Kansas  City  to  construct  a  Downtown  Campus  for  the  Arts,  and  future  funding  would  be 
added  to  MDHE’s  budget  "to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time 
and  tenured  professors." 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department.  Increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  would  total 
$157,691  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $94,218  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $94,990  for  fiscal  year 
2021.  Of  these  costs,  $79,812  are  initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for 
equipment  and  changes  to  the  current  computerized  system.  These  costs  will  be  offset  by 
additional  revenues  of  $9,021,516,453  each  year  for  fiscal  years  2019  through  2021. 


The  legislation  requires  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  other  law  of 
the  state  to  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  beginning  in  tax  year  2019. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-299 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-299 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STAT1 

E  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,516,453 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$9,021,516,453 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

140.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,358,762 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$9,021,358,762 

. 

The  legislation  creates  a  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue.  The  legislation 
increases  state  revenues. 

Section  147.010 

Beginning  in  tax  year  2019,  the  legislation  requires  corporations  to  pay  an  annual 
franchise  tax  of  two  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  with  a  threshold  amount 
of  $10.0  million.  The  legislation  dedicates  one-half  of  the  tax  to  the  Missouri  State  Road 
Fund.  The  legislation  allocates  three-quarters  and  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue 
to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  and  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  respectively.  This  legislation  prohibits  the  use  of  the  revenue  by  non-public 
schools  within  elementary  and  secondary  education. 


Administrative  Impact: 

To  implement  this  legislation  the  Department  requires  forms  changes  and  programming. 

Business  Tax: 

Business  Tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for 
every  2,600  pieces  of  additional  correspondence  and  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  7,800  of  additional  errors  generated. 


Expenditure  bv  Category 
Personnel  by  Position 

FTEs 

Annual 

Salary 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

RPT  I  (Range  10,  Step  L) 

2 

$27,185 

$45,308 

$54,914 

Integrated  Tax  System: 

If  passed  by  voters,  the  Integrated  Tax  System  incurs  additional  costs  of  $65,520  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  legislation. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-299 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-299 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFEC1 

r  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,516,453 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$9,021,516,453 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

115.135 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,358,762 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Total 


$9,021,358,762 


Comments: 


Their  department  would  like  to  make  sure  of  the  intended  start  date  of  this  legislation 
because  of  the  provision  in  the  legislation  referring  to  the  first  estimated  tax  payment.  A 
calendar  year  2019  franchise  return  would  be  for  the  period  of  January  1,  2019  to 
December  31,  2019  and  would  be  due  April  15,  2019  (assuming  that  date  does  not  fall  on 
a  holiday  or  weekend). 

Estimated  payments  for  income  tax  are  due  prior  to  the  due  date  of  the  return  in  quarterly 
installments.  So  estimated  payments  for  a  calendar  year  2015  filer  would  be  due  April, 
June,  September  and  December  of  calendar  year  2015.  Since  taxpayers  pay  franchise  tax 
ahead,  the  first  installments  under  this  legislation  would  presumably  be  due  April  15, 
2018.  Estimated  payments  are  not  required  for  franchise,  but  their  department  requests 
clarification  of  the  intended  begin  date  of  the  proposed  tax  rate  increase. 

Subsection  1(6) 

Franchise  tax  is  paid  ahead,  so  the  tax  year  2019  franchise  return  will  be  due  the  15th  day 
of  the  fourth  month  following  the  beginning  of  the  taxable  year. 

There  is  no  provision  in  Chapter  147  that  requires  estimated  payments  on  franchise  taxes. 
Suggest  removing  this  statement. 

Subsection  1(7) 

Franchise  tax  returns  are  filed  throughout  the  year.  Their  department  assumes  that  one- 
half  of  the  franchise  tax  revenues  will  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund 
monthly. 

Subsection  1(8) 

Same  comment  as  in  Subsection  1(7),  but  three-quarters  of  the  one-half  will  be 
transferred  to  a  dedicated  fund. 

The  petition  does  not  set  up  the  fund;  nor  provide  authorization  for  anyone  to  administer 
the  funds  and  distribute  the  money  as  needed.  Since  this  fund  is  for  schools,  their 
department  suggests  Department  of  Higher  Education  maintain  the  fund  and  be 
responsible  for  the  distribution  to  the  school  districts  as  their  department  has  no  way  of 
knowing  which  school  districts  have  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level. 

Subsection  1(9) 

They  assume  the  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  will  be  deposited  into  a  fund  for 
Department  of  Higher  Education  to  administer.  They  assume  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education  is  responsible  for  tracking  the  $48  to  finance  the  UMKC  arts  campus. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  defer  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  potential  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section 
147.010,  RSMo,  to  enact  a  two-percent  franchise  tax.  One-half  of  the  proceeds  will  be 
deposited  in  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund.  Three-fourths  of  the  remaining  one-half  will 
go  to  a  dedicated  fund  to  distribute  to  schools  with  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  One- 
fourth  of  the  remaining  one-half  will  provide  revenue  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  The  first  $48  million  of  the  Higher  Education  funding  will  go  to  help  finance 
construction  of  a  downtown  arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  -  Kansas  City 
with  the  remainder  to  be  spent  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full-time  and 
tenured  professors.  This  language  specifies  that  the  tax  revenue  will  not  replace  the 
Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  or  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  It  also  specifies  that  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  will  remain 
at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as 
during  2015. 

The  money  for  use  by  elementary  and  secondary  education  is  to  be  deposited  into  an 
unspecified  dedicated  fund.  In  addition,  Section  147.010.1(8),  RSMo,  states,  “No 
Missouri  revenue  will  go  to  non-public  schools”.  B&P  (Budget  and  Planning)  defers  to 
DESE  and  DHE  for  the  impact  of  this  provision. 

Based  on  franchise  tax  collections  in  CY  (calendar  year)  15,  the  last  year  a  franchise  tax 
was  in  place,  gross  collections  were  $29. 9M.  At  a  tax  rate  of  0.0067%,  B&P  estimates 
that  total  estimates  of  corporations  with  at  least  $10M  in  assets  was  $446. 67B.  At  a  tax 
rate  of  2%,  this  proposal  would  generate  approximately  $8.93B  in  new  revenues  once 
fully  implemented  in  FY20.  While  the  franchise  tax  is  an  annual  tax,  historically 
payments  have  lagged  the  annual  due  date  by  as  much  as  18  months.  Therefore,  B&P 
estimates  that  this  proposal  would  increase  revenues  by  $5.54B  in  FY19  and  $8.93B  in 
FY20  and  thereafter. 


The  distribution  of  the  tax  revenue  is  shown  below: 


% 

Fund 

deposited 

FY19 

FY20 

State  Road  Fund 

50.0% 

$2,770,000,000 

$4,466,500,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  school  districts  with 
at  least  12%  poverty  level) 

37.5% 

$2,077,500,000 

$3,349,875,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  DFHE) 

12.5% 

$692,500,000 

$1,116,625,000 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  as  written,  they  would  anticipate  a  negative 
impact  to  the  budget.  The  amount  of  impact  is  zero  to  unknown  since  the  amount  of 
potential  shortfall  is  unknown.  Additionally,  the  Elected  Officials  and  General  Assembly 
budget  would  require  funds  to  be  appropriated  to  cover  the  potential  shortfall. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  The 
fiscal  impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than 
$2,500.  Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that 
additional  funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  we  also  recognize 
that  many  such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that 
collectively  the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core 
budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting 
administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally 
approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 


Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  has  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  if  this  initiative  petition  is  approved 
by  voters  and  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then 
there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office.  If  this  initiative  petition  is  approved  by 
voters,  but  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  not  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then  the 
potential  impact  upon  their  office  is  virtually  unlimited,  and  could  conceivably  result  in 
the  cessation  of  their  office's  operations.  There  is  no  stated  limit  regarding  what  portion 
of  their  office's  budget  may  be  used  to  make  up  for  any  shortfall.  Further,  if  their  office  is 
unable  to  pay  and  employ  staff,  then  it  would  be  unable  to  perform  its  essential  functions, 
such  as  investing  the  state's  funds  (by  which  Missouri  derived  approximately 
$29,600,000  in  investment  income  in  FY  2017),  processing  state  payments 
($27,300,000,000  in  FY  2017),  and  administering  Missourians'  unclaimed  property 
($44,300,000  paid  on  166,000  accounts  in  FY  2017),  which  would  result  in  a  severe, 
generalized  impact  upon  the  citizens  of  this  state. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 


County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 
Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 
Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  initial  and  one-time  costs  of  approximately  $80,000,  annual 
costs  of  approximately  $95,000,  and  annual  revenues  of  approximately  $9  billion.  Local 
governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
[5731 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  13,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


OCT  1  3  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147.  version  3  (2018-298) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  October  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County. 
Page  No. . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
m  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  Imows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  St3te  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and - County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

Received 

OCT  1  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  _____ _ 


(Petition  Circulators  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (Cilv.Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Primed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  MF.  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORREC I 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG  ERY . 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer__ - 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _ _ _  Street  address  of  Affiant - - - - 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  w  ith  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as_directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  I .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 .  1 980.  but  before  January  1 . 2000.  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147. 120.  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  35 1  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2000,  but  ending  before  December  3 1 ,  2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  I,  2010.  but  before  December  31,  201 1,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 2010,  but  before  December  3 1,  2015.  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 20 1 1 ,  but 
before  December  3 1,  2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1 , 20 1 0.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1,  2010.  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  tor 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 20 1 2.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follow's: 

( 1 )  For  tax  year  20 1 2,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013.  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014.  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  vcarof2QI9. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  chanced  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  Quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  1 5lh  of2QI9. 

(7)  Half  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten. 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  No  Missouri  revenue  will 

go  to  non-public  schools.  The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary'  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  bv  this 

bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the 

legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  & 

General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  bv 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfil  I  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  Citv.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 

2.  Sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  not  organized  for  profit,  nor  to  corporations 
organized  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  349,  nor  to  express  companies,  which  now  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
gross  receipts  in  this  state,  nor  to  insurance  companies,  which  are  subject  to  an  annual  tax  on  their  premium  receipts 
in  this  state,  nor  to  state,  district,  county,  town  and  farmers'  mutual  companies  now  organized  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  organized  pursuant  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  of  writing  fire,  lightning, 
windstorm,  tornado,  cyclone,  hail  and  plate  glass  and  mutual  automobile  insurance  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
any  loss  incurred  by  any  member  by  assessment,  nor  to  any  mutual  insurance  corporation  not  having  shares,  nor  to  a 
company  or  association  organized  to  transact  business  of  life  or  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  benefit  to  its  members  and  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  moneys  to  the 
family,  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  deceased  member,  nor  to  foreign  life,  fire,  accident,  surety, 
liability,  steam  boiler,  tornado,  health,  or  other  kind  of  insurance  company  of  whatever  nature  coming  within  the 
provisions  of  section  147.050  and  doing  business  in  this  state,  nor  to  savings  and  loan  associations  and  domestic  and 
foreign  regulated  investment  companies  as  defined  by  Section  170  of  the  Act  of  Congress  commonly  known  as  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1942,  nor  to  electric  and  telephone  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  and  chapter  392 
prior  to  January  I,  1980,  which  have  been  declared  tax-exempt  organizations  pursuant  to  Section  501(c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  nor  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31.  1986.  to  banking  institutions 
subject  to  the  annual  franchise  tax  imposed  by  sections  1 48.(11 0  to  148. 1 10:  but  bank  deposits  shall  be  considered  as 
funds  of  the  individual  depositor  left  for  safekeeping  and  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  of  tax 
collectible  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120. 

3.  A  corporation's  taxable  year  for  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year  as 
provided  in  section  143.271. 
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4.  A  corporation’s  transitional  year  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  he  its  taxable  year 
which  includes  parts  of  each  of  the  years  1079  and  1980. 

5.  The  franchise  tax  payable  for  a  corporation's  transitional  year  shall  be  computed  by  multiplying  the  amount 
otherwise  due  for  that  year  by  a  fraction,  the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number  of  months  between  January  1 ,  1980, 
and  the  end  of  the  taxable  year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  twelve.  The  franchise  tax  payable,  if  a  corporation's 
taxable  year  is  changed  as  provided  in  section  143.271,  shall  be  similarly  computed  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue. 

6.  All  franchise  reports  and  franchise  taxes  shall  be  returned  to  the  director  of  revenue.  All  checks  and  drafts 
remitted  for  payment  of  franchise  taxes  shall  be  made  payable  to  the  director  of  revenue. 

7.  Pursuant  to  section  32.057,  the  director  of  revenue  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  all  franchise  tax 
reports  returned  to  the  director. 

8.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  honor  all  existing  agreements  between  taxpayers  and  the 
director  of  the  department  of  revenue. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-298) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  147 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  October  13,  2017) 


Date 


November  2,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  147  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  indicated 
other  than  the  potential  impact  on  the  revenue  stream  of  state  and  local  governments 
(which  their  department  has  no  means  to  calculate),  this  proposal  does  not  impact  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  reinstate  the  annual  franchise  tax,  one-eighth  of  which  would  go  to  their 
department.  The  first  $48  million  would  be  earmarked  for  the  University  of  Missouri  - 
Kansas  City  to  construct  a  Downtown  Campus  for  the  Arts,  and  future  funding  would  be 
added  to  MDHE’s  budget  "to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time 
and  tenured  professors." 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department.  Increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  would  total 
$157,691  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $94,218  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $94,990  for  fiscal  year 
2021.  Of  these  costs,  $79,812  are  initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for 
equipment  and  changes  to  the  current  computerized  system.  These  costs  will  be  offset  by 
additional  revenues  of  $4,510,758,226  each  year  for  fiscal  years  2019  through  2021. 


The  legislation  requires  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  other  law  of 
the  state  to  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  beginning  in  tax  year  2019. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-298 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-298 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STAT1 

E  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,758,226 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$4,510,758,226 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

147.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,600,535 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$4,510,600,535 

. 

The  legislation  creates  a  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue.  The  legislation 
increases  state  revenues. 

Section  147.010 

Beginning  in  tax  year  2019,  the  legislation  requires  corporations  to  pay  an  annual 
franchise  tax  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  with  a  threshold  amount 
of  $10.0  million.  The  legislation  dedicates  one-half  of  the  tax  to  the  Missouri  State  Road 
Fund.  The  legislation  allocates  three-quarters  and  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  to 
school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  and  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  respectively.  This  legislation  prohibits  the  use  of  the  revenue  by  non-public 
schools  within  elementary  and  secondary  education. 


Administrative  Impact: 

To  implement  this  legislation  the  Department  requires  forms  changes  and  programming. 

Business  Tax: 

Business  Tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for 
every  2,600  pieces  of  additional  correspondence  and  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  7,800  of  additional  errors  generated. 


Expenditure  bv  Category 
Personnel  by  Position 

FTEs 

Annual 

Salary 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

RPT  I  (Range  10,  Step  L) 

2 

$27,185 

$45,308 

$54,914 

Integrated  Tax  System: 

If  passed  by  voters,  the  Integrated  Tax  System  incurs  additional  costs  of  $65,520  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  legislation. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-298 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-298 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFEC1 

r  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,758,226 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$4,510,758,226 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

147.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,600,535 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 


$4,510,600,535 


Comments: 


Their  department  would  like  to  make  sure  of  the  intended  start  date  of  this  legislation 
because  of  the  provision  in  the  legislation  referring  to  the  first  estimated  tax  payment.  A 
calendar  year  2019  franchise  return  would  be  for  the  period  of  January  1,  2019  to 
December  31,  2019  and  would  be  due  April  15,  2019  (assuming  that  date  does  not  fall  on 
a  holiday  or  weekend). 

Estimated  payments  for  income  tax  are  due  prior  to  the  due  date  of  the  return  in  quarterly 
installments.  So  estimated  payments  for  a  calendar  year  2015  filer  would  be  due  April, 
June,  September  and  December  of  calendar  year  2015.  Since  taxpayers  pay  franchise  tax 
ahead,  the  first  installments  under  this  legislation  would  presumably  be  due  April  15, 
2018.  Estimated  payments  are  not  required  for  franchise,  but  their  department  requests 
clarification  of  the  intended  begin  date  of  the  proposed  tax  rate  increase. 

Subsection  1(6) 

Franchise  tax  is  paid  ahead,  so  the  tax  year  2019  franchise  return  will  be  due  the  15th  day 
of  the  fourth  month  following  the  beginning  of  the  taxable  year. 

There  is  no  provision  in  Chapter  147  that  requires  estimated  payments  on  franchise  taxes. 
Suggest  removing  this  statement. 

Subsection  1(7) 

Franchise  tax  returns  are  filed  throughout  the  year.  Their  department  assumes  that  one- 
half  of  the  franchise  tax  revenues  will  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund 
monthly. 

Subsection  1(8) 

Same  comment  as  in  Subsection  1(7),  but  three-quarters  of  the  one-half  will  be 
transferred  to  a  dedicated  fund. 

The  petition  does  not  set  up  the  fund;  nor  provide  authorization  for  anyone  to  administer 
the  funds  and  distribute  the  money  as  needed.  Since  this  fund  is  for  schools,  their 
department  suggests  Department  of  Higher  Education  maintain  the  fund  and  be 
responsible  for  the  distribution  to  the  school  districts  as  their  department  has  no  way  of 
knowing  which  school  districts  have  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level. 

Subsection  1(9) 

They  assume  the  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  will  be  deposited  into  a  fund  for 
Department  of  Higher  Education  to  administer.  They  assume  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education  is  responsible  for  tracking  the  $48  to  finance  the  UMKC  arts  campus. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  defer  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  potential  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section 
147.010,  RSMo,  to  enact  a  one-percent  franchise  tax.  One-half  of  the  proceeds  will  be 
deposited  in  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund.  Three-fourths  of  the  remaining  one-half  will 
go  to  a  dedicated  fund  to  distribute  to  schools  with  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  One- 
fourth  of  the  remaining  one-half  will  provide  revenue  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  The  first  $48  million  of  the  Higher  Education  funding  will  go  to  help  finance 
construction  of  a  downtown  arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  -  Kansas  City 
with  the  remainder  to  be  spent  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full-time  and 
tenured  professors.  This  language  specifies  that  the  tax  revenue  will  not  replace  the 
Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  or  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  It  also  specifies  that  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  will  remain 
at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as 
during  2015. 

The  money  for  use  by  elementary  and  secondary  education  is  to  be  deposited  into  an 
unspecified  dedicated  fund.  In  addition,  Section  147.010.1(8),  RSMo,  states,  “No 
Missouri  revenue  will  go  to  non-public  schools”.  B&P  (Budget  and  Planning)  defers  to 
DESE  and  DHE  for  the  impact  of  this  provision. 

Based  on  franchise  tax  collections  in  CY  (calendar  year)  15,  the  last  year  a  franchise  tax 
was  in  place,  gross  collections  were  $29. 9M.  At  a  tax  rate  of  0.0067%,  B&P  estimates 
that  total  estimates  of  corporations  with  at  least  $10M  in  assets  was  $446. 67B.  At  a  tax 
rate  of  1%,  this  proposal  would  generate  approximately  $4.47B  in  new  revenues  once 
fully  implemented  in  FY20.  While  the  franchise  tax  is  an  annual  tax,  historically 
payments  have  lagged  the  annual  due  date  by  as  much  as  18  months.  Therefore,  B&P 
estimates  that  this  proposal  would  increase  revenues  by  $2.77B  in  FY19  and  $4.47B  in 
FY20  and  thereafter. 


The  distribution  of  the  tax  revenue  is  shown  below: 


Fund 

% 

deposited 

FY19 

FY20 

State  Road  Fund 

50.0% 

$1,385,000,000 

$2,233,500,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  school 
districts  with  at  least  12%  poverty 
level) 

37.5% 

$1,038,750,000 

$1,675,125,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  DHE) 

12.5% 

$346,250,000 

$558,375,000 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  as  written,  they  would  anticipate  a  negative 
impact  to  the  budget.  The  amount  of  impact  is  zero  to  unknown  since  the  amount  of 
potential  shortfall  is  unknown.  Additionally,  the  Elected  Officials  and  General  Assembly 
budget  would  require  funds  to  be  appropriated  to  cover  the  potential  shortfall. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  The  fiscal 
impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500. 
Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional 
funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  we  also  recognize  that  many 
such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively 
the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget. 
Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting 
administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally 
approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 


Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 


Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  has  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  if  this  initiative  petition  is  approved 
by  voters  and  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then 
there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office.  If  this  initiative  petition  is  approved  by 
voters,  but  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  not  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then  the 
potential  impact  upon  their  office  is  virtually  unlimited,  and  could  conceivably  result  in 
the  cessation  of  their  office's  operations.  There  is  no  stated  limit  regarding  what  portion 
of  their  office's  budget  may  be  used  to  make  up  for  any  shortfall.  Further,  if  their  office  is 
unable  to  pay  and  employ  staff,  then  it  would  be  unable  to  perform  its  essential  functions, 
such  as  investing  the  state's  funds  (by  which  Missouri  derived  approximately 
$29,600,000  in  investment  income  in  FY  2017),  processing  state  payments 
($27,300,000,000  in  FY  2017),  and  administering  Missourians'  unclaimed  property 
($44,300,000  paid  on  166,000  accounts  in  FY  2017),  which  would  result  in  a  severe, 
generalized  impact  upon  the  citizens  of  this  state. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 


Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 
Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  initial  and  one-time  costs  of  approximately  $80,000,  annual 
costs  of  approximately  $95,000,  and  annual  revenues  of  approximately  $4.5  billion.  Local 
governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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IamrsC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
15731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


October  13.2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


0CT  1 3  2017 
STAT EAUDIrORsomcE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147,  version  2  (2018-297) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  October  13.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ _ _ - 

Page  No.  _ _ _ - 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  kmtws  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

• 

INITIATIVE  PETITION. 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and  - - 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  coirectly  written  after  my  name. 


the  following 
day  of  November, 
_ County 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


0Cr  13  20 ,7 

M0-S^ARY0FsrATE 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 
(Sic  nature ) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Sirrct)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

| 

j 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

... 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  EORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _ _  Street  address  of  Affiant_ - 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant - - 

Subscribed  and  swom  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ _ _ My  commission  expires  _/_/ _ 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as  directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  1.  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 ,  1 980,  but  before  January  1 , 2000,  every'  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  35 1  or  not.  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January'  I,  2000,  but  ending  before  December  31, 2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 20 1 0,  but  before  December  3 1 , 20 1 1 .  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010.  but  before  December  3 1, 2015.  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  201 1.  but 
before  December  31,  2015.  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1, 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  31 . 2010,  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  I.  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  tax  year  20 1 2,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy- fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 20 1 6,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  vearof2019. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  20 1 9.  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  15lh  of2QI9. 

(7)  Half  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kinderuarten, 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  «o  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  The  Missouri  buduet  for 

elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education 

budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the 

shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  by 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  tilled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  City.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 

2.  Sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  not  organized  for  profit,  nor  to  corporations 
organized  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  349,  nor  to  express  companies,  which  now  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
gross  receipts  in  this  slate,  nor  to  insurance  companies,  which  are  subject  to  an  annual  tax  on  their  premium  receipts 
in  this  state,  nor  to  slate,  district,  county,  town  and  farmers'  mutual  companies  now  organized  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  organized  pursuant  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  of  writing  lire,  lightning, 
w  indstorm,  tornado,  cyclone,  hail  and  plate  glass  and  mutual  automobile  insurance  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
any  loss  incurred  by  any  member  by  assessment,  nor  to  any  mutual  insurance  corporation  not  having  shares,  nor  to  a 
company  or  association  organized  to  transact  business  of  life  or  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  benefit  to  its  members  and  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  moneys  to  the 
family,  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  deceased  member,  nor  to  foreign  life,  tire,  accident,  surety, 
liability,  steam  boiler,  tornado,  health,  or  other  kind  of  insurance  company  of  whatever  nature  coming  within  the 
provisions  of  section  147.050  and  doing  business  in  this  state,  nor  to  savings  and  loan  associations  and  domestic  and 
foreign  regulated  investment  companies  as  defined  by  Section  1 70  of  the  Act  of  Congress  commonly  known  as  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1942,  nor  to  electric  and  telephone  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  and  chapter  392 
prior  to  January  I,  1980,  which  have  been  declared  tax-exempt  organizations  pursuant  to  Section  501(c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  nor  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31.  1986.  to  banking  institutions 
subject  to  the  annual  franchise  tax  imposed  by  sections  148.010  to  148.1 10:  but  bank  deposits  shall  be  considered  as 
funds  of  the  individual  depositor  left  for  safekeeping  and  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  ol  tax 
collectible  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120. 

3.  A  corporation's  taxable  year  for  purposes  of  sections  i  47.0 1 0  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year  as 
provided  in  section  143.271. 

4.  A  corporation's  transitional  year  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147. 120  shall  be  its  taxable  year 
which  includes  parts  of  each  of the  years  1979  and  1980. 
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5.  The  franchise  tax  payable  for  a  corporation's  transitional  year  shall  be  computed  by  multiplying  the  amount 
otherwise  due  for  that  year  by  a  fraction,  the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number  of  months  between  January  1 ,  1 980. 
and  the  end  of  the  taxable  year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  twelve.  The  franchise  tax  payable,  if  a  corporation's 
taxable  year  is  changed  as  provided  in  section  143.271.  shall  be  similarly  computed  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue. 

6.  All  franchise  reports  and  franchise  taxes  shall  be  returned  to  the  director  of  revenue.  All  checks  and  drafts 
remitted  for  payment  of  franchise  taxes  shall  be  made  payable  to  the  director  of  revenue. 

7.  Pursuant  to  section  32.057,  the  director  of  revenue  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  all  franchise  tax 
reports  returned  to  the  director. 

8.  fhe  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  honor  all  existing  agreements  between  taxpayers  and  the 
director  of  the  department  of  revenue. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-297) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  147 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  October  13,  2017) 


Date 


November  2,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  147  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  indicated 
other  than  the  potential  impact  on  the  revenue  stream  of  state  and  local  governments 
(which  their  department  has  no  means  to  calculate),  this  proposal  does  not  impact  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  reinstate  the  annual  franchise  tax,  one-eighth  of  which  would  go  to  their 
department.  The  first  $48  million  would  be  earmarked  for  the  University  of  Missouri  - 
Kansas  City  to  construct  a  Downtown  Campus  for  the  Arts,  and  future  funding  would  be 
added  to  MDHE’s  budget  "to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time 
and  tenured  professors." 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department.  Increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  would  total 
$157,691  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $94,218  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $94,990  for  fiscal  year 
2021.  Of  these  costs,  $79,812  are  initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for 
equipment  and  changes  to  the  current  computerized  system.  These  costs  will  be  offset  by 
additional  revenues  of  $9,021,516,453  each  year  for  fiscal  years  2019  through  2021. 


The  legislation  requires  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  other  law  of 
the  state  to  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  beginning  in  tax  year  2019. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-297 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-297 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATi 

E  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,516,453 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$9,021,516,453 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

147.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,358,762 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$9,021,358,762 

. 

The  legislation  creates  a  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

The  legislation  increases  state  revenues. 

Section  147.010 

Beginning  in  tax  year  2019,  the  legislation  requires  corporations  to  pay  an  annual 
franchise  tax  of  two  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  with  a  threshold  amount 
of  $10.0  million.  The  legislation  dedicates  one-half  of  the  tax  to  the  Missouri  State  Road 
Fund.  The  legislation  allocates  three-quarters  and  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  to 
school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  and  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  respectively. 


Administrative  Impact: 

To  implement  this  legislation  the  Department  requires  forms  changes  and  programming. 

Business  Tax: 

Business  Tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for 
every  2,600  pieces  of  additional  correspondence  and  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  7,800  of  additional  errors  generated. 


Expenditure  bv  Category 
Personnel  by  Position 

FTEs 

Annual 

Salary 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

RPT  I  (Range  10,  Step  L) 

2 

$27,185 

$45,308 

$54,914 

Integrated  Tax  System: 

If  passed  by  voters,  the  Integrated  Tax  System  incurs  additional  costs  of  $65,520  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  legislation. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-297 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-297 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFEC1 

r  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,516,453 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$9,021,516,453 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

147.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$9,021,358,762 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 


$9,021,358,762 


Comments: 


Their  department  would  like  to  make  sure  of  the  intended  start  date  of  this  legislation 
because  of  the  provision  in  the  legislation  referring  to  the  first  estimated  tax  payment.  A 
calendar  year  2019  franchise  return  would  be  for  the  period  of  January  1,  2019  to 
December  31,  2019  and  would  be  due  April  15,  2019  (assuming  that  date  does  not  fall  on 
a  holiday  or  weekend). 

Estimated  payments  for  income  tax  are  due  prior  to  the  due  date  of  the  return  in  quarterly 
installments.  So  estimated  payments  for  a  calendar  year  2015  filer  would  be  due  April, 
June,  September  and  December  of  calendar  year  2015.  Since  taxpayers  pay  franchise  tax 
ahead,  the  first  installments  under  this  legislation  would  presumably  be  due  April  15, 
2018.  Estimated  payments  are  not  required  for  franchise,  but  their  department  requests 
clarification  of  the  intended  begin  date  of  the  proposed  tax  rate  increase. 

Subsection  1(6) 

Franchise  tax  is  paid  ahead,  so  the  tax  year  2019  franchise  return  will  be  due  the  15th  day 
of  the  fourth  month  following  the  beginning  of  the  taxable  year. 

There  is  no  provision  in  Chapter  147  that  requires  estimated  payments  on  franchise  taxes. 
Suggest  removing  this  statement. 

Subsection  1(7) 

Franchise  tax  returns  are  filed  throughout  the  year.  Their  department  assumes  that  one- 
half  of  the  franchise  tax  revenues  will  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund 
monthly. 

Subsection  1(8) 

Same  comment  as  in  Subsection  1(7),  but  three-quarters  of  the  one-half  will  be 
transferred  to  a  dedicated  fund. 

The  petition  does  not  set  up  the  fund;  nor  provide  authorization  for  anyone  to  administer 
the  funds  and  distribute  the  money  as  needed.  Since  this  fund  is  for  schools,  their 
department  suggests  Department  of  Higher  Education  maintain  the  fund  and  be 
responsible  for  the  distribution  to  the  school  districts  as  their  department  has  no  way  of 
knowing  which  school  districts  have  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level. 

Subsection  1(9) 

They  assume  the  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  will  be  deposited  into  a  fund  for 
Department  of  Higher  Education  to  administer.  They  assume  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education  is  responsible  for  tracking  the  $48  to  finance  the  UMKC  arts  campus. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  defer  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  potential  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section 
147.010,  RSMo,  to  enact  a  two-percent  franchise  tax.  One-half  of  the  proceeds  will  be 
deposited  in  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund.  Three-fourths  of  the  remaining  one-half  will 
go  to  a  dedicated  fund  to  distribute  to  schools  with  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  One- 
fourth  of  the  remaining  one-half  will  provide  revenue  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  The  first  $48  million  of  the  Higher  Education  funding  will  go  to  help  finance 
construction  of  a  downtown  arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  -  Kansas  City 
with  the  remainder  to  be  spent  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full-time  and 
tenured  professors.  This  language  specifies  that  the  tax  revenue  will  not  replace  the 
Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  or  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  It  also  specifies  that  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  will  remain 
at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as 
during  2015. 

Based  on  franchise  tax  collections  in  CY  (calendar  year)  15,  the  last  year  a  franchise  tax 
was  in  place,  gross  collections  were  $29. 9M.  At  a  tax  rate  of  0.0067%,  B&P  (Budget  and 
Planning)  estimates  that  total  estimates  of  corporations  with  at  least  $10M  in  assets  was 
$446. 67B.  At  a  tax  rate  of  2%,  this  proposal  would  generate  approximately  $8.93B  in 
new  revenues  once  fully  implemented  in  FY20.  While  the  franchise  tax  is  an  annual  tax, 
historically  payments  have  lagged  the  annual  due  date  by  as  much  as  18  months. 
Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  this  proposal  would  increase  revenues  by  $5.54B  in  FY19 
and  $8.93B  in  FY20  and  thereafter. 


The  distribution  of  the  tax  revenue  is  shown  below: 


% 

Fund 

deposited 

FY19 

FY20 

State  Road  Fund 

50.0% 

$2,770,000,000 

$4,466,500,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  school  districts  with 
at  least  12%  poverty  level) 

37.5% 

$2,077,500,000 

$3,349,875,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  DHE) 

12.5% 

$692,500,000 

$1,116,625,000 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  as  written,  they  would  anticipate  a  negative 
impact  to  the  budget.  The  amount  of  impact  is  zero  to  unknown  since  the  amount  of 
potential  shortfall  is  unknown.  Additionally,  the  Elected  Officials  and  General  Assembly 
budget  would  require  funds  to  be  appropriated  to  cover  the  potential  shortfall. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  The  fiscal 
impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500. 
Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional 
funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  we  also  recognize  that  many 
such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively 
the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget. 
Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting 
administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally 
approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 


Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 


Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  has  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  if  this  initiative  petition  is  approved 
by  voters  and  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then 
there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office.  If  this  initiative  petition  is  approved  by 
voters,  but  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  not  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then  the 
potential  impact  upon  their  office  is  virtually  unlimited,  and  could  conceivably  result  in 
the  cessation  of  their  office's  operations.  There  is  no  stated  limit  regarding  what  portion 
of  their  office's  budget  may  be  used  to  make  up  for  any  shortfall.  Further,  if  their  office  is 
unable  to  pay  and  employ  staff,  then  it  would  be  unable  to  perform  its  essential  functions, 
such  as  investing  the  state's  funds  (by  which  Missouri  derived  approximately 
$29,600,000  in  investment  income  in  FY  2017),  processing  state  payments 
($27,300,000,000  in  FY  2017),  and  administering  Missourians'  unclaimed  property 
($44,300,000  paid  on  166,000  accounts  in  FY  2017),  which  would  result  in  a  severe, 
generalized  impact  upon  the  citizens  of  this  state. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 


Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 
Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  initial  and  one-time  costs  of  approximately  $80,000,  annual 
costs  of  approximately  $95,000,  and  annual  revenues  of  approximately  $9  billion.  Local 
governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statk  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


October  13,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147,  version  I  (2018-296) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  October  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


RECEIVED 

OCT  1  3  Ml? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  UUI.I.S  .  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECT  IONS  •  PIIII1.ICATKINS  •  SECURITIES  .  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  ■  VVOI.FNER  LIBRARY 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registe.  ed  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION. 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and - -  County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


^eC£/Veo 

°CT  13  20,7 

U0'SB*ET*Kr  0fstate 


_ _ _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (Cilv.Town  or  Villaze) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dlst. 

NAME 

(Primed  or  T vped) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

i 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - - County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ _ _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _ Street  address  of  Affiant - - - 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ _ _ _ _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ _ My  commission  expires  _/_/ _ 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as_directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  I.  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 ,  1 980,  but  before  January  1 , 2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  pan  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147. 120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2000,  but  ending  before  December  3 1 . 2009.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1, 2010,  but  before  December  3 1,  201 1,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2010.  but  before  December  3 1, 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 201 1,  but 
before  December  3 1, 2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31, 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1,  2010.  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  tax  year  20 1 2,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars: 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 2016,  no  annual  franchise  lax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  year  of  20 1 9. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  I5'h  of2019. 

(7)  I  lalf  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  sto  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(81  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  prc-kinderaarten, 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  The  Missouri  budget  for 

elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education 

budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chanter  163.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the 

shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

- - - s - - = - 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  hv 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  City.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  lime  and 

tenured  professors. 

2.  Sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  not  organized  for  profit,  nor  to  corporations 
organized  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  349,  nor  to  express  companies,  which  now  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
gross  receipts  in  this  slate,  nor  to  insurance  companies,  which  are  subject  to  an  annual  tax  on  their  premium  receipts 
in  this  state,  nor  to  state,  district,  county,  town  and  farmers'  mutual  companies  now  organized  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  organized  pursuant  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  of  writing  fire,  lightning, 
windstorm,  tornado,  cyclone,  hail  and  plate  glass  and  mutual  automobile  insurance  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
any  loss  incurred  by  any  member  by  assessment,  nor  to  any  mutual  insurance  corporation  not  having  shares,  nor  to  a 
company  or  association  organized  to  transact  business  of  life  or  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  benefit  to  its  members  and  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  moneys  to  the 
family,  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  deceased  member,  nor  to  foreign  life,  fire,  accident,  surety, 
liability,  steam  boiler,  tornado,  health,  or  other  kind  of  insurance  company  of  whatever  nature  coming  within  the 
provisions  of  section  147.050  and  doing  business  in  this  slate;,  nor  to  savings  and  loan  associations  and  domestic  and 
foreign  regulated  investment  companies  as  defined  by  Section  1 70  of  the  Act  of  Congress  commonly  known  as  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1942,  nor  to  electric  and  telephone  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  and  chapter  392 
prior  to  January  I,  1980,  which  have  been  declared  tax-exempt  organizations  pursuant  to  Section  501(c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986.  nor  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  3 1.  1986,  to  banking  institutions 
subject  to  the  annual  franchise  tax  imposed  by  sections  148.0 10  to  148. 1 10;  but  bank  deposits  shall  be  considered  as 
funds  of  the  individual  depositor  left  for  safekeeping  and  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  of  tax 
collectible  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120. 

3.  A  corporation's  taxable  year  for  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year  as 
provided  in  section  143.271. 

4.  A  corporation's  transitional  year  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year 
which  includes  parts  of  each  of  the  years  1979  and  1980. 
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5.  The  franchise  tax  payable  for  a  corporation's  transitional  year  shall  be  computed  by  multiplying  the  amount 
otherwise  due  for  that  year  by  a  fraction,  the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number  of  months  between  January  1 ,  1 980. 
and  the  end  of  the  taxable  year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  twelve.  The  franchise  tax  payable,  if  a  corporation’s 
taxable  year  is  changed  as  provided  in  section  143.271.  shall  be  similarly  computed  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue. 

6.  All  franchise  reports  and  franchise  taxes  shall  be  returned  to  the  director  of  revenue.  All  checks  and  drafts 
remitted  for  payment  of  franchise  taxes  shall  be  made  payable  to  the  director  of  revenue. 

7.  Pursuant  to  section  32.057,  the  director  of  revenue  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  all  franchise  tax 
reports  returned  to  the  director. 

8.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  honor  all  existing  agreements  between  taxpay  ers  and  the 
director  of  the  department  of  revenue. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-296) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  147 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  October  13,  2017) 


Date 


November  2,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  147  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  indicated 
other  than  the  potential  impact  on  the  revenue  stream  of  state  and  local  governments 
(which  their  department  has  no  means  to  calculate),  this  proposal  does  not  impact  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  reinstate  the  annual  franchise  tax,  one-eighth  of  which  would  go  to  their 
department.  The  first  $48  million  would  be  earmarked  for  the  University  of  Missouri  - 
Kansas  City  to  construct  a  Downtown  Campus  for  the  Arts,  and  future  funding  would  be 
added  to  MDHE’s  budget  "to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time 
and  tenured  professors." 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department.  Increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  would  total 
$157,691  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $94,218  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $94,990  for  fiscal  year 
2021.  Of  these  costs,  $79,812  are  initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for 
equipment  and  changes  to  the  current  computerized  system.  These  costs  will  be  offset  by 
additional  revenues  of  $4,510,758,226  each  year  for  fiscal  years  2019  through  2021. 


The  legislation  requires  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  other  law  of 
the  state  to  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  beginning  in  tax  year  2019. 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-296 

Bill  Number  IP  18-296 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

RSI  - 

Yes 

FY 

DOR 

X 

2019 

No 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,758,226 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$4,510,758,226 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

140.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,600,535 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$4,510,600,535 

_ 

The  legislation  creates  a  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue.  The  legislation 
increases  state  revenues. 

Section  147.010 

Beginning  in  tax  year  2019,  the  legislation  requires  corporations  to  pay  an  annual 
franchise  tax  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  with  a  threshold  amount 
of  $10.0  million.  The  legislation  dedicates  one-half  of  the  tax  to  the  Missouri  State  Road 
Fund.  The  legislation  allocates  three-quarters  and  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  to 
school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  and  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  respectively. 


Administrative  Impact: 

To  implement  this  legislation  the  Department  requires  forms  changes  and  programming. 

Business  Tax: 

Business  Tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for 
every  2,600  pieces  of  additional  correspondence  and  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing 
Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  7,800  of  additional  errors  generated. 


Expenditure  bv  Category 
Personnel  by  Position 

FTEs 

Annual 

Salary 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

RPT  I  (Range  10,  Step  L) 

2 

$27,185 

$45,308 

$54,914 

Integrated  Tax  System: 

If  passed  by  voters,  the  Integrated  Tax  System  incurs  additional  costs  of  $65,520  to 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  legislation. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-296 

RSI  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-296 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFEC1 

r  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,758,226 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

$4,510,758,226 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

140.010 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

130 

504 

($65,520) 

. 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

($65,520) 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

$4,510,600,535 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 


$4,510,600,535 


Comments: 


Their  department  would  like  to  make  sure  of  the  intended  start  date  of  this  legislation 
because  of  the  provision  in  the  legislation  referring  to  the  first  estimated  tax  payment.  A 
calendar  year  2019  franchise  return  would  be  for  the  period  of  January  1,  2019  to 
December  31,  2019  and  would  be  due  April  15,  2019  (assuming  that  date  does  not  fall  on 
a  holiday  or  weekend). 

Estimated  payments  for  income  tax  are  due  prior  to  the  due  date  of  the  return  in  quarterly 
installments.  So  estimated  payments  for  a  calendar  year  2015  filer  would  be  due  April, 
June,  September  and  December  of  calendar  year  2015.  Since  taxpayers  pay  franchise  tax 
ahead,  the  first  installments  under  this  legislation  would  presumably  be  due  April  15, 
2018.  Estimated  payments  are  not  required  for  franchise,  but  their  department  requests 
clarification  of  the  intended  begin  date  of  the  proposed  tax  rate  increase. 

Subsection  1(6) 

Franchise  tax  is  paid  ahead,  so  the  tax  year  2019  franchise  return  will  be  due  the  15th  day 
of  the  fourth  month  following  the  beginning  of  the  taxable  year. 

There  is  no  provision  in  Chapter  147  that  requires  estimated  payments  on  franchise  taxes. 
Suggest  removing  this  statement. 

Subsection  1(7) 

Franchise  tax  returns  are  filed  throughout  the  year.  Their  department  assumes  that  one- 
half  of  the  franchise  tax  revenues  will  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund 
monthly. 

Subsection  1(8) 

Same  comment  as  in  Subsection  1(7),  but  three-quarters  of  the  one-half  will  be 
transferred  to  a  dedicated  fund. 

The  petition  does  not  set  up  the  fund;  nor  provide  authorization  for  anyone  to  administer 
the  funds  and  distribute  the  money  as  needed.  Since  this  fund  is  for  schools,  their 
department  suggests  Department  of  Higher  Education  maintain  the  fund  and  be 
responsible  for  the  distribution  to  the  school  districts  as  their  department  has  no  way  of 
knowing  which  school  districts  have  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level. 

Subsection  1(9) 

They  assume  the  one-quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  will  be  deposited  into  a  fund  for 
Department  of  Higher  Education  to  administer.  They  assume  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education  is  responsible  for  tracking  the  $48  to  finance  the  UMKC  arts  campus. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  defer  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  potential  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section 
147.010,  RSMo,  to  enact  a  one-percent  franchise  tax.  One-half  of  the  proceeds  will  be 
deposited  in  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund.  Three-fourths  of  the  remaining  one-half  will 
go  to  a  dedicated  fund  to  distribute  to  schools  with  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  One- 
fourth  of  the  remaining  one-half  will  provide  revenue  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  The  first  $48  million  of  the  Higher  Education  funding  will  go  to  help  finance 
construction  of  a  downtown  arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  -  Kansas  City 
with  the  remainder  to  be  spent  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full-time  and 
tenured  professors.  This  language  specifies  that  the  tax  revenue  will  not  replace  the 
Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  or  for  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education.  It  also  specifies  that  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  will  remain 
at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as 
during  2015. 

Based  on  franchise  tax  collections  in  CY  (calendar  year)  15,  the  last  year  a  franchise  tax 
was  in  place,  gross  collections  were  $29. 9M.  At  a  tax  rate  of  0.0067%,  B&P  (Budget  and 
Planning)  estimates  that  total  estimates  of  corporations  with  at  least  $10M  in  assets  was 
$446. 67B.  At  a  tax  rate  of  1%,  this  proposal  would  generate  approximately  $4.47B  in 
new  revenues  once  fully  implemented  in  FY20.  While  the  franchise  tax  is  an  annual  tax, 
historically  payments  have  lagged  the  annual  due  date  by  as  much  as  18  months. 
Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  this  proposal  would  increase  revenues  by  $2.77B  in  FY19 
and  $4.47B  in  FY20  and  thereafter. 


The  distribution  of  the  tax  revenue  is  shown  below: 


Fund 

% 

deposited 

FY19 

FY20 

State  Road  Fund 

50.0% 

$1,385,000,000 

$2,233,500,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  school 
districts  with  at  least  12%  poverty 
level) 

37.5% 

$1,038,750,000 

$1,675,125,000 

Unspecified  Dedicated  Fund  (for  DHE) 

12.5% 

$346,250,000 

$558,375,000 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  as  written,  they  would  anticipate  a  negative 
impact  to  the  budget.  The  amount  of  impact  is  zero  to  unknown  since  the  amount  of 
potential  shortfall  is  unknown.  Additionally,  the  Elected  Officials  and  General  Assembly 
budget  would  require  funds  to  be  appropriated  to  cover  the  potential  shortfall. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  The  fiscal 
impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than  $2,500. 
Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that  additional 
funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  we  also  recognize  that  many 
such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that  collectively 
the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core  budget. 
Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting 
administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally 
approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  has  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 


estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  if  this  initiative  petition  is  approved 
by  voters  and  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then 
there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office.  If  this  initiative  petition  is  approved  by 
voters,  but  the  obligations  created  thereby  are  not  met  by  the  General  Assembly,  then  the 
potential  impact  upon  their  office  is  virtually  unlimited,  and  could  conceivably  result  in 
the  cessation  of  their  office's  operations.  There  is  no  stated  limit  regarding  what  portion 
of  their  office's  budget  may  be  used  to  make  up  for  any  shortfall.  Further,  if  their  office  is 
unable  to  pay  and  employ  staff,  then  it  would  be  unable  to  perform  its  essential  functions, 
such  as  investing  the  state's  funds  (by  which  Missouri  derived  approximately 
$29,600,000  in  investment  income  in  FY  2017),  processing  state  payments 
($27,300,000,000  in  FY  2017),  and  administering  Missourians'  unclaimed  property 
($44,300,000  paid  on  166,000  accounts  in  FY  2017),  which  would  result  in  a  severe, 
generalized  impact  upon  the  citizens  of  this  state. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 
Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 
Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  initial  and  one-time  costs  of  approximately  $80,000,  annual 
costs  of  approximately  $95,000,  and  annual  revenues  of  approximately  $4.5  billion.  Local 
governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  13,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

oi  '  1  3  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  I  15  (2018-295) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  October  13.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ __ 

Page  No. _ _ _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 

to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

4 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ 


.  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6W  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


0CT 1  3  2017 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(PiffioiT Circulator's  Printed  Namel - -  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers; 


NAME 
(Sisnature  1 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Cilv.Town  or  Villnze) 

Zip 

Code 

Ccngr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

{Primed  orTywcd) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

i 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signet)  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  staled  his  or  Iter  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

I  UT1IERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  I  HAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PEED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG  ERY 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  ttante  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Chapter  115.135,  RSMo,  is  amended  to  provide  automatic  voter  registration.  Chapter  115.427.  1 
will  be  amended  to  reflect  changes  in  Chapter  115.135,  RSMo: 


115.135.  1.  Any  person  who  is  qualified  to  vote,  or  who  shall  become  qualified  to  vote  on  or  before  the 
day  of  election,  shall  be  entitled  to  register  in  the  jurisdiction  within  which  he  or  she  resides.  In  order  to 
vote  in  any  election  for  which  registration  is  required,  a  person  must  be  registered  to  vote  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  his  or  her  residence  no  later  than  5:00  p.m.,  or  the  normal  closing  time  of  any  public 
building  where  the  registration  is  being  held  if  such  time  is  later  than  5:00  p.m.,  on  the  fourth  Wednesday 
prior  to  the  election,  unless  the  voter  is  an  interstate  former  resident,  an  intrastate  new  resident,  a  new 
resident,  or  a  covered  voter,  as  defined  in  section  115.275.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this 
section,  in  no  case  shall  registration  for  an  election  extend  beyond  10:00  p.m.  on  the  fourth  Wednesday 
prior  to  the  election.  Any  person  registering  after  such  date  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  subsequent 
elections. 

2.  A  person  applying  to  register  with  an  election  authority  or  a  deputy  registration  official  shall  identify 
himself  or  herself  by  presenting  a  copy  of  a  birth  certificate,  a  Native  American  tribal  document,  other 
proof  of  United  States  citizenship,  a  valid  Missouri  drivers  license  or  other  form  of  personal  identification 
at  the  time  of  registration. 

3.  Except  as  provided  in  federal  law  or  federal  elections  and  in  section  1 15.277,  no  person  shall  be 
entitled  to  vote  if  the  person  has  not  registered  to  vote  in  the  jurisdiction  of  his  or  her  residence  prior  to 
the  deadline  to  register  to  vote. 

4.  A  covered  voter  as  defined  in  section  1 15.275  whp  has  been  discharged  from  military  service,  has 
returned  from  a  military  deployment  or  activation,  or  has  separated  from  employment  outside  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  United  States  after  the  deadline  to  register  to  vote,  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  register 
to  vote,  may  register  to  vote  in  an  election  in  person  before  the  election  authority  until  5:00  p.m.  on  the 
Friday  before  such  election.  Such  persons  shall  produce  sufficient  documentation  showing  evidence  of 
qualifying  for  late  registration  pursuant  to  this  section. 

5.  Registration  at  the  division  of  motor  vehicles. 

(a)  Every  person  applying  at  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  for  a  driver’s  license  or  a  renewal  of  the 

license,  or  personal  identification  document  issued  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles,  and  who  is  or  may 

be  by  the  next  general  election  qualified  to  vote,  shall  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  register  to  vote,  or  if 

previously  registered,  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  change  their  address  for  voting  purposes. 

(b)  The  application  to  register  to  vote  must  be  offered  simultaneously  with  the  application  for  the  driver's 

license  or  renewal  of  it  or  application  for  a  personal  identification  document.  Division  of  motor  vehicles 

employees  must  provide  to  applicants  for  driver's  licenses,  license  renewal,  or  personal  identification 

documents  the  same  level  of  assistance  and  instruction  with  respect  to  the  application  to  register  to  vote 

as  is  provided  with  respect  to  the  application  for  driver's  licenses,  renewal  of  the  license,  or  personal 

identification  documents  The  applicant  shall  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  decline  to  register  to  vote  by 

failing  to  sign  the  voter  registration  form.  If  previously  registered,  the  applicant  shall  be  afforded  the 

opportunity  to  change  their  address  for  voting  purposes. 

In  order  to  protect  the  privacy  of  those  who  do  not  wish^to  register  to  vote  for  any  reason,  the  failure  of  an 

applicant  for  a  driver's  license  or  renewal  of  it  or  a  personal  identification  document  to  sign  the  voter 

registration  form  register  to  vote  may  not  be  used  for  any  purposes  other  than  to  determine  the  person's 

voter  registration  status. 
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(c)  The  voter  registration  application  shall  contain  the  registrant's  name,  residence  address,  mailing 

address  if  different  from  residence  address,  date  of  birth,  and  registrant's  signature  and  date  of  affixation 

of  signature,  and  may  include  any  other  information,  certifications,  and  declarations,  including  those  made 

under  the  penalty  of  penury,  that  may  be  required  by  the  state  board  in  order  to  administer  a  single  and 

unified  system  of  voter  registration  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  and  federal  laws  which  shall 

enable  duly  registered  voters  to  vote  in  all  elections  in  their  respective  voting  districts  including,  elections 

for  federal  officers.  Declarations  will  include  signature  on  a  form  provided  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles 

stating  under  penalty  of  law  that  they  are  a  US  citizen.  ‘Certifications  may  include  utility  bills,  bank 

statements,  rent  receipts  or  other  equivalent  items  to  show  proof  of  address.  Applications  for  voter 

registration  only  will  not  be  required  to  present  a  birth  certificate  or  photo  ID.  Certifications  showing  place 

of  residences  are  all  that  will  be  necssary.  If  there  are  doubts  of  citizenship,  then  115.135.5  will  be 

followed  with  the  state  utilizing  115.135.5.  The  department  of  motor  vehicles  or  agent  may  not  question 

citizenship  from  applicant.  Any  doubts  will  be  sent  to  the  state  board  of  elections  for  a  follow  up 

investigation.  The  voter  registration  application  must  also  include,  in  print  identical  to  that  used  in  the 

attestation  portion  of  the  form,  the  following: 

(i)  The  penalties  provided  by  law  for  submitting  a  false  voter  registration; 

(ii)  A  statement  that,  if  the  applicant  declines  to  register  to  vote,  his  or  her  decision  will  remain 

confidential  and  be  used  only  for  voter  registration  purposes;  and 

(iii)  A  statement  that,  if  the  applicant  does  register  to  vote,  information  regarding  the  office  or 

branch  of  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  to  which  the  application  was  submitted  will  remain 

confidential,  to  be  used  only  for  voter  registration  purposes. 

It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  to  print  and  to  have  available  at  all  times  a 

sufficient  number  of  voter  registration  forms  and  declaration  of  citizenship  in  order  to  carry  out  the 

provisions  of  this  section.  If  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  or  agents  fail  to  have  the  required  forms,  the 

state  or  its  agent  will  personally  delivery  and  complete  the  forms  at  the  applicant's  place  of  residence 

(d)  The  completed  voter  registration  application  shall  be  transmitted  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  or 

agent  to  the  central  voter  registration  system  mandated  not  later  than  the  next  business  day  after  the  date 

of  acceptance  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles.  Transmission  shall  be  made  by  electronic  means  as 

prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state,  and  shall  be  in  an  electronic  form  compatible  with  the  voter 

registration  system  maintained  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  each  registration  electronically  transmitted,  a 

hard  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  appropriate  local  board  of  canvassers. 

(e)  Any  person  who  has  fully  and  correctly  completed  an  application  to  register  to  vote  at  the  division  of 

motor  vehicles  is  presumed  to  be  registered  as  of  the  date  of  the  acceptance  of  the  registration  by  the 

division  of  motor  vehicles.  The  division  of  motor  vehicles  shall  not  transmit  the  voter  registration  of  any 

applicant,  who  fails  to  certify  by  a  declaration  that  they  are  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

(f)  The  state  board  of  elections  shall  have  the  authority  to  adopt  regulations  to  implement  and  administer 

the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  all  registrations  taken  at  the  division  of  motor  vehicles. 

(a) 

(1)  In  accordance  with  Section  7  of  the  Federal  National  Voter  Registration  Act  of  5  1993,  other 

applicable  state  government  agencies  that  the  secretary  verifies  already  collect  documents  that 

would  provide  proof  of  eligibility,  including  age,  citizenship  and  residence  address,  may  follow  the 

procedures  for  automatic  voter  registration  enumerated  for  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  as 

described  in  subsections  (b)  through  (d)  of  this  section. 
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(2)  Any  additional  agencies  that  are  designated  for  automatic  registration  must  follow  the  rules 

and  protocols  established  in  this  section  for  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  providing  a  declaration 

of  citizenship. 

(3)  Registration  for  voter  registration  at  a  division  of  motor  vehicles  without  application  for  driver's 

license  or  ID  and  only  for  for  voter  registration  does  not  require  a  photo.  The  same  rules  are  for 

other  applicable  state  government  agencies.  There  will  be  no  charge  for  the  voter  registration. 

(4)  Voter  ID  cards  will  be  sent  to  all  registered  voters  in  an  envelope  marked  “Do  not  Forward"  for 

each  election.  This  card  will  be  the  only  ID  needed  to  vote  without  any  need  for  other 
identification.  Receipt  of  this  card  at  the  voters'  place  of  residence  shall  be  considered  proof  of 

eligibility  to  vote. 

(h)  Effective  date.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  take  effect  thirty  (30)  days  after  the  administrator  of 

the  division  of  motor  vehicles  certifies  in  writing  to  the  general  assembly  that  the  Missouri  motor  vehicle 

licensing  system  computer  system  is  capable  of  meeting  the  reguirements  set  forth  in  this  section,  which 

references  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  National  Voter  Registration  Act  of  1993.  The  administrator  of  the 

division  of  motor  vehicles  shall  consult  with  the  secretary  prior  to  making  this  determination  about  the 

computer  system.  All  changes  will  be  made  to  have  in  place  six  months  before  the  Nov.,  2020  elections. 


6.  Verification  of  Citizen  Status-lf  the  state  or  any  voting  regulatory  body  doubts  the  citizenship  status  of 

the  voter  applicant  and  is  unable  to  verify  citizenship  and  identity  via  the  State  Verification  and  Exchange 

System  (SVES)  interface  with  the  Social  Security  Administration,  it  is  then  the  responsibility  of  the 

applicant/recipient  to  provide  the  reguired  verification  as  follows: 

A.  CITIZENSHIP  -1.  FIRST  LEVEL  (PRIMARY  DOCUMENTATION)  The  following  forms  of 

documentation  Qualify  as  both  proof  of  citizenship  and  identity: 

(a)  A  U  S.  Passport 

♦  Passport  does  not  have  to  be  currently  valid  to  be  accepted  as  proof  of  citizenship 

•  Passports  issued  with  a  limitation  are  not  considered  evidence  of  U  S.  citizenship  but  is 

considered  proof  of  identity. 

(b)  A  Certificate  of  Naturalization  (Forms  N-550  or  N-570) 

(c)  A  Certificate  of  U  S.  Citizenship  (Form  N-560  or  N-561) 

(d)  Applicants  and  recipients  born  outside  of  the  United  States  who  were  not  U  S.  citizens  at 

birth,  must  submit  First  Level  documentation  as  evidence  of  U  S.  citizenship. 

(e)  If  the  applicant/recipient  does  not  possess  any  of  the  above  forms  of  documentation,  then 

documentation  of  both  the  individual's  citizenship  (preferably  from  the  Secondary  tier  of 

documentation)  and  identity  is  necessary. 

B  SECOND  LEVEL  (SECONDARY) 

(a)  If  documentation  from  the  First  Level  (Primary  Documentation)  of  citizenship  is  not  available, 

the  applicant/recipient  must  submit  both  a  document  from  one  of  the  lower  levels  of  citizenship 

documentation  as  well  as  a  document  from  the  list  of  acceptable  forms  of  identity  documentation 

(b) .  Secondary  level  documentation  includes: 

i.  A  U.S.  Birth  Certificate 
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ii.  A  Certification  of  Birth  Issued  by  the  Department  of  State  (Form  DS-1350) 

iii.  A  Report  of  Birth  Abroad  of  a  U  S.  Citizen  (Form  FS-240) 

iv.  A  Certification  of  Birth  Issued  by  the  Department  of  State  (Form  FS-545  or  DS-1350) 

v.  A  U  S.  Citizens  I  D.  Card  (Form  1-197  or  prior  version  1-179) 

vi.  An  American  Indian  Card,  1-872  issued  by  the  Department  of  Homeland  Security  with 

the  classification  code  "KIC"  issued  to  identify  U.S  citizen  members  of  the  Texas  Band  of 

Kickapoos  living  near  the  U.S./Mexican  border 

vii.  Final  Adoption  Decree  showing  the  child's  name  and  U.S.  birthplace 

viii.  Evidence  of  Civil  Service  employment  by  the  U.S.  government  before  June  1976 

iv.  An  official  military  record  of  service  showing  a  U.S.  place  of  birth 

x.  A  Northern  Mariana  Identification  Card.  1-873  (issued  by  the  INS  to  a  collectively 

naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  was  born  in  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands 

before  November  4,1986) 


1 1 5.427.  1 .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and 
eligibility  to  vote  at  the  polling  place  by  presenting  their  voter  ID  card  they  received  in  the  mail  for  the 
current  election  or  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  If  the  voter  has  the  voter  ID 
card,  no  other  form  of  identification  will  be  needed.  No  form  of  personal  identification  other  than  the 
forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a  voter's  qualifications  to  vote  if  they  do  not 
have  their  voter  ID  card.  Forms  of  personal  identification  that  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this  section 
are  any  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license. 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondrivfer's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and 
the  name  substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration 
record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual: 

(c)  The  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or,  if  expired, 
the  document  expired  after  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States  or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the  Missouri 
National  Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Veteran  Affairs 
to  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed  Forces 
and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have  an  expiration  date. 

2.  (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place 
may  execute  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in 
the  precinct  register:  averring  that  the  individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring*  it  in  order  to  vote;  and  acknowledging  that  the 
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individual  is  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  1  of  this 
section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall  be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official 
receiving  the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual  may  cast  a  regular  ballot, 
provided  such  individual  presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election 
authority  of  the  state; 

(b)  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof: 

(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college, 
vocational  and  technical  school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri; 

(d)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other 
government  document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual, 

(e)  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant  to 
this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place, 
the  election  authority  may  take  a  picture  of  such  individual  and  keep  it  as  part  of  that  individual's 
voter  registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  (1 )  of  this 
subsection  may  cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it 
meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  4  of  this  section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working 
under  the  authority  of  the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall 
be  substantially  in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at 

. ;  that  I  am  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at 

this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  I  do  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  approved 
for  voting,  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive* free  of  charge  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  at 
any  fee  office  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  I  furthermore  acknowledge  that  I  am  required  to  present  a 
form  of  personal  identification,  as  prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to 
possible  criminal  prosecution 


Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . ,  20.... 


Signature  of  election  official" 
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4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 15.430  even  if  the  election 
judges  cannot  establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a 
notation  on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The 
provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  snail  noi  be  counted  unless: 

(1)  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by 
section  1 15.407  and  provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to 
verify  the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in  subsection  1  *of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's 
signature  to  the  signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was 
eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430. 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification 
requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of 
the  requirement  for  forms  of  personal  identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice 
shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service  announcements  in  print, 
broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  of  information  on  the 
opening  pages  of  the  official  state  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and  governor. 

6.  (1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  to  the  contrary, 
the  state  and  all  fee  offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified 
voter  who  does  not  already  possess  such  identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to 
vote. 


(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if 
needed  by  an  individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1 
of  this  section  in  order  to  vote: 

(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name; 

(f)  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State 
proving  citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal 
identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of 
state  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  such  documents.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees 
charged  by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  this  state  or  any 
other  state,  or  the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to  obtain  any  of  the  above  documents 
from  such  state  or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the 
general  revenue  of  this  state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section  shall  not  be  enforced. 
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(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the  applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the 
applicant  does  not  have  any  other  form  of  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  for  any  such  applicant.  The  director 
of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  The  total  cost 
associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  the 
state  of  Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The 
department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local 
election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and 
deliver  to  each  member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals 
who  have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver’s  license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting 
under  this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's 
license  for  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for 
the  denial  of  the  nondriver's  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall 
be  printed  at  the  top  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE  . 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right 
to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Date 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my 
address  by  signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under 
the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to 
all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536 
are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536 
to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 
unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after 
August  28,  2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or 
computer  printout,  an  election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate 
place  on  the  precinct  register,  the  voter  shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark 
shall  be  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  shall  become  effective  only  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the  voters  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the  authorization  of 
photo  identification  requirements  for  elections  by  general  law.  If  such  constitutional  amendment  is 
approved  by  the  voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective  June  1, 2017. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-295) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  115 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  October  13,  2017) 


Date 


November  2,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  115  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Kay  Brown,  Christian  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 

Rick  Watson,  Henry  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 

Gary  Emerson,  Lawrence  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 

Stan  Whitehurst,  Webster  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  result  in  increased 
operating  cost  of  $16,275  in  fiscal  year  2019.  This  proposal  will  affect  the  Secretary  of 
State,  county  election  authorities,  and  the  Office  of  Administration  -  ITSD. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-295 

ITSD- 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-295 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFEC1 

r  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

7,938 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

7,938 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 
capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

115.135 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

105.8 

4 

7,938 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

7,938 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

7,938 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

7,938 

- 

§115.135.5 

The  proposed  legislation  would  require  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  or  agent  to  transmit  the 
completed  voter  registration  application  to  the  central  voter  registration  system  mandated  no  later 
than  the  next  business  day  after  the  date  of  acceptance  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles. 


Their  department  assumes  they  will  provide  a  regularly  scheduled  file  of  all  driver  license, 
nondriver  license  and  permit  applicants  who  meet  the  minimum  age  criteria  and  who,  based  on 
application  data  entered,  have  submitted  documents  verifying  United  States  citizenship.  This  file 
would  include  applicants  who  responded  that  they  are  currently  registered,  applicants  that  are  not 
registered  and  do  not  want  to  register,  and  applicants  who  completed  the  voter  registration 
application  at  the  time  of  license  or  permit  application. 

Their  department  would  be  required  to: 

o  Coordinate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  to  develop  requirements  for  the  data  and 
signature  file  specifications  and  file  submission  schedule; 

o  OA-ITSD  must  develop  a  data  pull  process  for  defining  records  for  submission  to 
Secretary  of  State; 

o  OA-ITSD  must  develop  a  secure  process  for  tying  the  required  signature  file  to 
the  data  file  for  submission  to  the  Secretary  of  State; 

o  Test  the  file  generation  and  transfer  process  to  ensure  all  required  data  elements 
and  signatures  transmit  correctly;  and 

o  Develop  website  information  to  link  inquirers  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
information  regarding  the  new  automatic  voter  registration  and  provisions  for 
declining  automatic  voter  registration. 

Administrative  Impact 


PSB  FY  2019 

Update  Webpage  -  Administrative  Analyst  III  10  hrs.  @  $22.59  =  $  226 

DLB  FY  2019 

Requirements  development  and  testing: 


$3,109 

$3,778 

$1,224 


Administrative  Analyst  II  -  160  hrs.  @  $19.43  per  hr.  = 

Management  Analyst  Spec.  II  -  160  hrs.  @  $23.61  per  hr.  = 

Revenue  Band  Manager  Band  II  —  40  hrs.  @  $30.59  per  hr.  = 


Total  =  $8,337 


OA-ITSD  Impact 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-295 

ITSD- 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-295 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

Yes 

X 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ( 

3N  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

7,938 

- 

Other 

- 

- 

- 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

- 

Total 

7,938 

- 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

115.135 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

MEDL 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

105.84 

7,938 

- 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

7,938 

- 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

7,938 

- 

Federal 

- 

- 

- 

Other 

Total 

7,938 

- 

Technical  errors: 


§115.135.5(0 

This  section  has  the  following  technical  errors: 

•  “If  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  or  agents  fail  to  have  the  required  forms,  the  state  or 
its  agent  will  personally  delivery...”  This  sentence  should  read,  “If  the  division  of 
motor  vehicles  or  agents  fail  to  have  the  required  forms,  the  state  or  its  agent  will 
personally  deliver...”;  and 


•  “Certifications  showing  place  of  residences  are  all  that  will  be  necssary.”  This 
sentence  should  read,  “Certifications  showing  place  of  residences  are  all  that  will  be 
necessary.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  defer  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  for  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
115.135  and  115.427,  RSMo,  to  allow  people  applying  for  or  renewing  a  driver's  license 
to  register  to  vote  or  change  their  address  for  voting  purposes.  If  the  Division  of  Motor 
Vehicles  (MV)  employee  has  doubts  on  citizenship,  those  registrations  will  be  sent  to  the 
state  board  of  elections  for  a  follow-up  investigation.  MV  must  print  and  have  available 
voter  registration  forms  and  declaration  of  citizenship.  MV  must  electronically  send  the 
completed  forms  (in  a  format  compatible  with  the  SOS’s  voter  registration  system)  the 
next  business  day  to  the  central  voter  registration  system.  For  each  electronic  submission, 
a  hard  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  appropriate  local  board  of  canvassers.  All  changes 
must  be  in  place  six  months  before  the  November  2020  elections. 

In  addition,  other  applicable  state  agencies  that  would  provide  proof  of  eligibility, 
including  age,  citizenship,  and  residence  address,  will  follow  the  procedures  for 
automatic  voter  registration.  There  will  be  no  charge  for  voter  registration.  Voter  ID 
cards  will  be  sent  to  all  registered  voters  for  each  election.  It  is  not  clear  who  will  mail 
these  Voter  ID  cards  for  each  election  but  for  the  purposes  of  this  response,  Budget  and 
Planning  assumes  it  would  be  the  Department  of  Revenue's  responsibility.  Any 
additional  agencies  designated  for  automatic  registration  must  follow  these  same  rules. 

There  would  appear  to  be  personnel  and  programming  costs  associated  with  this 
proposal.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  for  those  costs. 


This  should  not  impact  the  Office  of  Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  this  petition  requires  completed 
voter  registration  applications  to  be  transmitted  electronically  to  their  office  in  a  format 
compatible  to  their  voter  registration  system.  To  coordinate  the  DMV's  system  with  the 
Missouri  Centralized  Voter  Registration  system  would  require  a  one-time  expense  of  up 
to  $1,000,000  for  programming  resources.  Depending  on  the  timeline  of  implementation, 
this  cost  may  be  incurred  in  either  FY 19  or  FY20. 

FY19  or  20:  GR  $1,000,000 

Many  bills  considered  by  the  General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring 
agencies  to  submit  rules  and  regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided 
with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  The  fiscal  impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative 
Rules  is  less  than  $2,500.  Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not 
expect  that  additional  funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also 
recognize  that  many  such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year 
and  that  collectively  the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their 
core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting 
administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally 
approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 


appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  have 
no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Adair  County  indicated  the  cost  to  their  county,  for  postage  only,  would 
be  approximately  $6,500  per  election.  There  would  also  be  supply  costs  as  well  as  staff 
hours  to  be  considered. 

Officials  from  Cole  County  indicated  it  would  be  an  unnecessary  burden,  financially  and 
labor  intensive  if  this  petition  would  pass.  If  they  are  required  to  send  out  a  new  voter  ID 
card  before  every  Election  it  would  cost  their  county  $90,000  for  year  2018,  having  three 
Elections. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  that  due  to  the  ambiguity  of  the  details,  lack  of 
specifics  as  to  implementation  and  incongruent  direction  within  the  language  of  this 
proposition,  it  is  not  feasible  to  determine  with  any  degree  of  specificity  if  there  are  any 
estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report  from  their  county  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  this  response  is  provided  on  behalf 
of  the  University  of  Missouri  System.  As  outlined  in  the  draft,  there  is  no  significant 
measurable  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  they  anticipate  a  cost  of 
$23,300  per  election  from  the  purchase  and  mailing  of  voter  identification  cards. 


Kay  Brown,  Christian  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office.  For  their  county,  the  cost  would  be  approximately  $  25,000.00  prior  to 
each  election.  This  cost  does  not  reflect  the  additional  staffing  needed  to  process  all  the 
return  mail.  For  the  2018  Election  year  the  cost  would  be  approximately  $  75,000.00  and 
does  not  include  the  extra  cost  for  additional  staffing  to  process  the  mail.  Who  would  be 
responsible  to  pay  the  cost  of  this  mailing?  Now  the  Photo  Id  Law  requires  all  voters 
have  a  Missouri  picture  identification  provided  by  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue. 
So  this  voter  card  no  longer  has  the  importance  it  once  held  as  the  preferred  form  of 
identification  to  be  used  at  the  polls.  This  would  be  an  extremely  costly  process  and  a 
waste  of  taxpayer  dollars. 

Rick  Watson,  Henry  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office.  County  officials  estimate  that  it  would  cost  $8,000  per  election,  to  send 
out  voter  verification  cards,  prior  to  each  election. 

Gary  Emerson,  Lawrence  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office.  The  proposed  changes  to  Chapter  115  in  this  petition  will  cost  the 
county  approximately  $12,000  per  election.  This  would  result  in  a  $36,000  to  $48,000 
increase  in  the  costs  of  election  in  their  county  each  year. 

Stan  Whitehurst,  Webster  County  Clerk  provided  information  for  this  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office.  In  the  county,  county  officials  estimate  this  proposal  would  cost  in 
excess  of  $12,000  for  every  election.  Due  to  variation  in  the  number  of  elections  each 
year,  the  annual  cost  could  range  from  $24,000  to  $60,000  per  year. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass 
County,  Clay  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St. 
Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the 
City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  savings  from  this  proposal.  State 
governmental  entities  estimate  one-time  costs  of  up  to  $1  million.  Local  election 
authorities  are  estimated  to  have  additional  costs  ranging  from  $6,500  to  $30,000  per 
election. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  11,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

218,  544  &  557  (2018-294) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  October  1 1, 201 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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RECEIVED 

OCT  1 1  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  ana  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 

penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 

to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 

her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 

sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. .  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D. . . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 
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Chapter  217  Department  of  Corrections 
DEPARTMENT,  ORGANIZATION,  POWERS  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES 

HOUSE  ARREST  PROGRAM 

217.541  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  —  limited  release,  when  — 
offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole  officer,  when. 
(1/1/2017) 

217.542  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  (1/1/2017) 

217.543  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote 
electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St. 
Louis  City).  (1/1/2017) 

Missouri  Statute  217.541  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  —  limited 
release,  when  —  offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole 
officer,  when. 
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217.341.  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  -  limited  release,  when  -  offenders  to  fund  program  -  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole 
officer,  when.  —  1.  Tire  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest.  The  director  or  has  designee  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  of  offenders  serving  sentences  tor 
class  D  or  E  felonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to  release  on  parole  conditional  release,  or  discharge  to  participate  in  the  house  arrest  program. 

2.  The  offender  referred  to  the  house  arrest  program  shall  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  department  and  shall  be  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  of  the  department  pertaining  to  offenders 
of  the  department  until  released  on  parole  or  conditional  release  by  the  state  board  of  probation  and  parole. 

3.  The  department  shall  require  the  offender  to  participate  in  work  or  educational  or  vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be  necessary  to  the  supervision  and  treatment  ot 
the  otrender. 

4.  .An  offender  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  place  ot  residence  only  tor  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to  participate  in  the  program  and  activities  authorized  in 
subsection  3  ot  this  section. 

5.  The  board  ot  probation  and  parole  shall  supervise  every  offender  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  and  shall  verity  compliance  with  the  requirements  ot  this  section  and  such  other 
rules  and  regulations  that  the  department  shall  promulgate  and  may  do  so  by  remote  electronic  surveillance.  If  any  probation  parole  ofiicer  has  probable  cause  to  believe  that  an  offender 
under  house  driest  has  violated  a  condition  ot  the  house  arrest  agreement,  the  probation  parole  ofiicer  may  issue  a  warrant  tor  the  arrest  of  the  ottender.  The  probation  parole  officer  may 
effect  the  arrest  or  may  deputize  any  officer  with  the  power  ot  arrest  to  do  so  by  giving  the  officer  a  copy  of  the  warrant  which  shall  outline  die  circumstances  of  the  alleged  violation.  The 
warrant  delivered  with  the  offender  by  the  arresting  ofiicer  to  the  official  in  charge  of  any  jail  or  other  detention  facility  to  which  the  ottender  is  brought  shall  be  sufficient  legal  authorin’  for 
detaining  the  ottender.  .An  offender  arrested  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  custody  or  mcarcerated  without  consideration  of  bail.  The  director  or  his  designee,  upon  recommendation  of 
the  probation  and  parole  ofiicer.  may  direct  the  return  ot  any  ottender  from  house  attest  to  a  correctional  facility  of  the  department  tor  reclassification. 

6.  Each  offender  who  is  released  to  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  ot  his  wages,  established  by  department  rules,  to  a  maximum  of  the  per  capita  cost  ot  the  house  arrest 
program.  The  money  received  from  the  offender  shall  he  deposited  in  the  inmate  fund  and  shall  be  expended  to  support  the  house  arrest  program . 

iL.  19S7  S.B.  39  §1.  A.L.  19S9  H.B.  40S.  A.L  1990  H.B.  974.  A.L.  2014  S.B.  491 1 
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Missouri  Statute  217.542  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  (1/1/2017) 
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Effective  01  Jan  2017,  see  footnote,  highlighted  4  It*1  Chapter  217 
Title  XIII  CORRECTIONAL  AND  PENAL  INSTITUTIONS 

217.542.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  —  1  An  offender  of  the  department  released  to  the  house  arrest 
program  commits  the  crime  of  failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  if  he  or  she  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of 
residence  or  activity  authorized  by  subsection  T  of  section  217  541  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so 

2  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  is  a  class  E  felony 
(L  1987  S  It  39§2,AL  19891TB  4US,  A  L  2014  S  B  491) 

Effective  1-01-17 
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217.543  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote 
electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St. 

Louis  City).  (1/1/2017) 

Q  Q  ...  H  .  a  -  3  1 
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^  ^  Effective  01  Jan  2017,  see  footnote,  highlighted  10  Chapter  217 

Title  XIII  CORRECTIONAL  AND  PENAL  INSTITUTIONS 

217.54,1  I  louse  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote  electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of 
prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St.  Louis  City).  —  1  The  tailor  of  any  city  not  within  a  county  having  custody  of  pretrial  detainees 
or  persons  serving  sentences  for  violation  of  slate  or  local  laws  may  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  tins  section 

2  Such  jailer  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  Such  jailer  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  for  pretrial  detainees  or  persons 
serving  sentences  tor  violation  ol  state  or  local  laws 

3.  The  inmate  or  detainee  shall  remain  an  inmate  of  such  jailer  and  shall  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  house  arrest  program. 

4  Such  jailer  shall  require  the  inmate  or  detainee  to  participate  in  work  or  educational  or  vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be 
necessary  to  the  supervision  and  treatment  of  the  inmate  or  detainee 

5  An  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  house  arrest  -.hall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  or  her  place  of  residence  only  for  the  purpose  and  time  necessarv  to 
participate  in  the  programs  and  activities  authorized 

o.  Such  lailer  shall  supervise  every  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  and  shall  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  for  each  person  so  released  and  such  other  rules  and  regulations  that  such  jailer  shall  promulgate,  and  may  do  so  by  remote  electronic 
surveillance.  Such  jailer  may  direct  to  any  peace  officer  the  return  of  any  inmate  or  detainee  from  house  arrest  for  violation  of  the  conditions  of  release 

7  Each  inmate  or  detainee  who  ts  released  on  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his  or  her  wages  to  cover  the  costs  of  house  arrest,  such  amount 
to  he  established  by  the  jailer 

8  An  inmate  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  pursuant  to  this  section  commits  the  crime  of  escape  from  custody  if  such  inmate  purposely  tails 
to  return  to  his  or  iier  place  of  residence  or  activity  as  established  by  the  iailer  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so  Escape  from  custody  is  a  class  E 
felony 


(L  1991  H  B  5b(>,  A  L.  2014  SB  491) 
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Title  XXXVIII  CRIMES  AND  PUNISHMENT;  PEACE  OFFICERS  AND  PUBLIC  DEFENDERS 
Chapter  557  General  Sentencing  Provisions 

Missouri  Statute  557.011  Authorized  dispositions.  (8/28/2013 
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^  y  Effective  J8Aug2013,  highlighted 4  :  Chapter 557 

Tii  XCfvU  GG6  AND  PUNBflENT;  P5SCE  OFFICERS  HO  PUBI  DFENDKS 

557.(111.  Authorized  disposition;.  - 1 ,  Every  person  found  guilty  o:  an  dense  shall  be  dealt  with  tv  the  coin!  in  accordant  with,  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  except  that  tor  offenses  defined  outside  this 
cede  and  not  repealed,  lie  term  of  imprisonment  or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that  provided  at  the  statute  denning  the  offense:  however,  the  conditional  release  term  of  anv  sentence  of  a  term  of  rears  shall 
be  determined  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  section  555.011. 

I  Whenever  any  person  has  been  found  guilty  of  a  felony  or  a  misdemeanor  the  court  shall  make  one  or  more  of  the  following  dispositions  of  the  offender  in  anv  appropriate  combination.  The  court  mar: 

!  1 )  Sentence  the  person  to  a  term  of  imprisonment  as  authorized  bv  chapter  555: 

(2)  Sentence  the  person  to  pav  a  fine  as  authorized  bv  chapter  560: 

(5)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  person  on  probation: 
t  ti  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution,  placing  the  person  on  probation: 

1 5)  Impose  a  period  of  detention  as  a  condition  of  probation,  as  authorized  tv  section  559.026. 

3.  Whenever  any  person  has  been  found  guild  of  an.  infraction,  the  court  shall  make  one  or  more  of  the  Mowing  dispositions  of  the  offender  m  anv  appropriate  combination  The  court  mar: 

I I  Sentence  the  person  to  pay  a  fine  as  authorized  bv  chapter  56C: 

2 1  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  person  on  probation: 

;  3)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution  placing  the  person  on  probation 

I  Whenever  anv  organization  has  been  found  guild  of  an  offense,  the  court  shall  make  me  or  more  of  the  following  dispositions  o:  the  orgaruzaion  in  any  appropriate  combination.  Tne  court  max: 
i  1 1  Sentence  the  organization  to  pav  a  fine  as  authorized  bv  chapter  :65; 

1 ,  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with,  or  without  placing  the  organization  on  p rob  -ion' 

3 1  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution  placing  the  orgaizatim  on  probation: 

I I  Impose  anv  special  sentence  or  sanction  authorized  bv  law. 

5.  This  chapter  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  the  court  of  any  authority  ccnlerred  by  law  to  decree  a  forfeiture  of  property,  suspend  or  cancel  a  license,  remove  a  person  from  office,  or  impose  anv  other 
mil  penalty.  An  appropriate  order  exercising  such  authority  may  be  included  as  part  of  any  sentence. 

6.  In  the  even:  a  sentence  o:  confinement  is  ordered  executed,  a  court  mav  order  that  an  individual  sene  all  or  anv  portion  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring:  except  that  all  costs  associated  with  file 

electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arrest.  If  the  iudge  nr.ds  the  person  unable  to  afford  he  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the  pudge  mav  order  that  the  person,  be  placed 

on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  it  the  county  commission  agrees  to  pav  the  cost  of  such,  monitoring.  If  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  cost  associated  with  electronic  monitoring 

and  the  count  commission  does  not  agree  to  pav  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  countv  the  cost  of  such  electronic  monitoring,  the  iudge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic 

monitoring. 
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[Missouri  Statute  217.541.  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  — 
limited  release,  when  —  offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation 
or  parole  officer,  when.  —  I .  The  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house 
arrest.  The  director  or  his  designee  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  of  offenders 
serving  sentences  for  class  I)  or  E  felonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to 
release  on  parole,  conditional  release,  or  discharge  to  participate  in  the  house  arrest 
program. 

2.  'The  offender  referred  to  the  house  arrest  program  shall  remain  in  the  custody  of  the 
department  and  shall  be  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  of  the  department  pertaining  to  offenders 
of  the  department  until  released  on  parole  or  conditional  release  by  the  state  board  of  probation 
and  parole. 

3.  The  department  shall  require  the  offender  to  participate  in  work  or  educational  or 
vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be  necessary  to  the  supervision  and  treatment 
of  the  offender. 

4.  An  offender  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  place  of  residence 
only  for  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to  participate  in  the  program  and  activities  authorized  in 
subsection  3  of  this  section. 

5.  The  board  of  probation  and  parole  shall  supervise  every  offender  released  to  the  house 
arrest  program  and  shall  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section  and  such  other 
rules  and  regulations  that  the  department  shall  promulgate  and  may  do  so  by  remote  electronic 
surveillance.  If  any  probation/parole  officer  has  probable  cause  to  believe  that  an  offender  under 
house  arrest  has  violated  a  condition  of  the  house  arrest  agreement,  the  probation/parole  officer 
may  issue  a  warrant  lor  the  arrest  of  the  offender.  The  probation/parole  officer  may  effect  the 
arrest  or  may  deputize  any  officer  with  the  power  of  arrest  to  do  so  by  giving  the  officer  a  copy 
of  the  warrant  which  shall  outline  the  circumstances  of  the  alleged  violation.  The  warrant 
delivered  with  the  offender  by  the  arresting  officer  to  the  official  in  charge  of  any  jail  or  other 
detention  facility  to  which  the  offender  is  brought  shall  be  sufficient  legal  authority  for  detaining 
the  offender.  An  offender  arrested  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  custody  or  incarcerated 
without  consideration  of  bail.  The  director  or  his  designee,  upon  recommendation  of  the 
probation  and  parole  officer,  may  direct  the  return  of  any  offender  from  house  arrest  to  a 
correctional  facility  of  the  department  for  reclassification. 

6.  Each  offender  who  is  released  to  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his  wages, 
established  by  department  rules,  to  a  maximum  of  the  per  capita  cost  of  the  house  arrest 
program.  The  money  received  from  the  offender  shall  be  deposited  in  the  inmate  fund  and 
shall  be  expended  to  support  the  house  arrest  program.) 

[Missouri  Statute  217.542.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  —  1.  An  offender  of 
the  department  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  commits  the  crime  of  failure  to  return 
to  house  arrest  if  he  or  she  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of  residence  or 
activity  authorized  by  subsection  3  of  section  217.541  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so.  2. 
Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  is  a  class  E  felony.| 

[Missouri  Statute  217.543.  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to 
establish  program  —  remote  electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's 
wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St.  Louis  City).  —  1 .  The  jailer  of  any  city  not 
within  a  county  having  custody  of  pretrial  detainees  or  persons  serving  sentences  for 
violation  of  state  or  local  laws  may  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 
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2.  Such  jailer  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest.  Such  jailer  may  extend 
the  limits  of  confinement  for  pretrial  detainees  or  persons  serving  sentences  for  violation  of 
state  or  local  laws. 

3.  The  inmate  or  detainee  shall  remain  an  inmate  of  such  jailer  and  shall  be  subject  to 
the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  house  arrest  program. 

4.  Such  jailer  shall  require  the  inmate  or  detainee  to  participate  in  work  or  educational 
or  vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be  necessary  to  the  superv  ision  and 
treatment  of  the  inmate  or  detainee. 

5.  An  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  or  her 
place  of  residence  only  for  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to  participate  in  the  programs 
and  activities  authorized. 

6.  Such  jailer  shall  superv  ise  even  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  the  house  arrest 
program  and  shall  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  set  forth  for  each  person  so 
released  and  such  other  rules  and  regulations  that  such  jailer  shall  promulgate,  and  may  do 
so  by  remote  electronic  surveillance.  Such  jailer  may  direct  to  any  peace  officer  the  return 
of  any  inmate  or  detainee  from  house  arrest  for  violation  of  the  conditions  of  release. 

7.  Each  inmate  or  detainee  who  is  released  on  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his 
or  her  wages  to  cover  the  costs  of  house  arrest,  such  amount  to  be  established  by  the  jailer. 

8.  An  inmate  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  pursuant  to  this  section  commits  the 
crime  of  escape  from  custody  if  such  inmate  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of 
residence  or  activity  as  established  by  the  jailer  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so.  Escape 
from  custody  is  a  class  E  felony. | 

Missouri  Statute  557.01 1.  Authorized  dispositions. —  I.  Every  person  found  guilty  of  an 
offense  shall  be  dealt  with  by  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter, 
except  that  for  offenses  defined  outside  this  code  and  not  repealed,  the  term  of  imprisonment 
or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that  provided  in  the  statute  defining  the  offense; 

however,  the  conditional  release  term  of  any  sentence  of  a  term  of  years  shall  be  determined  as 
provided  in  subsection  4  of  section  558.01 1. 

2.  Whenever  any  person  has  been  found  guilty  of  a  felony  or  a  misdemeanor  the  court  shall 
make  one  or  more  of  the  following  dispositions  of  the  offender  in  any  appropriate  combination. 
I'he  court  may: 

( 1 )  Sentence  the  person  to  a  term  of  imprisonment  as  authorized  by  chapter  558; 

(2)  Sentence  the  person  to  pay  a  fine  as  authorized  by  chapter  [560;]  558,002  RSMo  unlawful 
&  unconstitutional  another  INITIATIVE  PETITION. 

(3)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  person  on  probation; 

(4)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution,  placing  the  person  on  probation: 

(5)  Impose  a  period  of  detention  as  a  condition  of  probation,  as  authorized  by  section 
[559.026.]  unlawful  &  unconstitutional  another  INITIATIVE  PETITION. 

3.  Whenever  any  person  has  been  found  guilty  of  an  infraction,  the  court  shall  make  one  or 
more  of  the  following  dispositions  of  the  offender  in  any  appropriate  combination.  The  court 
may: 

( 1 )  Sentence  the  person  to  pay  a  fine  as  authorized  by  chapter  [560]:  558.002  RSMo  unlawful 
&  unconstitutional  another  INITIATIVE  petition. 

(2)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  person  on  probation; 

(3)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution,  placing  the  person  on  probation. 
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4.  Whenever  any  organization  has  been  found  guilty  of  an  offense,  the  court  shall  make  one 
or  more  of  the  following  dispositions  of  the  organization  in  any  appropriate  combination.  The 
court  may: 

( 1 )  Sentence  the  organization  to  pay  a  tine  as  authorized  by  chapter  [560J:  558.002  RSMo 
unlawful  &  unconstitutional  another  INITIATIVE  PETITION. 

(2)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  organization  on 
probation: 

(3)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution,  placing  the  organization  on  probation; 

(4)  Impose  any  special  sentence  or  sanction  authorized  by  law. 

5.  This  chapter  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  the  court  of  any  authority  conferred  by  law 
to  decree  a  forfeiture  of  property,  suspend  or  cancel  a  license,  remove  a  person  from  office,  or 
impose  any  other  civil  penalty.  An  appropriate  order  exercising  such  authority  may  be  included 
as  part  of  any  sentence. 

[6.  In  the  event  a  sentence  of  confinement  is  ordered  executed,  a  court  may  order  that  an 
individual  serve  all  or  any  portion  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all 
costs  associated  with  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house 
arrest.  If  the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring,  the  judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring  if  the  county  commission  agrees  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  monitoring.  If  the 
person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring  and  the 
county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of 
such  electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house 
arrest  with  electronic  monitoring.) 

A.L.  201 1  II. II.  1 1 1,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327) 
Missouri  Statute  217.541, 217.542,  217.543,  did  not  have  a  court  or  jury  as  the  statutes  say 
who  is  in  charge  of  house  arrest  and  electronic  monitoring,  which  came  about  in  2014  with 
S.B.  491,  Missouri  Statute  557.01 1  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  tell  2013  A.L. 
201 1  H.B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327)  It 
violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  10  That  no  person  shall  he 
deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts 
of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to 
person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without 
sale,  denial  or  delay. 

Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be 
required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also 
Amendment  XIVSection  1  .AH  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they 
reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  ,  without  due  process  of  law:  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Here  is  where  the  violation  of  due  process  rights  and  equal  protection  under  the  law  for 
persons  charged  with  a  bailable  offence,  are  treated  the  same  as  persons  found  guilty  in 
Missouri  Statute  544.455  as  stated  below ... 
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Ch.  544  Arrest,  Examination,  Commitment  and  Bail 

[Missouri  Statute  544.455.  Release  of  person  charged,  when  —  conditions  which  may  be 
imposed.  —  1.  Any  person  charged  with  a  bailable  offense,  at  his  or  her  appearance  before 
an  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  may  be  ordered  released  pending  trial,  appeal,  or  other 
stage  of  the  proceedings  against  him  on  his  personal  recognizance,  unless  the  associate 
circuit  judge  or  judge  determines,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  that  such  a  release  will 
not  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  as  required.  When  such  a 
determination  is  made,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  may  either  in  lieu  of  or  in 
addition  to  the  above  methods  of  release,  impose  any  or  any  combination  of  the  follow  ing 
conditions  of  release  w  hich  w  ill  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  for  trial: 

(1)  Place  the  person  in  the  custody  of  a  designated  person  or  organization  agreeing  to 
supervise  him; 

(2)  Place  restriction  on  the  travel,  association,  or  place  of  abode  of  the  person  during 
the  period  of  release; 

(3)  Require  the  execution  of  a  bail  bond  w  ith  sufficient  solvent  sureties,  or  the  deposit  of 
cash  in  lieu  thereof; 

(4)  Require  the  person  to  report  regularly  to  some  officer  of  the  court,  or  peace  officer, 
in  such  manner  as  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  directs; 

(5)  Require  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  a  given  sum  and  the  deposit  in  the  registry  of  the 
court  of  ten  percent,  or  such  lesser  percent  as  the  judge  directs,  of  the  sum  in  cash  or 
negotiable  bonds  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  state  of  Missouri  or  any  political  subdivision 
thereof; 

(6)  Place  the  person  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all  costs 
associated  w  ith  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arrest.  If 
the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the 
judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  w  ith  electronic  monitoring  if  the 
county  commission  agrees  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of  such 
monitoring.  If  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring  and  the  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  electronic 
monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  w  ith 
electronic  monitoring; 

(7)  Impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as 
required,  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  after  specified 
hours. 

2.  In  determining  which  conditions  of  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the 
associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  basis  of  available  information,  take  into 
account  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged,  the  w  eight  of  the  evidence 
against  the  accused,  the  accused's  family  ties,  employment,  financial  resources,  character 
and  mental  condition,  the  length  of  his  residence  in  the  community,  his  record  of 
convictions,  and  his  record  of  appearance  at  court  proceedings  or  flight  to  avoid 
prosecution  or  failure  to  appear  at  court  proceedings. 

3.  An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  authorizing  the  release  of  a  person  under  this 
section  shall  issue  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed,  if 
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any,  shall  inform  such  person  of  the  penalties  applicable  to  violations  of  the  conditions  of 
his  release  and  shall  advise  him  that  a  warrant  for  his  arrest  w  ill  be  issued  immediately 
upon  any  such  violation. 

4.  A  person  for  w  hom  conditions  of  release  are  imposed  and  who  after  twenty-four 
hours  from  the  time  of  the  release  hearing  continues  to  be  detained  as  a  result  of  his 
inability  to  meet  the  conditions  of  release,  shall,  upon  application,  be  entitled  to  have  the 
condition  reviewed  by  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  w  ho  imposed  them.  The  motion 
shall  be  determined  promptly. 

5.  An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  ordering  the  release  of  a  person  on  any  condition 
specified  in  this  section  may  at  any  time  amend  his  order  to  impose  additional  or  different 
conditions  of  release;  except  that,  if  the  imposition  of  such  additional  or  different 
conditions  results  in  the  detention  of  the  person  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to  meet  such 
conditions  or  in  the  release  of  the  person  on  a  condition  requiring  him  to  return  to  custody 
after  specified  hours,  the  provisions  of  subsection  4  of  this  section  shall  apply. 

6.  Information  stated  in,  or  offered  in  connection  with,  any  order  entered  pursuant  to 
this  section  need  not  conform  to  the  rules  pertaining  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  a 
court  of  law. 

7.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  he  construed  to  prevent  the  disposition  of  any 
case  or  class  of  cases  by  forfeiture  of  collateral  security  w  here  such  disposition  is 
authorized  by  the  court. 

S.  Persons  charged  w  ith  violations  of  municipal  ordinances  may  be  released  by  a 
municipal  judge  or  other  judge  w  ho  hears  and  determines  municipal  ordinance  violation 
cases  of  the  municipality  involved  under  the  same  conditions  and  in  the  same  manner  as 
provided  in  this  section  for  release  by  an  associate  circuit  judge. 

9.  A  circuit  court  may  adopt  a  local  rule  authorizing  the  pretrial  release  on  electronic 
monitoring  pursuant  to  subdivision  (6)  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  lieu  of 
incarceration  of  individuals  charged  w  ith  offenses  specifically  identified  therein. | 

A.L.  201 1  H.B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327) 

Missouri  Statute  544.455  did  not  have  house  arrest  w  ith  electronic  monitoring;  tell  the 
above  House  and  Senate  hills  passed  in  2013.  Missouri  Statute  544.455.  does  not  state  w  ho  is 
in  charge  of  house  arrest  persons  nor  w  here  the  money  from  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring;  goes  to.  Somehow  the  money  from  Missouri  Statute  544.455  from  house  arrest 
w  ith  electronic  monitoring  goes  to  private  bail/bond  companies,  NO  statement  in  the 
statute.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all 
constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  w  elfare  of  the  people;  that  all 
persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of 
the  gains  of  their  ow  n  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal 
rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law ;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal 
office  of  government,  and  that  when  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its 
chief  design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law  .  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every 
person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and 
that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That 
the  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic 
communications  and  data,  from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  warrant  to 
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search  any  place,  or  seize  any  person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication, 
shall  issue  without  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  he  seized, 
or  the  data  or  communication  to  he  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  he;  nor  without  probable 
cause,  supported  by  written  oath  or  affirmation.  Section  19.  That  no  person  shall  he 
compelled  to  testify  against  himself  in  a  criminal  cause,  nor  shall  any  person  he  put  again 
in  jeopardy  of  life  or  liberty  for  the  same  offense,... 

It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or 
things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  V'  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  tw  ice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law  ;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use.  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Amendment  XIV  Section  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  no  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or 
abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
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Missouri  Statute  544.455  Release  of  person  charged,  when  —  conditions  which  may  be  imposed. 
(8/28/2013) 
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{  )  Effective  28  Aug  2013,  highlighted  5  ?  Chapter  544 

Title  XXXWI  CRIMINAL  PROCEDURE 

544.455.  Release  of  person  charged,  when  -  conditions  which  may  he  imposed.  - 1.  Any  person  charged  with  a  bailable  offense,  at  his  or  her  appearance  before  an  associate  circuit 
judge  or  judge  may  be  ordered  released  pending  trial,  appeal  or  other  stage  of  the  proceedings  against  him  on  bis  personal  recognizance,  unless  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge 
determines,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  that  such  a  release  will  not  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  as  required.  When  such  a  determination  is  made,  the  associate  circuit 
iudge  or  judge  may  either  in  lieu  of  or  in  addition  to  the  above  methods  of  release,  impose  any  or  any  combination  of  the  following  conditions  of  release  which  will  reasonably  assure  the 
appearance  of  the  person  for  trial: 

:  1 1  Place  the  person  in  the  custody  o:  a  designated  person  or  organization  agreeing  to  supervise  him; 

(2)  Place  restriction  on  the  travel,  association,  or  place  oi  abode  of  the  person  during  the  period  of  release: 

(3)  Require  the  execution  of  a  bail  bond  with  sufficient  solvent  sureties,  or  the  deposit  of  cash  in  lieu  thereof; 

ill  Require  the  person  to  report  regularly  to  some  officer  of  the  court  or  peace  officer,  in  such  manner  as  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  directs; 

(5i  Require  the  execution  oi  a  bond  in  a  given  sum  and  the  deposit  in  the  registry  of  the  court  of  ten  percent,  or  such  lesser  percent  as  the  judge  direct,  of  the  sum  in  cash  or  negotiable 
bonds  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  state  of  Missouri  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof; 

ioi  Place  the  person  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring;  excepi  that  all  costs  associated  with  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arrest.  It'  the  judge 
finds  the  person  unable  to  afrord  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  it  the  county 
commission  agrees  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  ot  the  county  the  costs  or  such  monitoring.  It  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring  and  the  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  the  costs  or  such  electronic  monitoring,  the  iudge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring; 

1 7 1  Impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as  required  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  after  specified  hours 

2.  In  determining  which  conditions  or  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  bash  oi  available  information,  take  into  account  the 
nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged,  the  weight  of  the  evidence  against  the  accused,  the  accused's  family  ties,  employment,  hnancial  resources,  character  and  mental  condition. 
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!*)  Impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as  required,  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  alter  specified  hours. 

2.  In  determining  which  conditions  of  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  basis  of  available  information,  take  into  account  the 
nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged,  the  weight  of  the  evidence  against  the  accused,  the  accused's  family  ties,  employment,  financial  resources,  character  and  mental 
condition,  the  length  of  his  residence  in  the  community,  his  record  of  convictions,  and  bis  record  or  appearance  at  court  proceedings  or  flight  to  avoid  prosecution  or  failure  to  appear  at 


3.  .An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  authorizing  the  release  of  a  person  under  this  section  shall  issue  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed  it  any 
shall  inform  such  person  of  the  penalties  applicable  to  violations  of  the  conditions  of  his  release  and  shall  advise  him  that  a  warrant  for  his  arrest  will  be  issued  immediately  upon  any  such 
violation. 

4.  A  person  for  whom  conditions  of  release  are  imposed  and  who  after  twenty-tour  hours  from  the  time  of  the  release  hearing  continues  to  be  detained  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to 
meet  the  conditions  of  release,  shall,  upon  application,  be  entitled  to  have  the  condition  reviewed  by  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  who  imposed  them.  The  motion  shall  be 
determined  promptly. 

5.  An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  ordering  the  release  of  a  person  on  any  condition  specified  in  this  section  may  at  any  time  amend  his  order  to  impose  additional  or  different 
conditions  of  release;  except  that  if  the  imposition  of  such  additional  or  different  conditions  results  in  the  detention  of  the  person  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to  meet  such  conditions  or  in 
the  release  ot  the  person  on  a  condition  requiring  bum  to  reborn  to  custody  after  specified  hours,  the  precisions  of  subsection  4  of  this  section  shall  apply. 

6.  Information  stated  in  or  offered  in  connection  with,  any  order  entered  pursuant  to  this  section  need  not  conform  to  the  rules  pertaining  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  a  court  of 
law. 

T.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  disposition  of  any  case  or  class  of  cases  by  forfeiture  of  collateral  security  where  such  disposition  is  authorized  by 
the  court. 

8.  Persons  charged  with  violations  of  municipal  ordinances  may  be  released  by  a  municipal  nidge  or  other  pudge  who  hears  and  determines  municipal  ordinance  violation  case?  of  the 
municipality  involved  under  the  same  conditions  and  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  in  this  section  for  release  by  an  associate  circuit  judge. 

9.  A  tircuit  court  may  adopt  a  local  rule  authorizing  the  pretrial  release  on  electronic  monitoring  pursuant  to  subdivision  |6)  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  lieu  ot  incarceration  of 


II  19':  HI  1180,  A.L.  197SH.B.  1634.A.IJ11H.B.  111.  A.L  2013  KB.  215  merged  with  KB.  374  k  431  merged  wilhS.B.  321 
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(1976)  Provisions  as  to  issuance  of  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  sti 
released  under  the  provisions  of  ?  '44.665.  State  v.  Adams  A.  c  532  S.lY.2d  324. 

<  e'd  of  effecdve  28  Aug  2013  >  ® 


to  persons 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 

James  C.  Kirkpatrick  SECRETARY  or  STATE 

STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER  STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

(573)751-4936 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  1 1, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

558  and  559(2018-293) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  October  1 1,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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WO-  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . I, 

. .  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 
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Missouri  Statute  559.026  Detention  condition  of  probation.  Detention  condition  of  probation. 

—  Except  in  infraction  cases,  when  probation  is  granted,  the  court,  in  addition  to  conditions 
imposed  pursuant  to  section  559.021.  may  require  as  a  condition  of  probation  that  the  offender 
submit  to  a  period  of  detention  up  to  forty-eight  hours  alter  the  determination  by  a  probation  or 
parole  officer  that  the  offender  violated  a  condition  of  continued  probation  or  parole  in  an 
appropriate  institution  at  whatever  time  or  intervals  within  the  period  of  probation,  consecutive 
or  nonconsecutive.  the  court  shall  designate,  or  the  board  of  probation  and  parole  shall  direct. 

|  Any  person  placed  on  probation  in  a  county  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  or  in  any  city  with 
a  population  of  five  hundred  thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject 
to  all  provisions  of  section  221 . 1 70.  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail 
or  workhouse.)!  1 )  In  misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not 
exceed  the  shorter  of  thirty  days  (or  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  authorized  for 
the  misdemeanor  by  chapter  558. |  [(2)  In  felony  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this 
section  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  twenty  days.]  (3)  If  probation  is  revoked  and  a  term  of 
imprisonment  is  served  by  reason  thereof,  the  time  spent  in  a  jail,  half-way  house,  honor  center, 
workhouse  or  other  institution  as  a  detention  condition  of  probation  shall  be  credited  against  the 
prison  or  jail  term  served  for  the  offense  in  connection  with  which  the  detention  condition  was 
imposed. 

Missouri  Statute  558.01 1.  Sentence  of  imprisonment,  terms  —  conditional  release.  — 

1.  The  authorized  terms  of  imprisonment,  including  both  prison  and  conditional  release  terms,  are: 

(1)  For  a  class  A  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  ten  years  and  not  to  exceed  thirty  years,  or  life 
imprisonment;(2)  For  a  class  B  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  five  years  and  not  to  exceed  fifteen 
years;(3)  For  a  class  C  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  three  years  and  not  to  exceed  ten 
years;  (4)  For  a  class  D  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  seven  years;(5)  For  a  class  E  felony,  a  term 
of  years  not  to  exceed  four  years;  (6)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  one 
year;  (7)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months;  (8)  For  a  class  C 
misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  fifteen  days. ..Not  the  whole  Missouri  Statute  its  Screen 
printed  on  the  next  page. 

In  the  Last  paragraph  of  559.026the  first,  second  class  city  or  a  population  of  five  hundred 
thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of  section 
221 .1  70.  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  How  can 
someone  not  convicted  &  sentenced  be  placed  in  detention?  Was  not  convicted  &  and 
sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  Then  Missouri  Statute  559.012  Did  not  take  place  so 
points  (1)  and  (2)  is  the  reason  probation  is  given.  So  what  probation  is  the  not  convicted  on 
that  they  get  detention?  Missouri  Statute  559.012.  Eligible  for  probation,  when.  —  The 
court  may  place  a  person  on  probation  for  a  specific  period  upon  conviction  of  any  offense 
or  upon  suspending  imposition  of  sentence  if.  having  regard  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of 
the  offense  and  to  the  history  and  character  of  the  defendant,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that: 

( 1 )  Institutional  confinement  of  the  defendant  is  not  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public: 
and  (2)  1  he  defendant  is  in  need  of  guidance,  training  or  other  assistance  which,  in  his  or  her 
case,  can  be  effectively  administered  through  probation  supervision. 
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Missouri  Statute  559.026  Detention  condition  of  probation  is  unconstitutional  the  above 
lines  show  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  It  violates  the  Missouri 
Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall 
be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  in  jury  to  person,  property 
or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  w  ithout  sale,  denial  or  delay. 
Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be 
required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also 
Amendment  XIVSeetion  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  w  herein  they 
reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  w  ithout  due  process  of  law :  nor  deny  to  any  person  w  ithin  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Point  1  of  Missouri  Statute  559.26  Detention  condition  of  probation  Any  person  placed  on 
probation  in  a  county  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  or  in  any  city  with  a  population  of  five 
hundred  thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of 
section  221 .1  70.  even  though  he  w  as  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  w  orkhouse. 

(1)  In  misdemeanor  eases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the 
shorter  of  thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  authorized  for  the 
misdemeanor  by  chapter  558,  the  Statute  give  a  misdemeanor  offender  more  imprisonment 
than  a  Felony  offender. 

Missouri  Statute  559.1)26  Detention  condition  of  probation  is  unconstitutional  the  above 
lines  shown.  Because  it  gives  a  misdemeanor  on  probation  more  Detention  than  a  felony. 

It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law  .  Section  14.  That  the 
courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every 
injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered 
w  ithout  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII 
Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual 
punishments  inflicted.  Also  Amendment  XIVSeetion  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in 
the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States 
and  of  the  state  w  herein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall 
abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  w  ithout  due  process  of  law :  nor  deny  to  any 
person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

This  statute  also  treats  each  felony  offender  the  same  when  558.01 1  has  different  classes  of 
felony  offences.  Each  class  should  have  a  different  time  period  for  detention  condition  of 
probation. 
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559.026.  Detention  condition  of  probation.  -  Except  in  infraction  cases,  when  probation  is  granted,  tire  court,  in  addition  to  conditions  imposed  pursuant  to  section  "’9.021.  may  require 
as  a  condition  or  probation  that  tire  offender  subnut  to  a  period  ot  detention  up  to  tortv-eight  hours  after  the  determination  by  a  probation  or  parole  officer  that  the  offender  violated  a 
condition  ot  continued  probation  or  parole  ui  an  appropriate  institution  at  whatever  time  or  intervals  w  ithin  the  period  of  probation  consecutive  or  nonconsecutive.  the  court  shall  designate, 
or  the  board  ot  probation  and  parole  shall  direct.  Any  person  placed  on  probation  in  a  county  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  o:  in  any  city  with  a  population  ot  five  hundred  thousand  or 
more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  sliall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of  section  221 170.  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  lail  or  workhouse. 

1 1 )  In  misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  ot  detention  under  this  section  sliall  not  exceed  the  shorter  of  thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  ot  imprisonment  authorized  tor  the  misdemeanor  by 
chapter  55S. 

O  In  telony  cases,  the  period  ot  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  twenty  days. 

(3)  It  probation  is  revoked  and  a  term  of  imprisonment  is  served  by  reason  thereof,  the  time  spent  in  a  jail  half-way  house,  honor  center  workhouse  or  other  institution  as  a  detention 
condition  of  probation  shall  be  credited  against  the  prison  or  jail  term  served  tor  the  oftense  in  connection  with  which  the  detention  condition  was  imposed. 

(L.  1977  S.B  60.  A.L  1995  H  B.  424.  A.L.  2003  S.B.  5,  A.L.  2004  S  B.  1211) 
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558.011.  Sentence  of  imprisonment,  terms  —  conditional  release.  —  1.  Hie  authorized  terms  of  imprisonment,  including  both  prison  and  conditional  release  terms,  are: 
tl)  For  a  class  A  telony.  a  term  o:  years  not  less  than  ten  years  and  rot  to  exceed  thirty  years,  or  life  imprisonment, 

(2)  For  a  class  B  telony.  a  term  ot  wars  not  less  than  five  year*  and  not  to  exceed  fifteen  wars 
( 4)  For  a  class  C  felony  a  term  ot  years  not  le*s  than  three  wars  and  not  to  exceed  ten  wars; 

(4)  For  a  class  D  felony,  a  term  ot  years  not  to  exceed  seven  years 
t5)  For  a  class  E  telonv.  a  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  tour  years. 

(b)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor  a  term  not  to  exceed  one  year. 

<  7 )  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months; 

<S)  For  a  class  C  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  fifteen  days 

2  In  cases  o:  class  D  and  E  felonies,  the  court  shall  have  discretion  to  imprison  tor  a  special  term  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  countv  jail  or  other  authorized  penal  institution,  and  the 
place  of  confinement  dull  be  fixed  by  the  court.  It  the  court  imposes  a  sentence  ot  imprisonment  :or  a  term  longer  than  one  vear  upon  a  person  com  icted  of  a  class  D  or  E  felony,  it  shall 
commit  the  person  to  die  custody  ot  die  department  ct  corrections 

3.  1 1  •  When  a  regular  sentence  ot  imprisonment  tor  a  telonv  is  imposed,  the  court  shall  commit  the  peison  to  the  custody  ot  the  department  ot  corrections  tor  the  term  imposed  under 
section  557.03b.  or  until  released  under  procedures  established  elsewhere  by  law. 

i2>  A  sentence  of  imprisonment  tor  a  misdemeanor  shall  be  ror  a  definite  term  and  die  court  slull  commit  the  person  to  die  county  jail  or  other  authorized  penal  institution  for  the  term  ot 
his  or  her  sentence  or  until  relied  under  procedure  established  elsewhere  by  law 

4il»  Except  a>  otherwise  prox  ided  a  sentence  ot  imprisonment  tor  a  term  ot  wars  tor  telonies  other  dun  dangerous  felonies  as  denned  in  section  556.1)61  and  odier  than  sentences  ot 
imprisonment  which  involve  the  individual's  fourth  or  subsequent  remand  to  the  department  ot  corrections  shall  consist  ot  a  prison  term  and  a  conditional  release  term.  The  conditional 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  10,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 01 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

558  (2018-292) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  October  10,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . I, 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

E 

DECEIVED 

nif'T  1  A  0017 

UU 

O.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 
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New  Missouri  statute  558.002.1  continued  has  2  different  fine  amounts  for  same  offence,  for  persons 
convicted  of  C  or  D  felony  is  either  $5000  or  at  the  top  of  first  page  beginning  of  statute  states  $10,000. 
Also  the  fine  amount  for  corporation  for  a  misdemeanor  is  just  10,000,  but  that  is  for  every  type  the  old 
statute  had  different  fine  amounts  for  different  misdemeanor  of  A,B,C  which  is  shown  by  the  screen 
prints  below  of  the  New  Missouri  statute  558.002.1  this  is  unconstitutional  no  equal  protection  of  the 
law  which  is  a  violation  of  the  XIV  Amendment  of  United  States  Constitution. 

The  560.011  is  not  the  only  Missouri  statute  that  this558.002  replaced  as  it  replaced  560.011,  560.016 
and  560.021.  For  the  Old  Missouri  statutes  that  are  repealed  560.011,  560.016  and  560.021  on 
http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneChapter.aspx?chapter=560  states  that  they  are  (Repealed  L.  2014  S.B. 
491)  (1/1/2017).  The  www.moqa.mo.qov  not  working  since  July  of  2017. 

[Missouri  statute  558.002.  Fines  for  felonies.  —  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  an  offense 
outside  this  code,  a  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  an  offense  may  be  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine 
which  does  not  exceed: 

( 1 )  For  a  class  C.  D.  or  E  felony,  ten  thousand  dollars; 

(2)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  two  thousand  dollars: 

(3)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  one  thousand  dollars; 

(4)  For  a  class  C  misdemeanor,  seven  hundred  fifty  dollars: 

(5)  For  a  class  1)  misdemeanor,  five  hundred  dollars: 

(6)  For  an  infraction,  four  hundred  dollars:]  or 

(7)  If  the  person  has  gained  money  or  property  through  the  commission  of  the  offense,  to  pay 
an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding  double  the  amount  of  the  person's  gain  from  the 
commission  of  the  offense. 

1 2.  A  sentence  to  pay  a  fine,  when  imposed  on  a  corporation  for  an  offense  defined  in  this 
code  or  for  any  offense  defined  outside  this  code  for  which  no  specific  corporate  fine  is 
specified,  shall  be  a  sentence  to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  which  does  not  exceed: 

( 1 )  For  a  felony,  twenty  thousand  dollars; 

(2)  For  a  misdemeanor,  ten  thousand  dollars: 

(3)  For  an  infraction,  one  thousand  dollars:]  or 

(4)  If  the  corporation  has  gained  money  or  property  through  the  commission  of  the  offense, 
to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding  double  the  amount  of  the  corporation's  gain 
from  the  commission  of  the  offense. 
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3.  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  "gain"  means  the  amount  of  money  or  the  value  of 
property  derived  from  the  commission  of  the  offense.  The  amount  of  money  or  value  of  property 
returned  to  the  victim  of  the  offense  or  seized  by  or  surrendered  to  lawful  authority  prior  to  the 
time  sentence  is  imposed  shall  be  deducted  from  the  fine.  When  the  court  imposes  a  fine  based 
on  gain  the  court  shall  make  a  finding  as  to  the  amount  of  the  offender's  gain  from  the  crime.  If 
the  record  does  not  contain  sufficient  evidence  to  support  such  a  finding,  the  court  may  conduct  a 
hearing  upon  the  issue. 

Missouri  statute  558.002  because  each  fine  amount  has  increased  Violates  the  United  States 
Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also  Amendment  XIVSection  1  .All 
persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are 
citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  w  hich  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  w  ithout  due 
process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  It 
violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional 
government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  w  elfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have 
a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  en  joyment  of  the  gains  of 
their  ow  n  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and 
opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of 
government,  and  that  w  hen  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief 
design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  w  ithout  due 
process  of  law . 
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State  Information  Center 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
[573)751-2301 


October  6,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

OCT  0  6  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  I  lagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

374  (2018-291) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Brian  I  lagg  on  October  5,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Pursuant  to  Sections  116-100  and  116  332.  RSMo.  upon  submitting  a  petition 
please  provide  the  following  contact  information 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . .  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . I, 

. .  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

ij  i 

> 
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MO.SECKblAWYUi-biAi 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 


Chapter  374  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  374.695  to  374.755  REGULATION  OF  BAIL  BOND  AGENTS  &  374.783  to 
374.789  SURETY  RECOVERY  AGENTS  how  some  Missouri  statutes  are  broken  by  what  is 
listed  in  374.695  to  374.789,  and  related  statutes  which  have  broken  the  Missouri 
Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  and  The  United  States  Constitution. 


Missouri  Statute  374.700.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  374.695  to  374.789.  the 
following  terms  shall  mean:  ( I )  "Bail  bond  agent",  a  surety  agent  or  an  agent  of  a  property  bail 
bondsman  who  is  duly  licensed  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  374.695  to  374.789.  is 
employed  by  and  is  working  under  the  authority  of  a  licensed  general  bail  bond  agent:.. .(3) 
"Department",  the  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration 
of  the  state  of  Missouri:(4)  "Director",  the  director  of  the  department  of  insurance,  financial 
institutions  and  professional  regislration:(5)  "General  bail  bond  agent",  a  surety  agent  or  a 
property  bail  bondsman,  as  defined  in  sections  374.700  to  374.775.  who  is  licensed  in 
accordance  with  sections  374.700  to  374.775  and  who  devotes  at  least  fifty  percent  of  his 
working  time  to  the  bail  bond  business  in  this  state:  (6)  "Insurer",  any  surety  insurance 
company  which  is  qualified  by  the  department  to  transact  surety'  business  in  Missouri;(7) 
"Licensee",  a  bail  bond  agent  or  a  general  bail  bond  agent;  (8)  "Properly  bail  bondsman",  a 
person  who  pledges  United  States  currency.  United  Slates  postal  money  orders  or  cashier’s 
checks  or  other  property  as  security  for  a  bail  bond  in  connection  with  a  judicial  proceeding,  and 
who  receives  or  is  promised  therefor  money  or  other  things  of  value:  (9)  "Surety  bail  bond 
agent",  any  person  appointed  by  an  insurer  by  power  of  attorney  to  execute  or  countersign  bail 
bonds  in  connection  with  judicial  proceedings,  and  who  receives  or  is  promised  money  or  other 
things  of  value  therefore  1 0)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of 
a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a 
fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement,  excluding  a  bail  bond  agent  or  general 
bail  bond  agent; 

(II)  "Taking  a  bail"  or  "take  bail",  the  acceptance  by  a  person  authorized  to  take  bail  of  the 
undertaking  of  a  sufficient  surety  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  undertaking  or  that  the  surety  will  pay  to  the  court  the  sum  specified,  faking  of  bail  or  lake 
bail  does  not  include  the  fixing  ofthe  amount  of  bail  and  no  person  other  than  a  competent  court 
shall  fix  the  amount  of  bail. 

Points  (6)  "Insurer"  &  ;(7)  "Licensee",  a  bail  bond  agent  or  a  general  bail  bond  agent; 
are  private  citizens  who  think  they  have  more  power  than  the  Missouri  statutes,  Missouri 
Constitution  &  the  United  States  Constitution.  Who  pay  fee  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  fifty 
dollars,  as  Missouri  Statute  374.710.  States  issue  a  hvn-ycar  license  for  the  bail  bond  agent 
or  general  bail  bond  agent. 

Missouri  Statute  374.710.  License  required  for  bail  bond  agents,  application,  qualifications 
exceptions.  3.  In  addition  to  the  twenty-four  hours  of  initial  basic  training  to  become  a  bail 
bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent,  there  shall  be  eight  hours  of  biennial  continuing  education 
for  all  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  to  maintain  their  state  license.  The  director 
shall  determine  said  appropriate  areas  of  instruction  for  said  biennial  continuing 
education.  The  director  shall  determine  which  institutions,  organizations,  associations,  and 
individuals  shall  be  eligible  to  prov  ide  the  initial  basic  training  and  the  biennial  continuing 
education  instruction.  The  department  may  allow  stale  institutions,  organizations,  associations. 


or  individuals  to  provide  courses  for  the  initial  basic  training  and  the  biennial  continuing 
education  training.  The  cost  shall  not  exceed  two  hundred  dollars  lor  the  initial  basic  training 
and  one  hundred  fifty  dollars  lor  biennial  continuing  education. 

4.  Upon  completion  of  said  basic  training  or  biennial  continuing  education  and  the  licensee 
meeting  the  other  requirements  as  provided  under  sections  374.695  to  374.789.  the  director  shall 
issue  a  two-year  license  for  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  for  a  fee  not  to  exceed 
one  hundred  fifty  dollars. 


Missouri  Statute  374.717.  Prohibited  acts.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court,  or  law 
enforcement  officer  shall:  (4)  Accept  anything  of  value  from  a  principal  except  the 
premium  and  expenses  incurred,  provided  that  the  licensee  shall  be  permitted  to  accept 
collateral  security  or  other  indemnity  from  the  principal  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  374.7 1 9. 

Missouri  Statute  374.719.  Collateral  security  accepted,  when  —  receipt  required  —  used  to 
reimburse  costs,  when  —  records  to  be  retained.  —  1.  A  licensee  may  accept  collateral 
security  from  the  principal  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  which  collateral  shall  be  returned  upon 
final  termination  of  liability  on  the  bond.  When  a  licensee  accepts  collateral,  the  licensee 
shall  provide  a  prenumbered  written  receipt,  which  shall  include  a  detailed  account  of  the 
collateral  received  by  the  licensee. 


Missouri  Statute  374.757.  Notification  by  agent  of  intention  to  apprehend  —  local  law 
enforcement  may  accompany  agent  —  violations,  penalties.  — 1 1 .  Any  agent  licensed  by 
sections  374.695  to  374.775  who  intends  to  apprehend  any  person  in  this  stale  shall  inform  law- 
enforcement  authorities  in  the  city  or  county  in  which  such  agent  intends  such  apprehension, 
before  attempting  such  apprehension.  Such  agent  shall  present  to  the  local  law  enforcement 
authorities  a  certified  copy  ol'lhe  bond  and  all  other  appropriate  paperwork  identifying  the 
principal  and  the  person  to  be  apprehended.  Local  law  enforcement  may  accompany  the  agent  |. 
failure  of  any  agent  to  whom  this  section  applies  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  a  class  A  misdemeanor  for  the  first  violation  and  a  class  li  felony  for  subsequent 
violations:  and  shall  also  be  a  violation  of  section  374.755  and  may  in  addition  be  punished 
pursuant  to  that  section.  |2.  The  surety  recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in 
the  county  or  city  where  such  agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  Such  agent  shall  have  a 
certified  copy  ol'the  bond  and  all  appropriate  paperwork  to  identify  the  principal.  Local  law- 
enforcement.  when  notified,  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  that  location  to  keep 
the  peace  if  an  active  warrant  is  effective  for  a  felony  or  misdemeanor.  If  a  warrant  is  not  active, 
the  local  law  enforcement  officers  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  such  location]. 
Failure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor.  For  any 
subsequent  violations,  failure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  L  felony. 
374.700point  (10)  states  surety  recovery  agent  can’t. 

(Missouri  Statute  374.783.  Surety  recovery  agents,  license  required  —  director  to  license, 
powers.  —  1 .  No  person  shall  hold  himself  or  herself  out  as  being  a  surety  recovery  agent  in  this 
state,  unless  such  person  is  licensed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.783  to 
374.789.  Licensed  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  may  perform  fugitive 
recovery  without  being  licensed  as  a  surety  recovery  agent.  2.  The  director  shall  have 
authority  to  license  all  surety  recovery  agents  in  this  state.  The  director  shall  have  control 
and  supervision  over  the  licensing  of  such  agents  and  the  enforcement  of  the  terms  and 


provisions  of  sections  374.783  to  374.789.  3.  The  director  shall  have  the  power  to:  (1 )  Set  and 
determine  the  amount  of  the  fees  authorized  and  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to 
374.789.  The  fees  shall  be  set  at  a  level  sufficient  to  produce  revenue  which  shall  not 
substantially  exceed  the  cost  and  expense  of  administering  sections  374.783  to  374.789. 
However,  such  fees  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  fifty  dollars  fora  two-year  license:  and  (2) 
Determine  the  sufficient  qualifications  of  applicants  for  a  license.  4.  flic  director  shall  license 
for  a  period  of  two  years  all  surety  recovery  agents  in  this  state  who  meet  the  requirements  of 
sections  374.783  to  374.789.J 

So  Missouri  Statute  374.783.  the  whole  Missouri  statute  unconstitutional.  Surety  recovery 
agents,  The  Last  sentence  of  point  1  Licensed  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond 
agents  may  perforin  fugitive  recovery  without  being  licensed  as  a  surety'  recovery  agent. 
Unconstitutional  not  law  enforcement 


Missouri  Statute  374.789.  Prohibited  acts.  —  1.  A  person  is  guilty  of  a  class  II  felony  if  he  or 
she  does  not  hold  a  valid  surety  recovery  agent  license  or  a  bail  bond  license  and  commits  any  of 
the  following  acts:(  I )  I  lolds  himself  or  herself  out  to  be  a  licensed  surety  recovery  agent  within 
this  slate:(2)  Claims  that  he  or  she  can  render  surety  recovery  agent  services:  or  (3)  Engages  in 
fugitive  recovery  in  this  state.2.  Any  person  who  engages  in  fugitive  recovery  in  this  slate  and 
wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  unlawful 
apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for  such  damages  and  may  be 
liable  for  punitive  damages.  Just  because  Missouri  Statutes  374.710Point  (10),  374.757, 
374.783  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent.  Think  they  have  the  same  power  as 
a  police  office,  then  The  surety  recovery'  agent  have  to  be  person  licensed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.783-374.789,  then  in  374.700  point  (10)  Surety  recovery 
agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down, 
captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive.  So  in  374.757  2.  surety 
recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in  the  county  or  city  where  such 
agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  So  this  can’t  happen  because  of  the  above  statement 
of  374.700(10),  a  surety  recovery'  agent  can  somehow  have  a  warrant  as  stated  in  374.757  2. 
&  Local  law  enforcement  may  accompany. 

So  What  is  the  purpose  of  Missouri  Statutes  374.789  Prohibited  acts  if  they  arc  licensed 
somehow  they  can  arrest  people  if  they  have  a  warrant  if  you’re  a  surety  recovery  agent  so 
what  is  the  need  for  a  criminal  justice  education  to  be  a  policeman  or  law  enforcement 
agent  since  you  let  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  &  surety  recovery  agent  act  as  law 
enforcement  agents  with  just  24  hours  of  training  and  150  dollars  they  are  License  as  stated 
in  374.710.  So  the  Director  of  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and 
Professional  Registration  has  his  own  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  &  surety  recovery' 
agent  act  as  law  enforcement  agents 

374.700  point  (10)  “Surety  recovery  agent",  &  374.757  2.  surety  recovery  agent 
contradict  each  other. 


In  374.789  Prohibited  acts  2.  wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including, 
but  not  limited  to.  unlawful  apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for 
such  damages  and  may  be  liable  for  punitive  damages.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote 
the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the 
pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  en  joyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons 
are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to 


give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when 
government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law'.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain 
remedy  afforded  for  even’  injury  to  person,  propern  or  character,  and  that  right  and 
justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That  the  people  shall 
be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic  communications  and  data, 
from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  warrant  to  search  any  place,  or  seize  any 
person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication,  shall  issue  w  ithout  describing 
the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized,  or  the  data  or  communication 
to  be  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  be;  nor  without  probable  cause,  supported  by  written  oath 
or  affirmation.  Section  19.  That  no  person  shall  be  compelled  to  testify  against  himself  in  a 
criminal  cause,  nor  shall  any  person  be  put  again  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  liberty  for  the  same 
offense,... 

It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or 
things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherw  ise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  w  hen  in  actual  service  in  lime  of  war  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use.  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Amendment  XIV  Section  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property',  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  no  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or 
abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

Missouri  Statute  374.755.  Complaint  by  department,  procedure  —  grounds  disciplinary 
action  —  alternate  procedure  —  additional  remedy  (4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any 
compensation  as  a  member  of  the  profession  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  by 
means  of  fraud,  deception  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Violation  of  any  provision  of  or  any 
obligation  imposed  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions 
and  professional  registration  rules  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to 
violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules  or  regulations,  or  subpoenas; 

Violations  have  taken  place  taking  of  money  from  people  w  ho  are  gps/electronic 
monitored  no  were  in  the  chapter  of  374  does  it  state  taking  of  money  for  gps/electronic 


monitored  which  a  lot  of  people  have  been  put  on  in  Missouri  for  just  being  charged  for  a 
crime,  and  nnnconvictcd  arc  paying  a  excessive  fines  imposed,  which  violates  United  States 
Constitution  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Also  says  Missouri  Statute  374.755.  Complaint  by  department,  procedure  —  grounds  — 
disciplinary  action  —  alternate  procedure  —  additional  remedy 

|2.  After  the  filing  of  such  complaint,  the  proceedings  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  chapter  621.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing 
commission  that  one  or  more  of  the  causes  stated  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  have  been 
met,  the  director  may  suspend  or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to  section  374.280.| 

|  3.  In  lieu  of  filing  a  complaint  at  the  administrative  hearing  commission,  the  director 
and  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  may  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to  section  374.280.) 

4.  In  addition  to  any  other  remedies  available,  the  director  may  issue  a  cease  and  desist 
order  or  may  seek  an  injunction  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  374.046  whenever  it  appears  that  any  person  is  acting  as  a  bail  bond 
agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  without  a  license  or  violating  any  other  provisions  of 
sections  374.695  to  374.789. 

Violations  have  taken  place  and  somehow  filing  of  such  complaint  the  provisions  of  chapter 
621.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing  commission  the  director  may  suspend 
or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant 
to  section  374.280. 

Missouri  Statute  374.280.  Civil  penalty  or  forfeiture  ordered  when,  how  enforced.  —  I .  The 
director  may.  alter  a  hearing  under  section  374.046.  order  a  civil  penally  or  forfeiture  payable  to 
the  stale  of  Missouri  authorized  by  section  374.049.  which  penalty  or  forfeiture,  if  unpaid  within 
ten  days,  may  be  recovered  by  a  civil  action  brought  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  director  under 
section  374.048.  The  civil  action  may  be  brought  in  the  county  which  has  venue  of  an  action 
against  the  person,  partnership  or  corporation  under  other  provisions  of  law.  ’flic  director  may 
also  suspend  or  revoke  the  license  or  certificate  of  authority  of  such  person  for  any  willful 
violation. 

2.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  director  and  any  person 
subject  to  an  investigation,  examination,  or  other  proceeding  from  agreeing  to  a  voluntary 
forfeiture  of  the  sum  mentioned  herein  without  civil  proceedings  being  instituted.  Any  sum  so 
agreed  upon  shall  be  paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  other  lines  and  penalties. 

An  amended  part  to  Missouri  statute  374,280  that  anv  wrong  doinu  found  hv  the 
administrative  hearing  commission  and  civil  court  ruling  should  also  he  paid  to  the  victim  of  said 
crime  which  is  Missouri  Statute  374.755  (41  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  anv 
compensation  as  a  member  of  the  profession  licensed  hv  sections  374.695  to  374.775  bv  means 
of  fraud,  deception  or  misrepresentation:. 

In  Missouri  Statute  374.280  2.  in  last  sentence  how  is“Any  sum  so  agreed  upon  shall  be 
paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  other  fines  and  penalties”.  What  law  tells 
them  to  paid  into  the  school  fund?  So  why  is  this  statute  trying  to  tell  the  director  to  just 
act  w ith  civil  penalty  and  civil  action  or  agreed  sum  to  be  paid  into  the  school  fund?  when 
State  statutes  are  broken  the  rest  of  the  public  is  ticketed  or  arrested,  put  in  jail,  and  put 
through  the  criminal  justice  system. 


So  how  docs  the  director  not  tell  the  Attorney  General  of  Missouri,  a  state  or  local  law 
enforcement  that  the  law  has  been  broken  and  should  issue  a  warrant  for  arrest  not  take 
place,  where  is  equal  protection  under  the  law  for  the  person  or  people  who  had  their 
constitutional  protected  rights  taken  from  them  which  are  in  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2.,  Section  10.,  Section  14.,  Section  15.,  Section  19.  and  The  United 
States  Constitution  Amendment  IV,  Amendment  V,  Amendment  VIII,  Amendment  XIV 
Section  1„  Amendment  1. 

Missouri  Statute  621.015.  Administrative  hearing  commission,  number  of  commissioners  — 
qualifications,  appointment,  terms,  compensation.  —  The  "Administrative  Hearing  Commission" 
is  assigned  to  the  office  of  administration.  It  shall  consist  of  no  more  than  five  commissioners. 
The  commissioners  shall  be  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate. 
The  term  of  each  commissioner  shall  be  for  six  years  and  until  his  successor  is  appointed, 
qualified  and  sworn,  'flic  commissioners  shall  be  attorneys  at  law  admitted  to  practice  before  the 
supreme  court  of  Missouri,  but  shall  not  practice  law  during  their  term  of  office.  I.iach 
commissioner  shall  receive  annual  compensation  of  lifty-onc  thousand  dollars  plus  any  salary 
adjustment  provided  pursuant  to  section  105.005.  l-ach  commissioner  shall  also  be  entitled  to 
actual  and  necessary  expenses  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  flic  office  of  the  administrative 
hearing  commission  shall  be  located  in  the  City  of  Jefferson  and  it  may  employ  necessary 
clerical  assistance,  compensation  and  expenses  of  the  commissioners  to  be  paid  from 
appropriations  made  for  that  purpose. 

Missouri  Statute  621.1 10.  Commission's  findings  and  recommendations  —  hearing  by 
agency  on  disciplinary  action.  —  Upon  a  finding  in  any  cause  charged  by  the  complaint  for 
which  the  lieense  may  be  suspended  or  revoked  as  provided  in  the  statutes  and  regulations 
relating  to  the  profession  or  vocation  of  the  licensee  and  within  one  hundred  twenty  days  of 
the  dale  the  ease  became  ready  for  decision,  the  commission  shall  deliver  or  transmit  by  mail  to 
the  agency  which  issued  the  license  the  record  and  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  before  the 
commission  together  with  the  commission's  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law.  |Thc 
commission  may  make  recommendations  as  to  appropriate  disciplinary  action  but  any  such 
recommendations  shall  not  he  binding  upon  the  agency |....  Statute  continues.  So  how  can 
the  commission's  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law',  even  as  provided  in  the  Missouri 
statutes,  Missouri  Constitution  and  the  United  States  Constitution.  Not  be  binding  upon  the 
agency,  which  is  just  about  this  374  bail/bondsman  companies,  'flic  two  parts  of  621.1 10 
contradict  each  other. 


With  the  above  proof  of  what  house  arrest  and  electronic  monitoring  is  as  listed  in  the 
Missouri  Statutes,  and  the  proof  that  bail/bond  companies  pay  $150  for  a  license  from 
Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration.  For 
nonconvictcd  the  illegally  electronic  monitor  by  private  bail/bond  companies  which  are 
listed  in  statute  374.700.1.,  Which  have  violated  the  Missouri  Statute  374.71 7  Prohibited 
acts.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court,  or  law  enforcement  officer  shall:  (4)  Accept  anything 
of  value  from  a  principal  except  the  premium  and  expenses  incurred,  broke  this  missouri 
statue  forcing  nonconvictcd  to  pay  illegally  electronic  monitor  fine.  Missouri  Statute 
374.755. number  (4)  and  (6),  (4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a 
member  of  the  profession  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  by  means  of  fraud, 
deception  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Violation  of  any  provision  of  or  any  obligation 
imposed  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and 


professional  registration  rules  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to 
violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules  or  regulations,  or  subpoenas;  broke  (4)  of  this  missouri 
statue  forcing  nonconvictcd  to  pay  illegally  electronic  monitor  fine,  deception  and 
misrepresentation  nonconvictcd  illegally  electronic  monitor/GPS  tracking  and  (6)  laws  of 
the  state  374.717, 374.755(4),  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recover)'  agent",  a  person  not 
performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  nonconvictcd  illegally 
electronic  monitor/GPS  tracking  and  Broken  the  laws  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2.,  Section  10.,  Section  15.  and  broken  the  laws  as  stated  in 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  Amendment  I,  Amendment  IV,  Amendment  V, 
Amendment  VII,  Amendment  VIII,  Amendment  XIV. 


Missouri  Statute  374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure.  —  1.  The  director 
shall  examine  and  inquire  into  all  alleged  violations  or  complaints  filed  with  the  department  of 
insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration  of  the  bail  bond  law  of  the  state,  and 
inquire  into  and  investigate  the  bail  bond  business  transacted  in  the  stale  by  any  bail  bond  agent, 
general  bail  bond  agent,  or  surety  recovery  agent.  An  amended  part  to  Missouri  statute  374.764 
1.  Shall  also  include  That  the  Attorney  General  shall  investigate  all  alleged  violations  and 
Missouri  Statute  621.015.  Administrative  hearing  commission  findings  in  Missouri  Statute 
621.1 10.  Commission's  Undines  and  recommendations.  And  any  violation  of  the  law  should  also 
tzo  through  the  judicial  process  as  stated  in  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section 
14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for 
every  iniurv  to  person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered 
without  sale,  denial  or  delay. 

|2.  The  director  or  any  of  his  or  her  duly  appointed  agents  may  compel  the  attendance  before 
him  or  her.  and  may  examine,  under  oath,  the  directors,  officers,  bail  bond  agents,  general  bail 
bond  agents,  surety  recov  ery  agents,  employees,  or  any  other  person  in  reference  to  the 
condition,  affairs,  management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery  business,  or  any  matters 
relating  thereto.  1 1c  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and  shall  have  power  to 
summon  and  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of 
records,  books,  papers,  contracts,  or  other  documents  if  necessary.  | 

(3.  The  director  may  make  and  conduct  the  investigation  in  person  or  the  director  may 
appoint  one  or  more  persons  to  make  and  conduct  the  investigation.  If  made  by  a  person  other 
than  the  director,  the  person  duly  appointed  by  the  director  shall  have  the  same  powers  as 
granted  to  the  director  pursuant  to  this  section.  A  certificate  of  appointment  under  the  official 
seal  of  the  director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof  for  the  person  to  act.  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  investigations,  or  having  the  same  made,  the  director  may  employ  the 
necessary  clerical,  actuarial,  and  other  assistance.)  In  Missouri  Statute  374.764  2.  Can  act  as  a 
judge  now  and  as  stated  compel  the  attendance  before  him  or  her,  and  may  examine,  under 
oath,  He  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and  shall  have  power  to  summon  and 
compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of  records, 
books,  papers,  contracts,  or  other  documents  if  necessary.  So  he  does  this  in  his  office  not  in 
a  courtroom?  In  3.  If  director  appoints  people  they  just  need  A  certificate  of  appointment 
under  the  official  seal  of  the  director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof  for 
the  person  to  act.  Each  of  these  appointed  people  can  act  as  judge  and  any  law  enforcement 


agent  and  require  &  compel  any  other  person  in  reference  to  the  condition,  affairs, 
management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery  business,  or  any  matters  relating  thereto. 

Missouri  Statute  374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure,  it  violates  the 
United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in  their 
persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  shall  not 
be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or 
affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be 


seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger:  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use.  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Amendment  I 
Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free 
exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the 
people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
Amendment  VI  In  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  shall  enjoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and 
public  trial,  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  state  and  district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been 
committed,  which  district  shall  have  been  previously  ascertained  by  law,  and  to  be  informed  of  the 
nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation;  to  be  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him;  to  have 
compulsory  process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his  favor,  and  to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  for  his 
defense.  Amendment  VII  In  suits  at  common  law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed 
twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved,  and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,  shall  be 
otherwise  reexamined  in  any  court  of  the  United  States,  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common 
law.  Amendment  XIV  Section  1  .AH  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  w  herein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 


(Missouri  Statute  374.785.  License  issued,  when  —  reciprocity  —  apprehension  of  defendant, 
permitted  where  —  fee.  1 .  The  director  shall  issue  a  license  for  a  period  of  two  years  to  any 
surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  jurisdiction  and  who: 

( 1 )  Has  no  violations,  suspensions,  or  revocations  of  a  license  to  engage  in  fugitive  recovery 
in  any  jurisdiction:  and 

(2)  Is  licensed  in  a  jurisdiction  whose  requirements  are  substantially  equal  to  or  greater  than 
the  requirements  fora  surely  recovery  agent  license  in  Missouri  at  the  time  the  applicant  applies 
for  a  license. 

2.  Any  surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  state  shall  also  be  subject  to  the  same 
training  requirements  as  in-stale  surety  recovery  agents  prescribe  to  under  section  374.784. 

.3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  oft  he  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may  apprehend  the 
defendant  anywhere  within  the  stale  of  Missouri  before  or  after  the  forfeiture  of  the  undertaking 
without  personal  liability  for  false  imprisonment  or  may  empower  any  surely  recovery  agent  to 


make  apprehension  by  providing  written  authority  endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the 
undertaking  and  paying  the  lawful  fees. 

4.  livery  applicant  for  a  license  pursuant  to  this  section,  upon  making  application  and 
showing  the  necessary  qualifications  as  provided  in  this  section,  shall  be  required  to  pay  the 
same  fee  as  required  of  resident  applicants.  Within  the  limits  provided  in  this  section,  the 
director  may  negotiate  reciprocal  compacts  with  licensing  entities  of  other  states  for  the 
admission  of  licensed  surety  recovery  agents  from  Missouri  in  other  states.]  Missouri  Statue 
374.785. 3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  of  the  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may 
apprehend  the  defendant  anywhere  within  the  state  of  Missouri  before  or  after  the 
forfeiture  of  the  undertaking  without  personal  liability'  for  false  imprisonment  or  may 
empower  any  surety  recovery  agent  to  make  apprehension  by  providing  written  authority 
endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the  undertaking  and  paying  the  lawful  fees.  This  violates 
another  Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery’  agent",  a  person  not  performing 
the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the 
custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement,  excluding  a  bail  bond 
agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent;  so  if  a  Missouri  statute  is  violated  a  law  is  violated  so  arc 
more  Missouri  Constitutional  rights  and  United  States  Constitutional  rights,  the  last 
sentence  in374.785  3.  Paying  what  lawful  fees  the  only  fees  in  374.700  those  (8), (9)  and  (11) 
(8)  "Property  bail  bondsman",  a  person  who  pledges  United  States  currency,  United  States 
postal  money  orders  or  cashier's  checks  or  other  property  as  security  for  a  bail  bond  in 
connection  with  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  who  receives  or  is  promised  therefor  money  or 
other  things  of  value;  (9)  "Surety  bail  bond  agent",  any  person  appointed  by  an  insurer  by 
power  of  attorney  to  execute  or  countersign  bail  bonds  in  connection  with  judicial  proceedings, 
and  who  receives  or  is  promised  money  or  other  things  of  value  therefore  1 1 )  "  faking  a  bail" 
or  "take  bail",  the  acceptance  by  a  person  authorized  to  take  hail  of  the  undertaking  of  a 
sufficient  surety  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  according  to  the  terms  of  the  undertaking 
or  that  the  surety’  will  pay  to  the  court  the  sum  specified. 

Missouri  Statute  374.787.  Complaint  procedure.  —  I .  The  director  [may]  cause  a  complaint  to 
be  filed  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission  as  provided  by  chapter  621  against  any 
surety  recovery  agent  |or  any  person  who  has  failed  to  renew]  or  has  surrendered  his  or  her 
license  for  any  one  or  any  combination  of  the  following  causes: 

( 1 )  Violation  of  any  provisions  of.  or  any  obligations  imposed  by.  the  laws  of  this  state,  the 
department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration  rules  and  regulations, 
or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to  violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules,  or  regulations:  (4) 
Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  by  means  of 
fraud,  deception,  or  misrepresentation:  (6)  Incompetence,  misconduct,  gross  negligence,  fraud, 
or  misrepresentation  in  the  performance  of  the  functions  or  duties  of  a  surety  recovery  agent: 

2.  Alter  the  filing  of  the  complaint,  the  proceedings  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  chapter  621 .  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing  commission  that  one  or 
more  of  the  causes  stated  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  have  been  met.  the  director  may  suspend 
or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to 
section  374.280. 

1 3.  In  lieu  of  filing  a  complaint]  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission,  the  director  and 
the  surety  recovery  agent  may  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant 
to  section  374.280. 


Violations  have  taken  place  taking  of  money  from  people  who  arc  gps/electronic  monitored 
no  were  in  the  chapter  of  374  does  it  state  taking  of  money  for  gps/electronic  monitored 
which  a  lot  of  people  have  been  put  on  in  Missouri  for  just  being  charged  for  a  crime,  and 
nonconvicted  are  paying  a  excessive  fines  imposed,  which  violates  United  States 
Constitution  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

{Missouri  Statute  374.788.  Apprehension  standards  for  breach  of  surety  agreement  or 
absconding.  —  1 .  A  bail  bond  agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  a  subject  free  on  his  or 
her  bond  has  failed  to  appear  as  directed  by  a  court,  has  breached  the  terms  of  the  subject's  surety 
agreement,  or  has  taken  a  substantial  step  toward  absconding  may  utilize  all  law  ful  means  to 
apprehend  the  subject.  To  surrender  a  subject  to  a  court,  a  licensed  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery 
agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  the  subject  is  free  on  his  or  her  bond  may: 

( 1 )  Detain  the  subject  in  a  law  ful  manner,  for  a  reasonable  lime,  provided  that  in  the  event 
travel  from  another  slate  is  involved,  the  detention  period  may  include  reasonable  travel  time  not 
to  exceed  seventy-two  hours: 

(2)  Transport  a  subject  in  a  law  ful  manner  from  slate  to  stale  and  county  to  county  to  a  place 
of  authorized  surrender:  and 

(3)  Enter  upon  private  or  public  property  in  a  lawful  manner  to  execute  apprehension  of  a 
subject. 

2.  A  surety  recovery  agent  who  apprehends  a  subject  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
I  of  this  section  shall  surrender  custody  oflhe  subject  to  the  court  of  jurisdiction. 

3.  When  a  surety  recovery  agent  is  in  the  process  of  performing  fugitive  recovery,  a 
photographic  identification  card  shall  be  prominently  displayed  on  his  or  her  person.| 

Missouri  Statute  374.788  Is  in  violation  of  another  Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety 
recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks 
down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail 
bond  agreement.  and  Missouri  Statute  374.783  number  3.,  374.788  has  broken  the  Missouri 
statute  374.700(10)  and  Missouri  Statute  374.789.  Prohibited  acts.  2.  each  stated  hereafter 
Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties 
of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a 
court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement.  Missouri  Statute  374.789. 
Prohibited  acts.  2.  Any  person  who  engages  in  fugitive  recovery  in  this  state  and 
wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
unlawful  apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for  such  damages 
and  may  be  liable  for  punitive  damages.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights 
Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general 
welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  arc 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts 
of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to 
person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without 
sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That  the  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers, 


homes,  effects,  and  electronic  communications  and  data,  from  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures;  and  no  warrant  to  search  any  place,  or  seize  any  person  or  thing,  or  access 
electronic  data  or  communication,  shall  issue  without  describing  the  place  to  be  searched, 
or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized,  or  the  data  or  communication  to  be  accessed,  as  nearly 
as  may  be;  nor  without  probable  cause,  supported  by  written  oath  or  affirmation.  It 
violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure 
in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures, 
shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or 
afilmiation.  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be 
seized. 

Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Amendment  XIV  Section  1  .All  persons  born  or 
naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
w  hich  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall 
any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty',  or  property  ,  without  due  process  of  law  ;  nor 
deny  to  any  person  w'ithin  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I 
Congress  shall  make  no  law'  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free 
exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the 
people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

| Missouri  statute  374.786.  Renewal,  procedure.  374.786.  Renewal,  procedure. —  1.  Every 
person  licensed  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to  374.789  shall,  before  the  license  renewal  date, 
apply  to  the  director  for  renewal  for  the  ensuing  licensing  period.  The  application  shall  be  made 
on  a  form  furnished  to  the  applicant  and  shall  state  the  applicant's  full  name,  the  applicant's 


2.  A  renewal  form  shall  be  mailed  to  each  person  licensed  in  this  state  at  the  person's  last 
known  address.  The  failure  to  mail  the  renewal  form  or  the  failure  of  a  person  to  receive  it  does 
not  relieve  any  person  of  the  duty  to  be  licensed  and  to  pay  the  license  fee  required  nor  exempt 
such  person  from  the  penalties  provided  for  failure  to  be  licensed. 

3.  Each  applicant  for  renewal  shall  accompany  such  application  with  a  renewal  fee  to  be  paid 
to  the  department  for  the  licensing  period  for  which  renewal  is  sought. 

4.  The  director  may  refuse  to  renew  any  license  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to 
374.789  for  any  one  or  any  combination  of  causes  stated  in  section  374.787.  The  director  shall 
notify  the  applicant  in  writing  oflhc  reasons  for  refusal  to  renew  and  shall  advise  the  applicant  of 
his  or  her  right  to  lile  a  complaint  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission  as  provided  by 
chapter  621  .| 


The  above  Missouri  Statutes  with  the  brackets  are  unlawful  as  defined  by  Missouri  statutes 
and  unconstitutional  hv  the  Missouri  constitution  and  The  United  States  Constitution. 


No  were  in  chapter  374.695  to  374.789  docs  in  state  gps/electronic  monitoring,  nor  paying 
fine  for  gps/electronic  monitoring. 
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^  ^  Effective  01  Jon  2005.  sue  footnote  Chapter  374 

T  tic  XXIV  BUSINESS  AND  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 

374.717.  Prohibited  nets.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee.  court,  or  low  enforcement  officer  -lull' 

1 1 )  Pay  .1  let'  oi  iebale  or  give  or  promise  anything  of  value  in  order  to  seeuie  a  settlement.  compromise,  i  emission.  or  retltii  tion  of  the  amounl  of 
any  bail  bond  to: 

(ai  A  jailet.  police  officer,  peace  officer,  committing  judge,  oi  any  other  pel -on  who  has  power  to  driest  or  to  hold  in  custody  any  poison;  oi 
lb)  Any  public  official  or  public  employee. 

(2)  Pay  a  fee  oi  lebale  or  give  anything  of  value  to  an  attorney  in  bail  bond  matters,  except  in  defense  of  any  aclion  on  a  bond, 
t  'l  Pay  a  fee  oi  lebale  or  give  anything  of  value  to  the  |'i  mcipal  m  anyone  on  the  |'i ituipals  behalf. 

i4i  Ac  cept  anvthingof  value  fmm  a  princ  ipal  e.xiepl  the1  premium  and  expenses  incurred,  provided  that  the  licenser  shall  be  pet  milled  to  accept 
colloidal  seen  lily  or  otliei  indemnity  front  I  he  principal  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  T~4  7pi 

il  21X14  sit  11221 
rffeciive  I -PI-113 

end  oi  c-ltc-cVce  01  fan  200S  ■*  31 

use  this  link  to  booknuik  section  374.717 
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^  ^  Effective  01  j.ui  2005,  see  footnote  Chapter  374 

I  I'e  XXIV  BUSINESS  AND  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 

374.71').  Collateral  security  accepted,  when  —  receipt  required  —  used  to  reimburse  costs,  when  —  records  fo  be  retained.  —  I.  A  licensee  may 
accept  collalcial  security  (torn  the-  principal  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  which  collaicial  shall  be  returned  upon  final  leimmation  of  liability  on  the 
bond  When  a  licensee  accepts  collateral,  the  licensee  .-hall  provide  a  pienumberrd  wi  illen  teceipl.  which  shall  include  a  detailed  .lccounl  of  the 
collalei.il  received  by  tile  licensee  Iheaciepl.ituc  of  collaler.il  senility  by  a  bail  bond  agent  shall  lv  lepoiletl  to  the  geneial  hail  bond  agent 

2  The  collateral  senility  rcipnicd  by  the  licensee  shall  he  reasonable  ill  relation  to  the  amount  of  the  hone! 

3  It  a  failuie  to  appear,  absconding  oi  attempting  to  abscond,  or  a  judgment  of  forfeiture  on  the  bond  has  on  lined  the  coll.ilei.il  sec  tu it v  may  be 
used  to  reimluiise  the  licensee  feu  any  costs  and  expenses  inclined  associated  with  the  foifeiture 

I  1  he  geneial  hail  bond  agent  -hall  ic  lain  lecoub  of  the  ace  eptance  leluin.  m  iiidgment  c'l  for  fell  lire  icsulimg  m  the  use  of  the  collaiei.il  In 
roimbuise  the  licensee  toi  a  penod  ol  time  years 

1 1  2oi'4S|i  1 12.1 
rtfeclnv  1 -Ill-Os 
-  Old  rj  I);  ) jt i  :  SC.  31 

use  this  link  to  bookmatk  section  374.719 


•  Aii'/.k  >  /^  ■  //ff/ff/f.i 


State  o*  M  «.<.iiuii 


Publication.  Constitution 

About  Help  /  FAQ 


•'■'■I  > 


II 


<  >  Effective  01  Jan  2017,  see  footnote  .•  Chapter  374 

7  tie  XXIV  BUSINESS  AND  FiMANCtAL  INSTITUTIONS 

374.757.  Notification  by  agent  of  intention  to  apprehend  —  local  law  enforcement  may  accompany  agent  —  violations,  penalties.  —  1  Any 
agent  licensed  by  sections  374 .(>‘*5  to  374  77?  who  mtcmls  It)  apptehend  any  person  in  this  stale  -hall  inform  law  enforcement  authorities  in  the  city  or 
county  in  which  such  agent  intends  such  apprehension,  before  attempting  such  apprehension  Such  agent  shall  present  to  the  local  law  enfotcemenl 
■mlhonties  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  ail  other  appropiiale  paperwork  identifying  the  principal  and  I  he  peison  to  ly  apprehended  Local  law 
enforcement  may  accompany  the  agent  1  atlure  of  any  agent  to  whom  this  section  applies  to  comply  with  I  he  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  a 
class  A  misdemeanor  for  the  fn  st  violation  and  a  class  L  felony  for  subsequent  violations,  and  shall  also  he  a  violation  of  section  ?74  To.  and  may  in 
addition  be  punished  pursuant  to  that  section 

2  The  surely  recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in  the  county  or  c  tty  where  such  agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  Such 
agent  shall  have  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  appropriate  paperwork  to  identify  the  principal  Local  law  enforcement,  when  notified,  may 
accompany  the  surely  recovery  agent  to  that  location  to  keep  the  pence  if  an  active  warrant  is  effective  for  a  felony  or  misdemeanor  If  a  wan  ant  is 
not  active,  the  local  law  enforcement  offireis  may  accompany  the  surely  recovery  agent  to  such  location  failure  to  report  to  the  local  law 
enforcement  agent  v  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  l  or  any  subsequent  violations,  failure  to  tepoit  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  L  felony 

tl.2iitiiS.rt  2f~.  A  1 .  2004  S  I!  1 122.  A  I  2014  SB.  4^11 
I  fleclive  1-01-17 
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^  ^  Effective  28  Aug  2004  Chapter  374 

T  tie  XXIV  BUSINESS  AND  FINAHCIAI  INSTITUTIONS 

374.7S3.  Surety  recovery  agents,  license  required  —  director  to  license,  powers.  —  I  No  person  shall  hold  himself  or  heisell  out  as  lying  a 
suielv  recoveiy  agent  in  llin  stale,  unless  such  person  is  licensed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.7.S3  to  774  7K‘>.  I  icensed  bail  bond 
agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  may  perform  fugitive  recoveiy  without  being  licensed  as  a  surely  recoveiy  agent 

2  The  director  shall  have  authority  to  license  all  suielv  recoveiy  agents  in  Ihis  stale.  The  directoi  shall  have  contiol  and  supervision  nvei  the 
licensing  of  such  agents  and  the  enforcement  of  the  terms  and  piovisions  ol  sections  374  7, S3  to  774  7fi‘t. 

V  The  dtredot  shall  have  the  power  lo. 

til  Vt  and  deleimme  the  amount  of  the  fee-  authorized  and  required  pursuant  to  section-  374  783  to  374  78a  lire  fees  shall  he  -el  at  a  level 
sufficient  to  produce  revenue  which  shall  not  sub-tanlially  exceed  the  cost  and  expense  ol  administer  mg  sections  374  "S3  to  774. 7 However,  'lull 
fee-  shall  not  exceed  one  luindied  filly  doll.u  -  for  a  two-year  license,  and 

! 2 1  IVIeimine  the  sufficient  qualifu  aliens  ol  applicants  for  a  license 

4  I  he  drredoi  -hall  license  fm  a  penod  of  two  year-  all  surety  recovery  agent-  in  tin-  -late  who  meet  the  requirement  -  "f  -ei  Irons  '-74  747  |o 
'.74  7S» 

ll.  2U04B11  1 122i 
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374.2HO.  Civil  penalty  nr  tnrfciturc  ordered  when,  how  enforced.  —  I.  The  dneclor  may,  aflei  a  bearing  tinder  nil  ion  .T/T  040.  order  a  civil 
penally  01  foifeiiine  payable  to  tile  ^tale  of  Vh^smin  aulhon/eil  by  section  .“.74.041),  tvbieb  penallv  or  foifetliue,  if  unpaid  witlim  I  I’M  days,  mav  be 
recovered  by  a  civil  action  bnuiglil  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  director  under  section  174  04*  I  lie  civil  at  lion  may  be  hou^hl  in  the  county  whu  h  lias 
venue  of  ,m  action  against  the  poison,  partnership  or  emporalion  under  other  provisions  of  law  Hie  direetoi  mav  also  suspend  or  invoke  the  license 
or  cot  lificale  of  authority  of  such  pci  son  for  any  willful  violation 

2.  Xoihmg  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  ptohibii  the  ducrloi  and  anv  peison  sub|ecl  lo  an  mvesiigalion.  esammalion.  m  otlici 
proceeding  from  agreeing  lo  a  vobinlary  foileiluie  ol  ihe  sum  menlioned  beiem  willuiul  civil  proceedings  U'ing  insliluled.  Any  sum  so  agreed  upon 
shall  be  paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  olbei  fines  and  jvnallies 

ll  .  I Oii7 p.  ?lo,  AT..  1 00s  H.B.  7iW,  A.l .  21HI7  S.lt.  mu 

( l°S2l  I  c’gislaltire  dul  not  expiessly  provide  private  cause  of  actions  tel  violation  of  section  o711. 1  Its  although  director  of  division  ol  insurance  may 
suspend  or  revoke  license  of  an  insurer  for  any  willful  violation  of  chapter  374  Sbcjoi i  v  Lcpiifax.  Inc  (Mo  band  f.3t.  SAV  2d  ”44 

c  end  of  effear..:  2U  Aug  2(107  *  Ql 
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£  ^  Effective  28  Aug  2010  Chaptet  621 

T  ile  XL  ADDITIONAL  EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS 

621.015.  Administrative  hearing  commission,  number  of  commissioners  —  qualifications,  appointment,  terms,  compensation.  —  I  he 
'Admmishalive  Hearing  Commission  '  is  assigned  to  the  office  of  administration  It  shall  consist  of  no  more  than  five  commissioner'  The 
commissioners  shall  he  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  The  term  of  each  commissioner  shall  be  for  six  ve.iis 
and  until  his  successor  is  appointed,  qualified  and  sworn  I  he  commissionei  s  shall  be  ulloineys  at  lav.-  admitted  to  prailue  befoie  the  supreme  com  I 
of  Missoni i.  but  'hall  not  pi.ulue  law  during  their  lei m  of  offiie.  I  nch  commissionei  shall  icteive  annual  ioinpens.il ion  of  fifty-one  thousand  dollais 
plus  any  salaiy  adjustment  piovided  puisuunt  to  section  105  I'll?  hath  commissionei  shall  also  be  entitled  In  actual  and  nvicssaiy  expenses  m  the 
pel  for  manco  of  hi'  Julie'  I  lie  office  of  the  admini'iraiive  hearing  commission  shall  be  located  m  the  c.  nv  of  leffeison  and  it  mav  employ  ncce'saiv 
clerical  assistance.  com|vnsation  and  expenses  of  the  comiiiiS'ioneis  lobe  paul  ft  nm  appropi  i.ilions  made  for  that  pm  pose 

d  .  l»osp.  277 e  I.  A  l  !»77  II  IS.  841.  A  I  .  !°7.s  S  I!  not.  A  I  t«.N4  VB.  >28.  AT..  I'lXoS.I).  42<>.  AT  2"*'>  I  l.lt.  824.  AT  .  2011*  1 1.15.  ISoSi 
Keviscu's  note  Salaiy  adjustment  index  is  punted,  as  required  by  6  10?  Oft?,  in  Appendix  L 
end  ut  effective  23  Any  2010  '  Ql 

use  this  link  to  bookmark  section  621.015 
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frjl.llt*.  i  •*  and  r«<'mm«rndalu*n*.  —  hearing  by  agency  on  dtwipltiuiy  action.  —  1  jv»|t  a  hiidtn'  ;n  w  /aiw  •  ku >y.Hn'  tlw  »<r,iiplasn*  |r»t  vlu.-h  Mv  luvp-r  «mv  Iv  snip  n<!»  d 
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«  ^  Effective  01  Jan  2005.  sec  footnote  / 

Chapter  374 

r.tle  XXIV  BUSINESS  AND  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 

374.7<>4.  Alleged  vinlatinns  and  complaints,  procedure.  —  1.1  lie  dtieclur  -h.ill  examine  and  inquiic  into  all  alleged  violations  ot  complaints  tiled 
with  the  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  rcgisliatum  of  the  bail  bond  lave  of  the  stale,  and  impute  into  and  investigate 
the  bail  bond  business  transacted  in  the  stale  by  any  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  agent,  or  surely  recovery  agent. 

2  The  director  or  any  of  his  ni  her  duly  appointed  agents  may  compel  the  attendance  before  him  oi  her.  and  may  examine,  undvi  oath,  the 
duectois.  officers,  bail  bond  agents,  general  bail  bond  agents,  suiety  recuverv  agents,  employees,  or  any  olltei  pet  son  in  reference  to  the  condition, 
affairs,  management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surely  recovery  business,  or  any  matters  lelaling  theiclo  1  le  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and 
shall  have  power  to  summon  and  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  regime  and  compel  the  production  of  records,  books  papers,  contracts, 
or  olhei  documents  if  necessity 

V  1  he  dnector  may  make  and  conduct  the  investigation  in  person  ot  the  director  may  appoint  one  or  more  persons  to  make  and  conduct  the 
investigation.  If  made  hv  a  person  olivet  Ilian  the  dnector.  the  person  duly  appointed  by  the  director  shall  have  the  same  powets  as  granted  to  the 
director  pursuant  to  this  section  A  certificate  of  appointment  undvi  the  official  seat  of  the  dnecloi  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  theieof 
foi  the  pet  son  to  act  Tot  die  put  pose  of  making  the  investigations,  oi  having  the  same  made,  the  duet  lot  may  employ  the  necessity  dental, 
actuarial,  and  olhei  assistance 
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374.7H5.  I  i cense  issued,  when  —  reciprocity  —  apprehension  of  defendant,  permitted  where  —  fee.  —  I  I  he  dnector  shall  issue  a  license  fm  a 
period  of  two  years  to  any  surety  tetcuvty  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  |Uiiscliclitin  and  who: 

tit  I  las  no  violations,  suspensions,  ot  tevocations  of  a  license  to  engage  in  fugitive  recovety  in  any  jurisdiction,  and 

(2)  Is  licensed  in  a  iiirtsdirlicm  whose  requirements  are  substantially  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  requirements  for  a  surely  lecnveiy  agent  license  in 
Missouri  at  the  time  the  applicant  applies  for  a  license 

2  Any  suielv  tec  civet  v  agent  who  i'  licensed  in  another  stale  shall  aho  be  siibjeil  to  the  same  turning  lequnements  as  m-stale  sun-tv  reioverv 
agent'  prescribe-  to  undei  scvlion  '’-74  7.14 

>  I  t>t  the-  put  peiM-  of  surrender  ot  the  defendant,  a  surely  recovety  agent  may  apprehend  the  defendant  anvwheie  willtin  the  stale  of  Mis'Oiu  t 
before  or  aftei  the  forfeiluie  of  the  nuclei  taking  without  pc-ison.il  liability  foi  false  imprisonment  oi  may  enipcnvei  anv  surely  lecnveiy  agent  to  make 
appieln-nsion  bv  ptoviding  wutteii  authority  endorsed  on  a  cell  died  copy  of  the  nuclei  taking  and  paving  the  lawful  fees 

4  l.very  applicant  for  a  lircn~e  piusuanl  to  this  'eciion.  upon  making  application  and  showing  the  nc-cessary  c|iiali(icaltoii'  .is  piovided  in  this 
section,  shall  be  tequtred  t"  pav  the  same  fee  as  required  of  resident  applicants  Within  the  limits  provided  in  this  sec  tion,  the  dtn-clor  mav  negotiate 
iec  ipioc.il  compact'  with  licensing  enltlu-'  of  otln-t  states  f, *i  the-  admission  of  licc-ii'ed  'Uietv  recovery  agents  fmm  Mi"Ouii  in  otliei  states 
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37*1.788.  Apprehension  standards  for  breach  of  surd)-  agreement  or  Absconding.  —  1  A  Ku!  bond  agent  having  pioiuHc  giounds  to  believe  .t  subject  lice  on  ms  oi  hot  Ivnd 
has  tailed  to  apfv.tr  as  directed  by  a  «rotitt.  ha?  brcaJied  the*  terms  ot  the  subject  ?  surety  agreement.  or  h.i?  taken  a  substantial  step  toward  absconding  may  utilize  all  law  ml  mean- 
to  apprehend  ihe  subject  To  surrender  a  suhei  t  to  a  muri.  a  In  eiw\t  Kill  bond  or  finely  re.  overv  agent  having  probable  ground-  to  believe  the  -uhjei 1 1-  tree  on  htsur  her  Kmd 
may 

1  i }  Detain  ihe  sulrcct  m  a  lawful  manner.  :or  a  reasonable  time  provided  that  in  the  event  travel  from  .mother  state  is  involved  the  detention  period  mav  include  reasonable 
travel  time  not  to  exceed  ?eventv*t*.w  hours. 

(2)  Transput  a  >ubieit  in  .i  lawful  maimer  from  state  to  state  .uni  loiniiy  to  county  to  a  place  of  authotued  surrender.  and 

O'  Hitter  upon  private  or  public  ptoperiy  m  a  lawful  manner  to  ever i:te  apprehension  of  a  subject 

2  A  surety  recovery  agent  who  apprehends  a  subject  pursuant  to  iln*  provisions  of  >ub<e<  tron  l  of  this  section  shall  surrender  custody  ot  the  -ubject  to  the  court  of  jurisdiction 

3  \Mimi  a  ninety  n%  wviv  agent  i-  m  the  pint  e—  of  jvrfurmmg  fugitive  leuiveiy.  a  phutogr.iphu  id*  nttfh  ation  *  aid  shall  tv  prommeuijy  displaced  uti  his  ut  hei  jvisoti 
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374.73b.  Kciictv.il.  piucedme.  —  l  t!'n\  jviM'it  tuvnwd  ptiim.m:  to  ?e%te.*;w3r4  7$.*  lo  *74  76**  >h.tIL  Ivfoic  tin*  luense  renewal  date.  applv  to  the  du.itoi  lot  rrivwa!  f«.*t  ihe 
•MHtmi:  in vn?mg  period  l  in*  appiu  anon  di.ill  be  made  on  .t  form  :iuni?hed  r*.*  tin*  appiu  .ml  and  shall  >r«tte  rite  apph.  »mt  **  full  name.  «iv»*  apptu ant  s  btisme*x  addii'v*  the  .lddiv*?* 
-U  which  the  ippli  cam  iesi.ii'*-.  the  daw  ihe  appU.  tut  rtt -*«  rovre.vd  .i  Ij.vnv  attvl  itw*  tpplu -.mi's  -.ttrerv  nvoeerv  .ii;ent  i.l.mii*  auor  mintber.  ii  am* 

2  A  ii*r.ei*al  fouit  >lu»tl  he  mailed  to  e.u h  j*i*rxo:t  luerix^d  m  this  .a  Itu*  pe;?on  ?  L».>*  known  addle**-*  t  he  f.uluie  to  mail  iln*  renewal  I’osm  »»i  tlw  l.iilnte  **t  a  jvi?*'n  i._* 

tetoive  it  s!m-x  not  telteve  any  p'lM'tt  of  :he  \lnic  to  he  h.  enx«-d  amt  ro  pay  the  In  en-*e  i«*o  ie(|oued  m»i  evempr  v.n  h  p«T*on  from  the  penalue*  ]uovidi*d  for  r'ailiue  to  W  luett**.  d 
d  t  t*  h  applu-.ui!  lot  renewal  «*hall  anotnp.my  fcinh  applu  aiion  with  a  renewal  Uv  to  tv  paid  to  the  department  tor  Qte  li.emam*  pernnl  foi  whn  h  rette;\.il  s- 

J  I  he  dire,  tor  m*iv  ietu-e  to  renew  any  Iiven-e  letjinied  ptir^uani  to  -eiln*n>  37  J.7S*  t««  37 1  7S‘J  tor  any  one  or  any  .oiuhinanop  *•!  .-.tuxes  xMi.n!  m  W|  7.<7  I  lt«*  dir*vi.*r 

■’hall  nonfi  ihe  applicant  m  •'  iinni;  of  ihv  icasort-  fen  refusal  to  renew  and  shall  advise  the  applicant  of  hi*  or  her  rrahr  to  hie  a  complaint  with  the  jdimnistiatn  v  hoarrrg 
iontmi***ion  a*  provided  by  chapter  «*'l 

1 1  :iVisn  n;;, 

I  tie.  five  i-i*t-«»' 
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18-290 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


October  5,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RECEIVED 

OCT  0  5  2017 

state  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Aron  Worthan-Lomax  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  V  (2018-290) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Aron  Worthan-Lomax  on  October  5,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  llscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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18-290 


County  _ 
Page  NO 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  tail  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  know  mglv  to  sign 
Ins  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  the  State  of  Missouri 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St  Louis).  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  Constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  lor  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of 
November.  20 1 8  .  and  each  for  them  self  say.  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and  County  (City 

of  St  loins),  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city.  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


|(  Hlici.il  Hallo!  Title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUN  TY  OF _ 

I. _ .  BEING  FIRST  DULY  SWORN.  SAY  (PRINT  OR  TYPE  MAMFS  OF  SIGNERS) 

(Petition  Circulator  s  Printed  Name) 

Name/Signature  Date  Street/Address  Zip  Dist  Name/Print 


Received 

0CT  0  5  2017 

W0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


signed  this  page  of  the  forgoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  lus  or  her  name  thereto  m  my  presents.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  Ins  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city .  town  or  \  tlluge  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol  the  State  ol  Missouri  and  _ _ C  ounty. 

I  UR  IT  II  RMORI  I  111  ARMY  SWI  AR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENAI  I  Y  OF  PERJURY  THAI  All  STATEMENTS  MADE.  BY  ME  ARI  I  RUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THA  I  I  HAVE  NE  VER  III  I  N  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUIL  TY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  I S  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not  (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  ol  Affiant 

Printed  name  of  Affiant  City.  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  ol  _ , _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address 


My  commission  expires: 


18-290 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  Slate  oj Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended 

Article  V  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  19.  25(a)(b)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)  to  read  as  follows: 

Terms  of  judges. 

Section  19.  Judges  ol  the  supreme  court  shall  be  elected  lor  terms  of  eight  sears,  the  court  of  appeals  shall  be  lor  a 
term  of  sis  years,  judges  of  the  circuit  courts  for  terms  of  four  sears,  and  associate  circuit  judges  for  terms  of  four 
sears.  I  his  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  am  member  ot  the  general  assembly  of  the  i  iulit  to  introduce  an\ 

bill,  except  that  anv  bill  introduced  h\  a  member  of  the  ueneral  assembly  and  passes  In  the  ueneral  assembly  that 

alters,  amends,  or  repeal  section  19  proposed  throuuh  the  initiative  and  subsequently  anprosed  In  the  soters  shall  not 
take  effect  unless  and  until  it  is  also  anprosed  In  the  solcrs. 

Election  of  judges. 

Section  25(a).  Judges  of  the  supreme  court,  the  court  of  appeals,  or  in  the  office  of circuit  or  associate  circuit  shall  he 
elected  All  election  ol 'judges  shall  be  had  at  the  general  state  elections,  except  when  the  general  assembly  shall  order 
a  special  election.  Any  appointment  of  judges  shall  take  effect  when  approved  In  a  majority  of  the  votes  casted 
thereon,  and  not  otherwise.  I  his  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  anv  member  of  the  ueneral  assembly  of  the 
l  icit!  to  introduce  any  bill,  except  that  am  bill  introduced  In  a  member  of  the  ueneral  assembly  and  passes  by  the 

ueneral  assembly  that  alters,  amends,  or  repeal  section  25(a)  proposed  ihrotich  the  initiative  and  subsequently 

approved  In  the  voters  shall  not  lake  effect  unless  and  until  it  is  also  approved  Its  the  voters 

Adoption  of  plan  in  other  circuits— petitions  and  elections— form  of  petition  ballots. 

Section  25(b).  Shall  be  replaced. 

Tenure  of  judges— declaration  of  candidacy. 

Section  25(c)(  I ).  I  ach  judge  elected  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  ending 
December  thirty-first.  \ny  unelected  judge  holding  office  at  the  time,  by  which  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a) 
become  applicable  to  his  office,  shall,  unless  remov  cd  for  cause,  remain  in  office  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  nine  months. 
\nv  qualified  attorney  may  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  a  declaration  of  candidacy  for  election  pursuant 
to  the  prov  isions  of  sections  25(a)  If  a  declaration  is  filed,  his  name  shall  be  submitted  at  the  next  said  election  or 
special  election  to  the  voters  eligible  to  vote  within  the  state  if  the  office  is  that  of  judge  ol  the  supreme  court,  or 
within  the  geographic  jurisdiction  limit  of  the  district  where  he  serves  if  his  office  is  that  of  a  judge  ol  the  court  of 
appeals,  or  within  the  circuit  if  his  office  is  that  of  circuit  judge,  or  within  the  county  if  his  office  is  that  of  associate 
circuit  judge. 

This  section  shall  become  section  25(b) 

Certification  of  names  upon  declaration— law  applicable  to  elections. 

Section  25(c)(2).  Whenever  a  declaration  of  candidacy  for  election  is  filed  the  secretary  of  state  shall  not  less  than 
thirty  days  before  the  election  certify  the  name  to  the  clerks  of  the  county  courts,  and  to  the  boards  of  election 
commissioners  in  counties  or  cities  hav  ing  such  boards,  or  to  such  other  officials  as  may  hereafter  be  pros  ideal  by  law. 
of  all  counties  and  cities  wherein  the  question  ol  such  office  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  voters,  and.  until  legislation  shall 
be  expressly  provided  otherwise  therefor,  the  judicial  ballots  required  by  this  section  shall  be  prepared,  printed, 
published  and  distributed,  and  the  election  upon  the  question  of  such  office  shall  be  conducted  and  the  votes  counted, 
canvassed,  returned,  certified  and  proclaimed  by  such  public  officials  in  such  manner  its  is  now  provided  by  the 
statutory  law. 

This  section  shall  become  section  25(c) 

Nonpartisan  judicial  commissions— number,  qualifications,  selection  and  terms  of  members— majority  rule- 
reimbursement  of  expenses— rules  of  supreme  court. 

Section  25(d).  Shall  be  replaced. 

Payment  of  expenses. 

Section  25(e).  Shall  be  replaced 

Prohibition  of  political  activity  by  judges. 

Section  25(f).  No  judge  of  any  court  in  this  state,  elected  in  office  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  sections  25(a)  shall 
directly  or  indirectly  make  any  contribution  to  or  hold  any  office  in  a  political  party  or  organization,  or  take  part  in 
any  political  campaign. 

This  section  shall  become  section  25(d) 

Self-enforceability. 

Section  25(e).  All  of  the  prov  isions  of  sections  25  shall  be  self-enforcing  except  those  as  to  which  action  by  the  general 
assembly  may  be  required. 

This  section  shall  become  section  25(e) 


Section  (f)-(g)  shall  be  deleted. 
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Terms  of  judges. 

Section  Id.  Judges  of  the  supreme  eourt  shall  be  elected  lor  terms  of  eight  sears,  the  court  of  appeals  shall  be  for  a 
term  of  six  years,  judges  of  the  circuit  courts  for  terms  of  four  years,  and  associate  circuit  judges  for  terms  of  lour 
years  I  Ins  section  shall  not  he  construed  to  depri\ e  mix  member  ol  the  ccncral  assembly  of  the  rielil  to  introduce  am 

bill,  except  that  am  bill  introduced  b\  a  member  of  the  ecncral  assembly  and  passes  In  the  ccncral  assembly  that 

; 1 1 leis.  amends,  or  repeal  section  Id  proposed  ihronch  the  iniliatix e  and  suhseuucntlv  approx cd  b\  the  voters  shall  not 

take  effect  unless  and  until  it  is  also  approved  h\  the  voters. 

Election  of  judges. 

Section  25(a).  Indues  of  the  supreme  eourt.  the  eourt  of  appeals,  or  in  the  office  of  circuit  or  associate  circuit  shall  be 
elected.  All  election  of  judges  shall  be  had  at  the  general  state  elections,  except  when  the  general  assembly  shall  order 
a  special  election.  Any  appointment  of  judges  shall  take  effect  when  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  votes  tasted 
thereon,  and  not  otherwise.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  am  member  of  the  central  assembK  ol  the 
riulit  to  introduce  any  bill,  extent  that  anv  bill  introduced  hv  a  member  of  the  central  assembK  and  passes  hv  the 
general  assembly  that  alters,  amends,  or  repeal  section  25(a)  proposed  throuch  the  initiative  and  subsequently 
approved  b\  the  voters  shall  not  take  e fleet  unless  and  until  it  is  also  approved  hv  the  voters. 

Tenure  of  judges— declaration  of  candidacy. 

Section  2  5  <  e )( I ).  I  ach  judge  elected  pursuant  to  the  prov  isions  of  sections  25(a)  shall  hold  oflice  for  a  term  ending 
December  thirty-first.  Any  unelected  judge  holding  office  at  the  time,  by  which  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a) 
become  applicable  to  his  oflice.  shall,  unless  remov  ed  for  cause,  remain  in  oflice  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  nine  months. 
Any  qualified  attorney  may  tile  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state  a  declaration  of  candidacy  for  election  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  sections  25(a)  I!  a  declaration  is  filed,  his  name  shall  be  submitted  at  the  next  said  election  or 
special  election  to  the  voters  eligible  to  vote  within  the  state  if  the  office  is  that  of  judge  of  the  supreme  court,  or 
within  the  geographic  jurisdiction  limit  of  the  district  where  he  serv  es  if  his  office  is  that  of  a  judge  of  the  eourt  of 
appeals,  or  within  the  circuit  if  his  office  is  that  of  circuit  judge,  or  within  the  county  if  his  office  is  that  of  associate 
circuit  judge. 

Certification  of  names  upon  declaration— law  applicable  to  elections. 

Section  25(e).  \\  henevera  declaration  of  candidacy  for  election  is  filed  the  secretary  of  stale  shall  not  less  than  thirty 
day  s  before  the  election  certify  the  name  to  the  clerks  ol'the  county  courts,  and  to  the  boards  of  election  commissioners 
in  counties  or  cities  hav  ing  such  boards,  or  to  such  other  officials  as  may  hereafter  be  provided  by  law.  of  all  counties 
and  cities  w  herein  the  question  of  such  office  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  voters,  and.  until  legislation  shall  be  expressly 
prov  ided  otherwise  therefor,  the  judicial  ballots  required  by  this  section  shall  be  prepared,  printed,  published  and 
distributed,  and  the  election  upon  the  question  ol  such  office  shall  be  conducted  and  the  votes  counted,  canvassed, 
returned,  certified  and  proclaimed  by  such  public  officials  in  such  manner  as  is  now  provided  by  the  statutory  law 

Prohibition  of  political  activity  by  judges. 

Section  25(d).  No  judge  of  any  court  in  this  state,  elected  in  office  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  sections  25(a)  shall 
directly  or  indirectly  make  any  contribution  to  or  hold  any  office  in  a  political  party  or  organization,  or  take  part  in 
any  political  campaign. 

Self-enforceability. 

Section  25(e).  All  ol'the  provisions  of  sections  25  shall  be  self-enforcing  except  those  as  to  which  action  by  the  general 
assembly  may  be  required. 


Section  (f)  and  (g).  Shall  be  deleted. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


October  4,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RfcCEiVfcD 

OCT  0  4  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Aron  Worthan-Loux  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Chapter  V  (20 1 8-280) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Aron  Worthan-Loux  on  October  4,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County  _ 
Page  NO 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign 
his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  the  State  of  Missouri 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  Constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of 

November,  20IS  ,  and  each  for  them  self  say;  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (City 

of  St  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I. _ ,  BEING  FIRST  DULY  SWORN,  SAY  (PRINT  OR  TYPE  MAMES 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 

Name/Signature  Date  Street/Address  Zip  Dist  Name/Print 


signed  this  page  of  the  forgoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  Ins  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presents;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  Ins  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  tow  n  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County, 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEARBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  I X  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition  If  paid,  I  ist  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  ol  Affiant 

Printed  name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  ol  _ , _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address 


My  commission  expires: 
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lie  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended 
Article  V  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  25(a)  to  read  as  follows: 

Election  of  Judges 

Section  25(a)  Judges  of  the  supreme  court,  the  court  of  appeals,  or  in  the  office  of  circuit  or  associate  circuit  shall  be 
elected.  All  election  ofjudges  shall  be  had  at  the  general  state  elections,  except  when  the  general  assembly  shall  order 
a  special  election.  Any  appointment  of  judges  shall  take  effect  when  approved  by  a  majority  of  the  votes  casted 
thereon,  and  not  otherwise.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  dem  is  e  am  member  of  the  ueneral  assembly  of  the 
riehi  to  introduce  any  bill,  except  that  anv  hill  introduced  by  a  member  of  the  ceneral  assembly  and  nasses  by  the 

ueneral  assembly  that  alters,  amends,  or  repeal  section  25(a)  proposed  throueh  the  initiative  and  subsequently 

approved  hv  the  voters  shall  not  lake  effect  unless  and  until  it  is  also  unproved  bv  the  voters. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

SF.CRETARY  OF  STATE 

Sta  te,  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  29,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


SEP  2  9  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

217.  544.  and  557  (20 1  8-288) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  September  29,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

pc 

'  O  r — ■  |  . 

r\  t 

CE/\> 

'ED 

c 

FP  9  9  ’fl 

o 

rr 

M0.  SE 

TRETARY  OF 

STATE 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors. 
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Chapter  217  Department  of  Corrections 
DEPARTMENT,  ORGANIZATION,  POWERS  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES 

HOUSE  ARREST  PROGRAM 

217.541  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  —  limited  release,  when  — 
offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole  officer,  when. 
(1/1/2017) 

217.542  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  (1/1/2017) 

217.543  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote 
electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St. 
Louis  City).  (1/1/2017) 


Missouri  Statute  217.541  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  —  limited 
release,  when  —  offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole 
officer,  when. 

I  I:  Q  Ugttan  «  Q  ^  x 

f  C  ®  rev  sor/nogcv 


m 


’/snfiir  )  r. 

State  of  Missouri 


Publications  Constitution 

About  Help  /  FAQ 


Wot*  • 


Arc  > 


s  a 


0  -  0  X 

it  0  ; 


\  /  Effective  01  Jan  2017,  <ee  footnote,  highlighted  l?  ■  Chapter  217 

Title  xn;  correctional  ano  penal  ir.snrunohs 

217.541.  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  -  limited  release,  when  -  offenders  to  fund  program  -  arrest  warrant  mat1  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole 
officer,  when.  - 1 .  The  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest.  The  director  or  bis  designee  may  extend  the  limits  o:  conhnement  of  offenders  serving  sentences  tor 
class  D  or  E  lelonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to  release  on  parole,  conditional  release,  or  discharge  to  participate  in  the  house  arrest  program 

1  The  offender  reterred  to  the  house  arrest  program  shall  remain  in  the  custody  o;  the  department  and  shall  be  subject  to  rales  and  regulations  of  the  department  pertaining  to  offenders 
of  the  department  until  released  on  parole  or  conditional  release  by  the  state  board  of  probation  and  parole. 

3.  The  department  shall  require  the  offender  to  participate  in  work  or  educadonal  or  vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be  necessary  to  the  supervision  and  beatment  oi 
the  ofrender. 

4.  An  offender  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  place  oi  residence  only  for  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to  participate  in  the  program  and  activities  authorized  in 
subsection  3  of  this  section. 

5.  The  board  ot  probation  and  parole  shall  supervise  every  offender  released  io  the  house  arrest  program  and  shall  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section  and  such  other 
rales  and  regulations  that  the  department  shall  promulgate  and  may  do  so  by  remote  electronic  surveillance.  It  any  probation  parole  officer  has  probable  cause  to  believe  that  an  offender 
under  house  arrest  has  violated  a  condition  o;  the  house  arrest  agreement,  the  probation  parole  officer  may  L«ue  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  o:  the  oitender.  The  probation  parole  otticer  may 
effect  the  arrest  or  may  deputize  any  otticer  with  the  power  ot  arrest  to  do  so  by  giving  the  officer  a  copy  o:  the  warrant  which  shall  outline  the  circumstances  of  the  alleged  violation  The 
warrant  delivered  with  the  offender  by  the  arresting  otticer  to  the  official  in  charge  ot  am'  jail  or  other  detention  facility  to  which  the  offender  is  brought  shall  be  sufficient  legal  authority  for 
detaining  the  offender.  .An  offender  arrested  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  custody  or  incarcerated  without  consideration  of  bail.  Tire  director  or  his  designee,  upon  recommendation  of 
the  probation  and  parole  otticer,  may  direct  the  return  ot  any  offender  irom  house  arrest  to  a  correctional  facility  of  the  department  lor  reclassification. 

6.  Each  ottender  who  is  released  to  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  ot  his  wages,  established  by  department  rules  to  a  maximum  of  the  per  capita  cost  ot  the  house  arrest 
program.  The  money  received  from  the  offender  shall  be  deposited  in  the  inmate  fund  and  shall  be  expended  to  support  the  house  arrest  program 

iL.  1987  S.B.  39  y  1.  A.L  19S9  H.B.  40S,  A.L.  199-3  H.B.  9*4.  A.L.  2914  SB.  491 . 
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Missouri  Statute  217.542  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  (1/1/2017) 
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^  Effective  01  Jan  2017,  see  footnote,  highlighted  4  Chapter  217 

Title  XIII  CORRECTIONAL  AND  PENAL  INSTITUTIONS 

217.542.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  —  1  An  offender  of  Ihe  department  released  to  the  house  arrest 
program  commits  the  crime  of  failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  if  he  or  she  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of 
residence  or  activity  authorized  by  subsection  T  of  section  217.341  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so 

2  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  is  a  class  E  felony 
(L.  1987  SB  39§2.  A.L  1989  H  B  408,  A  L  2014  SB  401) 

Effective  1-01-17 


<  end  of  effective  01  Jan  2017  >  Ql 
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217.543  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote 
electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St. 

Louis  City).  (1/1/2017) 

V  Q  n:.i-  -  X  Q  *  H  W«w.f  **••»:•  -J  !•»  *  *  f)  •  O  X 
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C  ^  Effective  01  Jan  2017,  see  footnote,  highlighted  10  Chapter  217 

Title  XIII  CORRECTIONAL  AND  PENAL  INSTITUTIONS 

217.543.  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote  electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of 
prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St.  Louis  City).  —  1  The  jailer  of  any  city  not  within  a  county  having  custody  of  pretrial  detainees 
or  persons  serving  sentences  for  violation  of  state  or  local  laws  may  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

2  Such  [.tiler  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  Such  jailer  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  for  pretrial  detainees  or  persons 
serving  sentences  for  violation  ot  state  or  local  laws. 

3.  The  inmate  or  detainee  shall  remain  an  inmate  of  such  jailer  and  shall  he  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  house  arrest  program 

1  Such  jailer  shall  require  the  inmate  or  detainee  to  participate  in  work  or  educational  or  vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be 
necessary  to  the  supervision  and  treatment  of  the  inmate  or  detainee 

5  An  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  or  her  place  of  resilience  only  for  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to 
participate  in  the  programs  and  activities  authorized. 

o.  Such  jailer  shall  supervise  every  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  and  shall  verifv  compliance  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  for  each  person  so  released  and  such  other  rules  and  regulations  that  such  toiler  shall  promulgate,  and  may  do  so  bv  remote  electronic 
surveillance.  Such  jailer  may  direct  to  any  peace  officer  the  return  of  any  inmate  or  detainee  from  house  arrest  for  violation  of  the  conditions  of  release. 

7  F.ach  inmate  or  detainee  who  is  released  on  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his  or  her  wages  to  cover  the  costs  of  house  arrest,  such  amount 
to  be  established  by  the  jailer 

S  An  inmate  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  pursuant  to  this  section  commits  the  crime  of  escape  from  custody  if  such  inmate  purposely  fails 
to  return  to  hts  or  her  place  of  residence  or  activity  as  established  by  the  jailer  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so  Escape  from  custody  is  a  class  E 
felony 


(L  1991  H  B  5(n>.  A  L  2014  S  B.  191) 
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Title  XXXVIII  CRIMES  AND  PUNISHMENT;  PEACE  OFFICERS  AND  PUBLIC  DEFENDERS 
Chapter  557  General  Sentencing  Provisions 

Missouri  Statute  557.011  Authorized  dispositions.  (8/28/2013 

X  Q'.  sarijgtew--  x  Q  'fewUjtoe-i-  x  x  C-x:«  x  6  -  3  X 

f  C  ©  rsxisor  raago.  -  Q.  ☆  0  i 

^  )  Effecthe  28  Aug  2013,  highlighted  4  :  Chaplet  557 

Tide  am  cars  m  piMsuar:  m  orss  me  pubjc  c-pcss 

557.011.  .Authorized  dispositions.  - 1.  Even-  person  found  juicy  c:  an  dense  shall  be  deal:  writ  by  fee  court  in  accordance  with  the  provision  of  this  chapter,  except  that  tor  offenses  defined  outside  this 
code  and  not  repealed,  the  term  of  imprisonment  or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that  provided  in  he  statute  defining  the  offense:  however,  he  conditional  release  term  of  any  sentence  of  a  term  of  fears  shall 
be  determined  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  sectco.  558.011. 

2.  Whenever  any  person  has  been  found  guilty  of  a  felony  or  a  misdemeanor  the  court  shill  make  one  or  more  of  the  following  dispositions  of  he  offender  in  any  appropriate  combination.  The  court  may: 

!  1  i  Sentence  the  person  to  a  term  of  imprisonment  as  authorized  bv  chapter  55S: 

(2l  Sentence  the  person  to  pav  a  fine  as  authorized  bv  chapter  560: 

id)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  person  on  probation: 

1 4)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  it;  execution  placing  the  person  on  probation: 

1 5 1  impose  a  period  of  detention  as  a  condition  of  probation  as  authorized  by  section  555.026. 

5.  Whenever  any  person  has  been  found  guilty  of  ar.  infraction,  the  court  shall  make  one  or  more  of  die  following  dispositions  of  he  offender  m  any  appropriate  combination.  Tne  court  mav: 

1 )  Sentence  he  person  to  pav  a  fine  as  authorized  bv  chapter  580: 

:  2)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  person  on  probation: 

3)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execution,  placing  the  person  on  probation 

4.  Whenever  any  organization  bas  been  found  guilty  of  an  offense,  tine  court  shall  make  one  or  more  of  the  following  dispositions  of  tne  orgaruzafion  in  anv  appropriate  combination  line  court  mav: 

:  1 1  Sentence  he  organization  to  pav  a  nne  as  authorized  bv  chapter  red: 

2 1  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  with  or  without  placing  the  organization  on  probation- 
? :  Pronounce  sentence  ana  suspend  its  execution  placing  tne  oigamzation  on  probation: 
i 4'  Impose  anv  special  sentence  or  sanction  authorized  bv  law. 

5.  Iks  chapter  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive  tne  court  of  any  authontv  conferred  bv  law  to  decree  a  forfeiture  of  property,  suspend  or  cancel  a  license,  remove  a  person  from  ort.ee.  or  impose  anv  otner 
cm!  penalty.  An  appropriate  order  exercising  such  authority  mav  be  included  as  part  of  anv  sentence 

3  In  tne  event  a  sentence  of  confinement ordered  executed,  a  court  mav  order  that  an.  individual  serve  all  or  anv  portion  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring:  except  that  all  costs  associated  with  the 
electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  tne  person  on  house  arrest. !:  the  nidge  finis  tne  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the  nidge  mav  order  that  the  person  be  placed 
on  house  anest  with  electronic  monitoring  it  tne  county  commission  agrees  to  pav  the  costs  of  such  monitoring  If  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring 
and  tne  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  ot  the  county  file  costs  of  such  electronic  monitoring  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring. 
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[Missouri  Statute  217.541.  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate 
limited  release,  when  —  offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation 
or  parole  officer,  when.  —  1.  The  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house 
arrest.  The  director  or  his  designee  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  of  offenders 
serving  sentences  for  class  1)  or  E  felonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to 
release  on  parole,  conditional  release,  or  discharge  to  participate  in  the  house  arrest 
program. ...2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  Each  offender  who  is  released  to  house  arrest  shall  pay  a 
percentage  of  his  wages,  established  by  department  rules,  to  a  maximum  of  the  per  capita 
cost  of  the  house  arrest  program.  The  money  received  from  the  offender  shall  be  deposited 
in  the  inmate  fund  and  shall  be  expended  to  support  the  house  arrest  program. | 

[Missouri  Statute  217.542.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  —  1.  An  offender  of 
the  department  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  commits  the  crime  of  failure  to  return 
to  house  arrest  if  he  or  she  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of  residence  or 
activity  authorized  by  subsection  3  of  section  217.541  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so.  2. 
Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  is  a  class  E  felony.) 

[Missouri  Statute  217.543.  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to 
establish  program  —  remote  electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's 
wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St.  Louis  City).  —  1 .  The  jailer  of  any  city  not 
w  ithin  a  county  having  custody  of  pretrial  detainees  or  persons  serving  sentences  for 
violation  of  state  or  local  laws  may  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  consistent  w  ith  the 
provisions  of  this  section...  2.  3.  4.  5.  6.  7.  8.  An  inmate  released  to  the  house  arrest 
program  pursuant  to  this  section  commits  the  crime  of  escape  from  custody  if  such  inmate 
purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of  residence  or  activity  as  established  bv  the 
jailer  w  hen  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so.  Escape  from  custody  is  a  class  E  felonv.| 

Missouri  Statute  557.01 1.  Authorized  dispositions. —  1.  Every  person  found  guilty  of  an 
offense  shall  be  dealt  w  ith  by  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter, 
except  that  for  offenses  defined  outside  this  code  and  not  repealed,  the  term  of  imprisonment 
or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that  provided  in  the  statute  defining  the  offense: 
however,  the  conditional  release  term  of  any  sentence  of  a  term  of  years  shall  be  determined  as 
provided  in  subsection  4  of  section  558.01 1. 

2.  (2.)  3.  ( 1 .)  4,(  1  l.sentcnce  the  person  to  pav  fines  authorized  bv  chanter  558.01 1 
[6.  In  the  event  a  sentence  of  confinement  is  ordered  executed,  a  court  may  order  that  an 
individual  serve  all  or  any  portion  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all 
costs  associated  w  ith  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house 
arrest.  If  the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring,  the  judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  w  ith  electronic 
monitoring  if  the  county  commission  agrees  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  monitoring.  If  the 
person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring  and  the 
county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of 
such  electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house 
arrest  with  electronic  monitoring.] 

A.L.  201 1  H.B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  HB.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327) 
Missouri  Statute  217.541,  217.542,  217.543,  did  not  have  a  court  or  jury  as  the  statutes  say 
w  ho  is  in  charge  of  house  arrest  and  electronic  monitoring,  which  came  about  in  2014  w  ith 
S.B.  491,  Missouri  Statute  557.01 1  on  house  arrest  w  ith  electronic  monitoring  tell  2013  A.L. 
2011  H.B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327)  it 
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violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  10  That  no  person  shall  he 
deprived  of  life,  liberty'  or  property  without  due  process  of  layv.  Section  14.  That  the  courts 
of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  even  injury  to 
person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without 
sale,  denial  or  delay. 

Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  hail  shall  not  be 
required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also 
Amendment  XIVSection  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they 
reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  layv  yvhich  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  ,  without  due  process  of  law:  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Here  is  yvherc  the  violation  of  due  process  rights  and  equal  protection  under  the  layv  for 
persons  charged  with  a  bailable  offence,  are  treated  the  same  as  persons  found  guilty  in 
Missouri  Statute  544.455  as  stated  beloxv... 


Ch.  544  Arrest,  Examination,  Commitment  and  Bail 

[Missouri  Statute  544.455.  Release  of  person  charged,  yvhen  —  conditions  yvhich  may  be 
imposed.  —  1.  Any  person  charged  yvith  a  bailable  offense,  at  his  or  her  appearance  before 
an  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  may  be  ordered  released  pending  trial,  appeal,  or  other 
stage  of  the  proceedings  against  him  on  his  personal  recognizance,  unless  the  associate 
circuit  judge  or  judge  determines,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  that  such  a  release  will 
not  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  as  required.  When  such  a 
determination  is  made,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  may  either  in  lieu  of  or  in 
addition  to  the  above  methods  of  release,  impose  any  or  any  combination  of  the  folloyving 
conditions  of  release  yvhich  will  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  for  trial: 

(6)  Place  the  person  on  house  arrest  yvith  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all  costs 
associated  yvith  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arrest.  If 
the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the 
judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  yvith  electronic  monitoring  if  the 
county  commission  agrees  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of  such 
monitoring.  If  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring  and  the  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  electronic 
monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with 
electronic  monitoring; 

(7)  Impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as 
required,  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  after  specified 
hours. 

2.  In  determining  which  conditions  of  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the 
associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  basis  of  available  information,  take  into 
account  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged,  the  yveight  of  the  evidence 
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against  the  accused,  the  accused's  family  tics,  employment,  financial  resources,  character 
and  mental  condition,  the  length  of  his  residence  in  the  community,  his  record  of 
convictions,  and  his  record  of  appearance  at  court  proceedings  or  flight  to  avoid 
prosecution  or  failure  to  appear  at  court  proceedings. 

3.  An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  authorizing  the  release  of  a  person  under  this 
section  shall  issue  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed,  if 
any,  shall  inform  such  person  of  the  penalties  applicable  to  violations  of  the  conditions  of 
his  release  and  shall  advise  him  that  a  warrant  for  his  arrest  w  ill  be  issued  immediately 
upon  any  such  violation. 

4.  A  person  for  whom  conditions  of  release  are  imposed  and  who  after  twenty-four 
hours  from  the  time  of  the  release  hearing  continues  to  be  detained  as  a  result  of  his 
inability  to  meet  the  conditions  of  release,  shall,  upon  application,  be  entitled  to  have  the 
condition  reviewed  by  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  who  imposed  them.  The  motion 
shall  be  determined  promptly. 

5.  An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  ordering  the  release  of  a  person  on  any  condition 
specified  in  this  section  may  at  any  time  amend  his  order  to  impose  additional  or  different 
conditions  of  release;  except  that,  if  the  imposition  of  such  additional  or  different 
conditions  results  in  the  detention  of  the  person  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to  meet  such 
conditions  or  in  the  release  of  the  person  on  a  condition  requiring  him  to  return  to  custody 
after  specified  hours,  the  provisions  of  subsection  4  of  this  section  shall  apply. 

6.  Information  stated  in,  or  offered  in  connection  with,  any  order  entered  pursuant  to 
this  section  need  not  conform  to  the  rules  pertaining  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  a 
court  of  law. 

7.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  disposition  of  any 
case  or  class  of  cases  by  forfeiture  of  collateral  security  where  such  disposition  is 
authorized  by  the  court. 

8.  Persons  charged  with  violations  of  municipal  ordinances  may  be  released  by  a 
municipal  judge  or  other  judge  who  hears  and  determines  municipal  ordinance  violation 
cases  of  the  municipality  involved  under  the  same  conditions  and  in  the  same  manner  as 
provided  in  this  section  for  release  by  an  associate  circuit  judge. 

9.  A  circuit  court  may  adopt  a  local  rule  authorizing  the  pretrial  release  on  electronic 
monitoring  pursuant  to  subdivision  (6)  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  lieu  of 
incarceration  of  individuals  charged  with  offenses  specifically  identified  therein. | 

A.L.  201 1  II.  B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327) 
Missouri  Statute  544.455  did  not  have  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring;  tell  the 
above  House  and  Senate  bills  passed  in  2013.  Missouri  Statute  544.455.  does  not  state  who  is 
in  charge  of  house  arrest  persons  nor  where  the  money  from  house  arrest  w  ith  electronic 
monitoring;  goes  to.  Somehow  the  money  from  Missouri  Statute  544.455  from  house  arrest 
w  ith  electronic  monitoring  goes  to  private  bail/bond  companies,  NO  statement  in  the 
statute.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all 
constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  w  elfare  of  the  people;  that  all 
persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty  ,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of 
the  gains  of  their  ow  n  industry  ;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal 
rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law ;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal 
office  of  government,  and  that  w  hen  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its 
chief  design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property 
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without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  even 
person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and 
that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  w  ithout  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That 
the  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic 
communications  and  data,  from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  w  arrant  to 
search  any  place,  or  seize  any  person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication, 
shall  issue  w  ithout  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized, 
or  the  data  or  communication  to  be  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  be;  nor  w  ithout  probable 
cause,  supported  by  w  ritten  oath  or  affirmation.  Section  19.  That  no  person  shall  be 
compelled  to  testify  against  himself  in  a  criminal  cause,  nor  shall  any  person  be  put  again 
in  jeopardy  of  life  or  liberty  for  the  same  offense,... 

It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or 
things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger:  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  w  itness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  w  ithout  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use.  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Amendment  XIV  Section  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  w  herein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  w  ithin  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  no  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or 
abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
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Missouri  Statute  544.455  Release  of  person  charged,  when  —  conditions  which  may  be  imposed. 

(8/28/2013) 
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Title  XXMI  CRIMINAL  PROCEDURE 

544.155.  Release  of  person  charged,  when  -  conditions  which  may  he  imposed,  - 1.  Any  person  charged  with  a  bailable  offense,  at  his  or  her  appearance  before  an  associate  circuit 
badge  or  judge  may  be  ordered  released  pending  -rial,  appeal,  or  other  stage  of  the  proceedings  against  him  on  has  personal  recognizance,  unless  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge 
determines,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  that  such  a  release  will  not  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  as  required.  When  such  a  determination  is  made,  the  associate  circuit 
badge  or  judge  may  either  in  lieu  of  or  in  addition  to  the  above  methods  of  release,  impose  any  or  any  combination  of  the  following  conditions  of  release  which  will  reasonably  assure  the 
appearance  of  the  person  for  trial: 

(1)  Place  the  person  in  the  custody  of  a  designated  person  or  organization  agreeing  to  supervise  him: 

Ci  Place  restriction  on  the  travel  association,  or  place  of  abode  of  the  person  during  the  period  of  release: 

i 3i  Require  the  execution  of  a  bail  bond  with  sufficient  solvent  sureties,  or  the  deposit  of  cash  in  lieu  thereof: 

ill  Require  the  person  to  report  regularly  to  some  officer  of  the  court,  or  peace  officer,  in  such  manner  as  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  directs 

1 5i  Require  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  a  given  sum  and  the  deposit  in  the  registry  of  the  court  of  ten  percent,  or  such  lesser  percent  as  the  judge  directs,  of  the  sum  in  cash  or  negotiable 
bonds  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  state  of  Missouri  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof: 

(6)  Place  the  person  on  house  arrest  with  electroric  monitoring:  except  that  all  costs  associated  with  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arrest.  If  the  judge 
finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring  the  judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  if  the  countv 
commission  agrees  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  cost  ot  such  monitoring.  If  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring  and  the  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring; 

:  ’ |  Impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as  required  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  after  specified  hours. 

2.  In  determining  which  conditions  of  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  basis  of  available  information  tale  into  account  the 
nature  and  circumstances  ot  the  offense  charged  the  weight  o;  the  evidence  against  the  accused  the  accused's  family  ties,  employment,  financial  resources,  character  arid  mental  condition, 
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I*)  Impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as  required,  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  after  specified  hours. 

1  In  determining  which  conditions  of  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  bids  o;  available  information,  take  into  account  the 
nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged,  the  weight  of  the  evidence  against  -he  accused,  the  accused's  family  ties,  employment,  financial  resources,  character  and  menial 
condition  the  length  of  his  residence  in  the  community,  his  record  of  convictions,  and  hi  record  or  appearance  at  court  proceedings  or  flight  to  avoid  prosecution  or  failure  to  appear  at 
court  proceedings. 

3.  .An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  authorizing  the  release  of  a  person  under  this  section  shall  issue  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed  if  any, 
shall  inform  such  person  of  the  penalties  applicable  to  violations  of  the  conditions  of  bus  release  and  shall  advise  him  that  a  warrant  for  his  arrest  will  be  issued  immediately  upon  any  such 
violation. 

1 A  person  for  ’atom  conditions  of  release  are  imposed  and  who  after  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  of  the  release  hearing  continues  to  be  detained  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to 
meet  the  conditions  ot  release,  shall,  upon  application  be  entitled  to  have  the  condition  reviewed  by  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  who  imposed  them.  The  motion  shall  be 
determined  promptly. 

3.  .An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  ordering  the  release  of  a  person  on  any  condition  specified  in  this  section  may  at  any  time  amend  his  order  to  impose  additional  or  different 
conditions  of  release:  excepi  that  if  the  imposition  ot  such  additional  or  different  conditions  results  in  the  detention  of  the  person  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to  meet  such  conditions  or  in 
the  release  of  the  person  on  a  condition  requiring  him  to  return  to  custody  after  specified  hours,  -he  provisions  of  subsection  4  of  this  section  shall  apply 

6.  Informadon  stated  in  or  ottered  in  connection  with,  ary  order  entered  pursuant  to  this  section  need  not  conform  to  the  rules  pertaining  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  a  court  of 
law, 

3.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  disposition  of  my  case  or  class  of  cases  by  forfeiture  ot  collateral  security  where  such  disposition  is  authorized  by 
the  court. 

S.  Persons  charged  with  violations  of  municipal  ordinances  may  be  released  by  a  municipal  judge  or  other  judge  who  hears  and  determines  municipal  ordinance  violation  cases  of  the 
municipality  involved  under  the  same  conditions  and  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  in  this  section  for  release  by  an  associate  circuit  judge. 

9.  A  circuit  court  may  adopt  a  local  rule  authorizing  the  pretrial  release  or:  electronic  monitoring  pursuant  to  subdivision  (6lof  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  lieu  oi  incarceration  of 
individuals  charged  with  offenses  specifically  identified  therein. 

IL.  19':  H.B.  1160,  A.L.  197S  KB.  1634.  A.L,  2011  H.B.  111.  A.L.  2013  H.B.  21?  merged  with  H.B.  324  k  434  merged  with  5.B.  327t 

1 1926)  Provisions  as  to  issuance  oi  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed  and  warning  ot  consequences  of  failure  to  appear  do  not  apply  to  persons 
released  under  the  provisions  of  i  344.663.  State  v.  Adams  i  A ),  332  S.\\'.2d  324, 


<  er<d  cf  effective  2fi  Aua  2013  >  6 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
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SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  29,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


SEP  2  9  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

558  and  559  (2018-287) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Brian  Hagg  on  September  29,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

=  TVFI 

Sep  2 

J2017 

m  oECHETA 

OF  STfiJr 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 
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Missouri  Statute  559.026  Detention  condition  of  probation.  [Any  person  placed  on  probation  in 
a  county  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  or  in  any  city  with  a  population  of  five  hundred 
thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of  section 
221 . 1 70.  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.(  1 )  In 
misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  shorter  of 
thirty'  days  or  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  authorized  for  the  misdemeanor  by 
chapter  558.  (2)  In  felony  eases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed 
one  hundred  twenty  days]... .Not  the  Whole  Missouri  Statute  its  Screen  printed  on  the  next  page. 

Missouri  Statute  558.01 1.  Sentence  of  imprisonment,  terms  —  conditional  release.  — 

1.  The  authorized  terms  of  imprisonment,  including  both  prison  and  conditional  release  terms,  are: 

(1)  For  a  class  A  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  ten  years  and  not  to  exceed  thirty  years,  or  life 
imprisonment;(2)  For  a  class  B  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  five  years  and  not  to  exceed  fifteen 
years;(3)  For  a  class  C  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  three  years  and  not  to  exceed  ten 
years;  (4)  For  a  class  D  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  seven  years;(5)  For  a  class  E  felony,  a  term 
of  years  not  to  exceed  four  years;  (6)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  one 
year;  (7)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months;  (8)  For  a  class  C 
misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  fifteen  days. ..Not  the  whole  Missouri  Statute  its  Screen 
printed  on  the  next  page. 

In  the  Last  paragraph  of  559.026the  first,  second  class  city  or  a  population  of  five  hundred 
thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of  section 
221.170.  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  Mow  can 
someone  not  convicted  &  sentenced  be  placed  in  detention?  Was  not  convicted  &  and 
sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  Then  Missouri  Statute  559.012  Did  not  take  place  so 
points  (1)  and  (2)  is  the  reason  probation  is  given.  So  w  hat  probation  is  the  not  convicted  on 
that  they  get  detention?  Missouri  Statute  559.012.  Eligible  for  probation,  w  hen.  —  The 
court  may  place  a  person  on  probation  for  a  specific  period  upon  conviction  of  any  offense 
or  upon  suspending  imposition  of  sentence  if.  having  regard  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of 
the  offense  and  to  the  history  and  character  of  the  defendant,  the  court  is  of  the  opinion  that: 

( 1 )  Institutional  confinement  of  the  defendant  is  not  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public; 
and  (2)  The  defendant  is  in  need  of  guidance,  training  or  other  assistance  which,  in  his  or  her 
case,  can  be  effectively  administered  through  probation  supervision. 

Missouri  Statute  559.026  Detention  condition  of  probation  is  unconstitutional  the  above 
lines  show  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  It  violates  the  Missouri 
Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty'  or  property  w  ithout  due  process  of  law  .  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall 
be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property 
or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay. 
Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be 
required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also 
Amendment  XIVSection  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  w  herein  they 
reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
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liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law:  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Point  1  of  Missouri  Statute  559.26  Detention  condition  of  probation  Any  person  placed  on 
probation  in  a  county  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  or  in  any  city  with  a  population  of  five 
hundred  thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of 
section  22 1 . 1 70.  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse. 

(1)  In  misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the 
shorter  of  thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  authorized  for  the 
misdemeanor  by  chapter  558,  the  Statute  give  a  misdemeanor  offender  more  imprisonment 
than  a  Felony  offender. 

Missouri  Statute  559.026  Detention  condition  of  probation  is  unconstitutional  the  above 
lines  shown.  Because  it  gives  a  misdemeanor  on  probation  more  Detention  than  a  felony. 

It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the 
courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  even  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every 
injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered 
without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII 
Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual 
punishments  inflicted.  Also  Amendment  XIVSection  1  .All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in 
the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States 
and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall 
abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any 
person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

This  statute  also  treats  each  felony  offender  the  same  w  hen  558.01 1  has  different  classes  of 
felony  offences.  Each  class  should  have  a  different  time  period  for  detention  condition  of 
probation. 
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The  screen  prints  of  the  whole  Missouri  Statute  559.26  &  558.01 1 
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559.026.  Detention  condition  of  probation.  —  Except  m  infraction  cases  when  probation  is  granted,  the  court  in  addition  to  conditions  imposed  pursuant  to  section  559.021.  may  require 
a?  a  condition  o:  probation  that  the  offender  submit  to  a  period  ot  detention  up  to  tortv -eight  hours  atter  the  determination  by  a  probation  or  parole  officer  that  the  offender  violated  a 
condition  of  continued  probation  or  parole  in  an  appropriate  institution  at  whatever  time  or  intervals  within  the  period  of  probation,  consecutive  or  nonconsecutive  the  court  shall  designate 
or  the  board  of  probation  and  parole  shall  direct.  Any  person  placed  on  probation  in  a  count)'  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  or  in  any  city  with  a  population  of  five  hundred  thousand  or 
more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  ot  section  221.170  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse. 

<  1)  In  misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  shorter  o:  thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  o:  imprisonment  authonzed  tor  the  misdemeanor  bv 
chapter  55S. 

<2)  In  relony  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  r.ot  exceed  one  hundred  twenty  days. 

(3)  If  probation  is  revoked  and  a  term  ot  imprisonment  is  served  by  reason  thereof,  the  time  spent  in  a  jail,  halt-way  house,  honor  center,  workhouse  or  other  institution  as  a  detention 
condition  ot  probation  shall  be  credited  against  the  pncon  or  tail  term  reived  for  the  ortense  in  connection  with  which  the  detention  condition  was  imposed. 

(L.  1977  5  B.  60.  A.L.  199?  H.B.  424.  A  L  2003  S.B.  5.  A.L.  200 1 S  B.  121 1 » 
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55S.01 1.  Sentence  of  imprisonment,  terms  —  conditional  release.  —  1.  The  authonzed  terms  of  imprisonment,  including  both  prison  and  conditional  release  terms,  are 

f 1)  For  a  class  A  telony  a  term  of  voars  not  less  than  ten  vears  and  not  to  exceed  thirtv  vears  or  life  imprisonment. 

(2)  For  a  class  B  telony.  a  term  ot  years  not  less  than  five  vears  and  not  to  exceed  fifteen  war*. 

1 3)  For  a  class  C  felony,  a  term  ot  vears  not  less  than  three  years  and  not  to  exceed  ten  years: 

(4)  For  a  class  D  relony.  a  term  o:  years  not  to  exceed  seven  years: 

(?)  For  a  class  t  telonv  a  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  tout  vears. 

1 6)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  one  year. 

t7i  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months: 

($)  For  a  class  C  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  fifteen  davs. 

2  In  cases  of  class  D  arid  E  felonies,  the  court  shall  have  discretion  to  imprison  tor  a  special  term  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  other  authonzed  penal  institution,  and  the 
place  ot  confinement  shall  be  fixed  l"  the  court  It  the  court  imposes  a  sentence  ot  imprisonment  tor  a  term  longer  than  one  year  upon  a  pvrson  com  icted  ot  a  class  D  or  E  telonv.  it  shall 
commit  the  person  to  the  custody  ot  the  department  or  corrections. 

3.  (1)  When  a  regular  sentence  ot  imprisonment  lor  a  telonv  is  imposed,  the  court  shall  commit  the  person  to  the  custody  ot  the  department  ot  corrections  tor  the  term  imposed  under 
section  537.036,  or  until  released  under  procedures  established  elsewhere  bv  law. 

1 2)  A  sentence  or  imprisonment  tor  a  misdemeanor  shall  be  ror  a  derinite  term  and  the  court  sliall  commit  the  person  to  the  comity  jail  or  other  authorized  penal  institution  tor  the  term  ot 
lus  or  her  sentence  or  until  released  under  procedure  established  elsewhere  by  law 

4-  (1>  Except  a>  otherwise  provided,  a  sentence  o:  imprisonment  for  a  term  of  years  for  felonies  other  than  dangerous  felonies  as  defined  in  section  ?3o.0ol  and  other  than  sentences  ot 
imrrisoninent  which  involve  the  individual  s  fourth  or  subseouent  remand  to  the  department  ot  corrections  shall  consist  ot  a  prison  term  and  a  conditional  release  term  Die  conditional 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  75 1-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  29,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RfcGkiVED 

SEP  2  9  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

558  and  560  (20 1 8-286) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  September  29,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  kites  •  hi  siness  si  kvices  •  elections  •  1*1  blications •  St:(  uritics  •  state  archives  •  state  1 1 braky  •  \v<  jlenlr  library 
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Initiative  petition  for  law  or  constitutional  amendment,  form— clerical  and  technical  errors  to  be  disregarded, 
penalties  for  false  signature.— The  following  shall  be  substantially  the  form  of  each  page  of  each  petition  for  any 

law  or  amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri  proposed  by  the  initiative:  County . 

Page  No . It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section 

560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not 
to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or 
her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to 
sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION  To  the  Honorable . ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned, 

registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the . day  of . , . ,  and  each 

for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) . CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

. ,  being  first  duly  sworn. 


NAME  SIGNED 

DATE 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

ZIP  CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  Printed 

REOFiy 

Pn 

- 

SEP  2  9  201 

1 

MO.  SECRFTARy  of 

wtrfc 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I 
believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that 

each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating 

this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer . Signature  of  Affiant  (Person 

obtaining  signatures) . (Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

. Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . , 

A.D . Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary  Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires . If  this  form  is  followed 

substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  116.050  and  section  116.080  are  met,  it  shall  be  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors 
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New  statute  558.002.1  continued  has  2  different  fine  amounts  for  same  offence,  for  persons  convicted 
of  C  or  D  felony  is  either  $5000  or  at  the  top  of  first  page  beginning  of  statute  states  $10,000.  Also  the 
fine  amount  for  corporation  for  a  misdemeanor  is  just  10,000,  but  that  is  for  every  type  the  old  statute 
had  different  fine  amounts  for  different  misdemeanor  of  A,B,C.  this  is  unconstitutional  no  equal 
protection  of  the  law  which  is  a  violation  of  the  XIV  of  united  states  constitution. 

The  updated  560.011  is  not  the  only  Missouri  statute  that  this558.002  replaced  as  it  replaced 
560.011,560.016  and  560.021.  560.016  and  560.021  on 

http://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneChapter.aspx?chapter=560  states  that  they  are  (Repealed  L.  2014  S.B. 
491)  (1/1/2017).  The  www.moqa.mo.qov  not  working  since  July  of  2017. 

[Missouri  statute  558.002.  Fines  for  felonies.  —  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  an  offense 
outside  this  code,  a  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  an  offense  may  be  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine 
which  does  not  exceed: 

( 1 )  For  a  class  C.  I).  or  E  felony,  ten  thousand  dollars: 

(2)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  two  thousand  dollars: 

(3)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  one  thousand  dollars: 

(4)  For  a  class  C  misdemeanor,  seven  hundred  fifty  dollars: 

(5)  For  a  class  I)  misdemeanor,  five  hundred  dollars: 

(6)  For  an  infraction,  four  hundred  dollars;]  or 

(7)  If  the  person  has  gained  money  or  property  through  the  commission  of  the  offense,  to  pay 
an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding  double  the  amount  of  the  person's  gain  from  the 
commission  of  the  offense. 

1 2.  A  sentence  to  pay  a  line,  when  imposed  on  a  corporation  for  an  offense  defined  in  this 
code  or  for  any  offense  defined  outside  this  code  for  which  no  specific  corporate  fine  is 
specified,  shall  be  a  sentence  to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  which  does  not  exceed: 

( 1 )  For  a  felony,  twenty  thousand  dollars: 

(2)  For  a  misdemeanor,  ten  thousand  dollars; 

(3)  For  an  infraction,  one  thousand  dollars:]  or 

(4)  If  the  corporation  has  gained  money  or  property  through  the  commission  of  the  offense, 
to  pay  an  amount,  fixed  by  the  court,  not  exceeding  double  the  amount  of  the  corporation's  gain 
from  the  commission  of  the  offense. 
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3.  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  "gain"  means  the  amount  of  money  or  the  value  of 
property  derived  from  the  commission  of  the  offense.  The  amount  of  money  or  value  of  property 
returned  to  the  victim  of  the  offense  or  seized  by  or  surrendered  to  lawful  authority  prior  to  the 
time  sentence  is  imposed  shall  be  deducted  from  the  fine.  When  the  court  imposes  a  line  based 
on  gain  the  court  shall  make  a  finding  as  to  the  amount  of  the  offender's  gain  from  the  crime.  If 
the  record  does  not  contain  sufficient  evidence  to  support  such  a  finding,  the  court  may  conduct  a 
hearing  upon  the  issue. 

Missouri  statute  558.002  because  each  fine  amount  has  increased  Violates  the  United  States 
Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  tines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inllicted.  Also  Amendment  XIVSection  1  .All 
persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are 
citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or 
enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United 
States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  It 
violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  1  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional 
government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have 
a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  en  joyment  of  the  gains  of 
their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  arc  entitled  to  equal  rights  and 
opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of 
government,  and  that  when  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief 
design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due 
process  of  law. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  26,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


SEP  2  6  201? 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1  15  (2018-285) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  26.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 1 6. 1 75.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County _ _ __ 

Page  No. _ _ 

It  is  a  dass  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  kmaws  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION, 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


.  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

Received 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


SEP  2  6  201 7 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street]  (City. Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Conjr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Tvpcd) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

J 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Chapter  115.135,  RSMo,  is  amended  to  provide  automatic  voter  registration.  Chapter  115.427.  1. 
and  115.427.  **1.  RSMo,  will  be  amended  to  reflect  changes  in  Chapter  115.135,  RSMo: 


115.135.  Persons  entitled  to  register,  when —  identification  required —  military  service, 
registration,  when.  —  1.  Any  person  who  is  qualified  to  vote,  or  who  shall  become  qualified  to  vote  on 
or  before  the  day  of  election,  shall  be  entitled  to  register  in  the  jurisdiction  within  which  he  or  she 
resides.  In  order  to  vote  in  any  election  for  which  registration  is  required,  a  person  must  be  registered  to 
vote  in  the  jurisdiction  of  his  or  her  residence  no  later  than  5:00  p.m.,  or  the  normal  closing  time  of  any 
public  building  where  the  registration  is  being  held  if  such  time  is  later  than  5:00  p.m.,  on  the  fourth 
Wednesday  prior  to  the  election,  unless  the  voter  is  an  interstate  former  resident,  an  intrastate  new 
resident,  a  new  resident,  or  a  covered  voter,  as  defined  in  section  1 15.275.  Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  4  of  this  section,  in  no  case  shall  registration  for  an  election  extend  beyond  10:00  p.m.  on  the 
fourth  Wednesday  prior  to  the  election.  Any  person  registering  after  such  date  shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in 
subsequent  elections. 

2.  A  person  applying  to  register  with  an  election  authority  or  a  deputy  registration  official  shall  identify 
himself  or  herself  by  presenting  a  copy  of  a  birth  certificate,  a  Native  American  tribal  document,  other 
proof  of  United  States  citizenship,  a  valid  Missouri  drivers  license  or  other  form  of  personal  identification 
at  the  time  of  registration. 

3.  Except  as  provided  in  federal  law  or  federal  elections  and  in  section  1 15.277,  no  person  shall  be 
entitled  to  vote  if  the  person  has  not  registered  to  vote  in  the  jurisdiction  of  his  or  her  residence  prior  to 
the  deadline  to  register  to  vote. 

4.  A  covered  voter  as  defined  in  section  1 15.275  who  has  been  discharged  from  military  service,  has 
returned  from  a  military  deployment  or  activation,  or  has  separated  from  employment  outside  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  United  States  after  the  deadline  to  register  to  vote,  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  register 
to  vote,  may  register  to  vote  in  an  election  in  person  before  the  election  authority  until  5:00  p.m.  on  the 
Friday  before  such  election.  Such  persons  shall  produce  sufficient  documentation  showing  evidence  of 
qualifying  for  late  registration  pursuant  to  this  section. 

5.  Registration  at  the  division  of  motor  vehicles. 

(a)  Every  person  applying  at  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  for  a  driver's  license  or  a  renewal  of  the 

license,  or  personal  identification  document  issued  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles,  and  who  is  or  may 

be  by  the  next  general  election  qualified  to  vote,  shall  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  register  to  vote,  or  if 

previously  registered,  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  change  their  address  for  voting  purposes. 

(b)  The  application  to  register  to  vote  must  be  offered  simultaneously  with  the  application  for  the  driver's 

license  or  renewal  of  it  or  application  for  a  personal  identification  document.  Division  of  motor  vehicles 

employees  must  provide  to  applicants  for  driver's  licenses,  license  renewal,  or  personal  identification 

documents  the  same  level  of  assistance  and  instruction  with  respect  to  the  application  to  register  to  vote 

as  is  provided  with  respect  to  the  application  for  driver's  licenses,  renewal  of  the  license,  or  personal 

identification  documents.  The  applicant  shall  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  decline  to  register  to  vote  by 

failing  to  sign  the  voter  registration  form.  If  previously  registered,  the  applicant  shall  be  afforded  the 

opportunity  to  change  their  address  for  voting  purposes. 

In  order  to  protect  the  privacy  of  those  who  do  not  wish  to  register  to  vote  for  any  reason,  the  failure  of  an 

applicant  for  a  driver's  license  or  renewal  of  it  or  a  personal  identification  document  to  sign  the  voter 
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registration  form  register  to  vote  may  not  be  used  for  any  purposes  other  than  to  determine  the  person's 

voter  registration  status. 

(c)  The  voter  registration  application  shall  contain  the  registrant's  name,  residence  address,  mailing 

address  if  different  from  residence  address,  date  of  birth,  and  registrant's  signature  and  date  of  affixation 

of  signature,  and  may  include  any  other  information,  certifications,  and  declarations,  including  those  made 

under  the  penalty  of  perjury,  that  may  be  reguired  by  the  state  board  in  order  to  administer  a  single  and 

unified  system  of  voter  registration  in  accordance  with  applicable  state  and  federal  laws  which  shall 

enable  duly  registered  voters  to  vote  in  all  elections  in  their  respective  voting  districts  including,  elections 

for  federal  officers.  Declarations  will  include  signature  on  a  form  provided  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles 

stating  under  penalty  of  law  that  they  are  a  US  citizen.  Certifications  may  include  utility  bills,  bank 

statements,  rent  receipts  or  other  eguivalent  items  to  show  proof  of  address.  Applications  for  voter 

registration  only  will  not  be  reguired  to  present  a  birth  certificate  or  photo  ID.  Certifications  showing  place 

of  residences  are  all  that  will  be  necssary.  If  there  are  doubts  of  citizenship,  then  115.135.5  will  be 

followed  with  the  state  utilizing  1 1 5.135.5  The  department  of  motor  vehicles  or  agent  may  not  Question 

citizenship  from  applicant.  Any  doubts  will  be  sent  to  the  state  board  of  elections  for  a  follow  up 

investigation.  The  voter  registration  application  must  also  include,  in  print  identical  to  that  used  in  the 

attestation  portion  of  the  form,  the  following. 

(i)  The  penalties  provided  by  law  for  submitting  a  false  voter  registration; 

(ii)  A  statement  that,  if  the  applicant  declines  to  register  to  vote,  his  or  her  decision  will  remain 

confidential  and  be  used  only  for  voter  registration  purposes;  and 

(iii)  A  statement  that,  if  the  applicant  does  register  to  vote,  information  regarding  the  office  or 

branch  of  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  to  which  the  application  was  submitted  will  remain 

confidential,  to  be  used  only  for  voter  registration  purposes. 

It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  to  print  and  to  have  available  at  all  times  a 

sufficient  number  of  voter  registration  forms  and  declaration  of  citizenship  in  order  to  carry  out  the 

provisions  of  this  section.  If  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  or  agents  fail  to  have  the  reguired  forms,  the 

state  or  its  agent  will  personally  delivery  and  complete  the  forms  at  the  applicant’s  place  of  residence. 

(d)  The  completed  voter  registration  application  shall  be  transmitted  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  or 

agent  to  the  central  voter  registration  system  mandated  not  later  than  the  next  business  day  after  the  date 

of  acceptance  by  the  division  of  motor  vehicles.  Transmission  shall  be  made  by  electronic  means  as 

prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state,  and  shall  be  in  an  electronic  form  compatible  with  the  voter 

registration  system  maintained  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  each  registration  electronically  transmitted,  a 

hard  copy  will  be  provided  to  the  appropriate  local  board  of  canvassers. 

(e)  Any  person  who  has  fully  and  correctly  completed  an  application  to  register  to  vote  at  the  division  of 

motor  vehicles  is  presumed  to  be  registered  as  of  the  date  of  the  acceptance  of  the  registration  by  the 

division  of  motor  vehicles.  The  division  of  motor  vehicles  shall  not  transmit  the  voter  registration  of  any 

applicant,  who  fails  to  certify  by  a  declaration  that  they  are  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

(f)  The  state  board  of  elections  shall  have  the  authority  to  adopt  regulations  to  implement  and  administer 

the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  all  registrations  taken  at  the  division  of  motor  vehicles 

(a) 

(1)  In  accordance  with  Section  7  of  the  Federal  National  Voter  Registration  Act  of  5  1993,  other 

applicable  state  government  agencies  that  the  secretary  verifies  already  collect  documents  that 

would  provide  proof  of  eligibility,  including  age,  citizenship  and  residence  address,  may  follow  the 

procedures  for  automatic  voter  registration  enumerated  for  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  as 

described  in  subsections  (b)  through  (d)  of  this  section 
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(2)  Any  additional  agencies  that  are  designated  for  automatic  registration  must  follow  the  rules 

and  protocols  established  in  this  section  for  the  division  of  motor  vehicles  providing  a  declaration 

of  citizenship. 

(3)  Registration  for  voter  registration  at  a  division  of  motor  vehicles  without  application  for  driver's 

license  or  ID  and  only  for  for  voter  registration  does  not  require  a  photo.  The  same  rules  are  for 

other  applicable  state  government  agencies.  There  will  be  no  charge  for  the  voter  registration. 

(4)  Voter  ID  cards  will  be  sent  to  all  registered  voters  in  an  envelope  marked  “Do  not  Forward”  for 

each  election.  This  card  will  be  the  only  ID  needed  to  vote  without  any  need  for  other 
identification.  Receipt  of  this  card  at  the  voters’  place  of  residence  shall  be  considered  proof  of 

eligibility  to  vote. 

(h)  Effective  date.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  take  effect  thirty  (30)  days  after  the  administrator  of 

the  division  of  motor  vehicles  certifies  in  writing  to  the  general  assembly  that  the  Missouri  motor  vehicle 

licensing  system  computer  system  is  capable  of  meeting  the  reguirements  set  forth  in  this  section,  which 

references  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  National  Voter  Registration  Act  of  1993.  The  administrator  of  the 

division  of  motor  vehicles  shall  consult  with  the  secretary  prior  to  making  this  determination  about  the 

computer  system.  All  changes  will  be  made  to  have  in  place  six  months  before  the  Nov.,  2020  elections. 


6.  Verification  of  Citizen  Status-lf  the  state  or  any  voting  regulatory  body  doubts  the  citizenship  status  of 

the  voter  applicant  and  is  unable  to  verify  citizenship  and  identity  via  the  State  Verification  and  Exchange 

System  (SVES)  interface  with  the  Social  Security  Administration,  it  is  then  the  responsibility  of  the 

applicant/recipient  to  provide  the  reguired  verification  as  follows. 

A.  CITIZENSHIP  -1.  FIRST  LEVEL  (PRIMARY  DOCUMENTATION V  The  following  forms  of 

documentation  Qualify  as  both  proof  of  citizenship  and  identity: 

(a)  A  U  S.  Passport 

•  Passport  does  not  have  to  be  currently  valid  to  be  accepted  as  proof  of  citizenship 

»  Passports  issued  with  a  limitation  are  not  considered  evidence  of  U  S.  citizenship  but  is 

considered  proof  of  identity. 

(b)  A  Certificate  of  Naturalization  (Forms  N-550  or  N-570) 

(cl  A  Certificate  of  U.S.  Citizenship  (Form  N-560  or  N-561) 

(d)  Applicants  and  recipients  born  outside  of  the  United  States  who  were  not  U  S.  citizens  at 

birth,  must  submit  First  Level  documentation  as  evidence  of  U.S.  citizenship. 

• 

(e)  If  the  applicant/recipient  does  not  possess  any  of  the  above  forms  of  documentation,  then 

documentation  of  both  the  individual's  citizenship  (preferably  from  the  Secondary  tier  of 

documentation)  and  identity  is  necessary. 

B  SECOND  LEVEL  (SECONDARY) 

(a)  If  documentation  from  the  First  Level  (Primary  Documentation)  of  citizenship  is  not  available. 

the  applicant/recipient  must  submit  both  a  document  from  one  of  the  lower  levels  of  citizenship 

documentation  as  well  as  a  document  from  the  list  of  acceptable  forms  of  identity  documentation. 

(b)  Secondary  level  documentation  includes: 

i.  A  U.S  Birth  Certificate 
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ii.  A  Certification  of  Birth  Issued  by  the  Department  of  State  (Form  DS-1350) 

iii.  A  Report  of  Birth  Abroad  of  a  U  S.  Citizen  (Form  FS-240) 

iv.  A  Certification  of  Birth  Issued  by  the  Department  of  State  (Form  FS-545  or  DS-1350) 

v.  A  U  S.  Citizens  I  D.  Card  (Form  1-197  or  prior  version  1-179) 

vi.  An  American  Indian  Card.  1-872  issued  by  the  Department  of  Homeland  Security  with 

the  classification  code  "KIC"  issued  to  identify  U  S  citizen  members  of  the  Texas  Band  of 

Kickapoos  living  near  the  U.S. /Mexican  border 

vii.  Final  Adoption  Decree  showing  the  child's  name  and  U.S.  birthplace 

viii.  Evidence  of  Civil  Service  employment  by  the  U.S.  government  before  June  1976 

iv.  An  official  military  record  of  service  showing  a  U.S.  place  of  birth 

x.  A  Northern  Mariana  Identification  Card,  1-873  (issued  by  the  INS  to  a  collectively 

naturalized  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  was  born  in  the  Northern  Mariana  Islands 

before  November  4, 1 986) 


Personal  identification,  requirements-statement  for  voters  without  required  personal 
identification,  procedure-provisional  ballot,  when-form  of  statement-notice  of 
requirements-report — precinct  register  requirements-mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  when- 
contingent  effective  date. 

1 1 5.427.  1 .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and 
eligibility  to  vote  at  the  polling  place  by  presenting  their  voter  ID  card  they  received  in  the  mail  for  the 
current  election  or  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  If  the  voter  has  the  voter  ID 
card,  no  other  form  of  identification  will  be  needed.  No  form  of  personal  identification  other  than  the 
forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a  voter's  qualifications  to  vote  if  they  do  not 
have  their  voter  ID  card.  Forms  of  personal  identification  that  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this  section 
are  any  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and 
the  name  substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration 
record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual; 

(c)  The  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or,  if  expired, 
the  document  expired  after  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States  or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the  Missouri 
National  Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  orihe  United  States  Department  of  Veteran  Affairs 
to  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed  Forces 
and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have  an  expiration  date. 
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2.  (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place 
may  execute  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in 
the  precinct  register;  averring  that  the  individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote;  and  acknowledging  that  the 
individual  is  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  1  of  this 
section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall  be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official 
receiving  the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual  may  cast  a  regular  ballot, 
provided  such  individual  presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election 
authority  of  the  state; 

(b)  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof; 

(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college, 
vocational  and  technical  school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri; 

(d)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other 
government  document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

(e)  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant  to 
this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place, 
the  election  authority  may  take  a  picture  of  such  individual  and  keep  it  as  part  of  that  individual's 
voter  registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  (1)  of  this 
subsection  may  cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it 
meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  4  of  this  section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working 
under  the  authority  of  the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall 
be  substantially  in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at 

. ;  that  I  am  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at 

this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  I  do  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  approved 
for  voting,  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  at 
any  fee  office  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  I  furthermore  acknowledge  that  I  am  required  to  present  a 
form  of  personal  identification,  as  prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to 
possible  criminal  prosecution. 


Signature  of  voter 
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Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20  ... 


Signature  of  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 15.430  even  if  the  election 
judges  cannot  establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a 
notation  on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The 
provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be  counted  unless: 

(1)  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by 
section  1 15.407  and  provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to 
verify  the  voter’s  identity  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's 
signature  to  the  signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was 
eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast,  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430. 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification 
requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of 
the  requirement  for  forms  of  personal  identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice 
shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service  announcements  in  print, 
broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  of  information  on  the 
opening  pages  of  the  official  state  internet  websites  6f  the  secretary  of  state  and  governor. 

6.  (1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  to  the  contrary, 
the  state  and  all  fee  offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified 
voter  who  does  not  already  possess  such  identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to 
vote. 


(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if 
needed  by  an  individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1 
of  this  section  in  order  to  vote: 

(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name; 

(f)  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State 
proving  citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal 
identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of 
state  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  such  documents.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees 
charged  by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  this  state  or  any 
other  state,  or  the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to  obtain  any  of  the  above  documents 
from  such  state  or  the  federal  government. 
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(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the 
general  revenue  of  this  state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this 
section  shall  not  be  enforced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the  applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the 
applicant  does  not  have  any  other  form  of  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  for  any  such  applicant.  The  director 
of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  The  total  cost 
associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  the 
state  of  Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The 
department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local 
election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and 
deliver  to  each  member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals 
who  have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting 
under  this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's 
license  for  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for 
the  denial  of  the  nondriver's  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall 
be  printed  at  the  top  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER’S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right 
to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Date 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my 
address  by  signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under 
the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to 
all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  if  applicable,  section  536.028  This  section  and  chapter  536 
are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536 
to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 
unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after 
August  28,  2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or 
computer  printout,  an  election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate 
place  on  the  precinct  register,  the  voter  shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter’s  mark 
shall  be  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 
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12.  This  section  shall  become  effective  only  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the  voters  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the  authorization  of 
photo  identification  requirements  for  elections  by  general  law.  If  such  constitutional  amendment  is 
approved  by  the  voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective  June  1, 2017. 

(L.  1977  H.B.  101  §  11.045,  A.L.  1983  S.B.  234,  A.L.  1993  S.B.  31,  A.L.  2002  S.B.  675,  A.L. 
2006  S.B.  1014  &  730,  A.L.  2016  H.B.  1631  §§  1 15.427  and  B) 

‘Contingent  effective  date,  see  subsection  12  of  this  section.  H.B.  1631  was  vetoed  July  7, 
2016.  The  veto  was  overridden  on  September  14,  2016. 

Voter  to  present  form  of  personal  identification,  acceptable  identification-notice  of 
identification  requirements  and  procedures-affidavit,  provisional  ballot-form— provisional 
ballot  when  identity  not  verified,  counted  when— advance  notice-payment  of  fee  not 
required,  when,  mobile  processing  system-report-voter  identification  certificate — 
rulemaking  authority-mark  in  lieu  of  signature  permitted,  when — voters  without 
identification,  provisional  ballot,  procedures — affidavit  form-effective  and  expiration  dates. 


1 1 5.427.  **1 .  Before  receiving  a  ballot,  voters  shall  establish  their  identity  and  eligibility  to  vote 
at  the  polling  place  by  presenting  their  voter  ID  card  they  received  in  the  mail  for  the  current  election 
or  a  form  of  personal  identification.  If  the  voter  has  the  voter  ID  card,  no  other  form  of  identification 
will  be  needed.  No  form  of  personal  identification  other  than  the  forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be 

accepted  to  establish  a  voter's  qualifications  to  vote  if  they  do  not  have  their  voter  ID  card.  "Personal 
identification"  shall  mean  only  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license  showing  the  name  and  a  photograph  or  digital  image  of 
the  individual;  or 

* 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license  showing  the  name  and  a 
photographic  or  digital  image  of  the  individual;  or 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and 
the  name  substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration 
record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photographic  or  digital  image  of  the  individual; 

(c)  The  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or  if  expired, 
expired  not  before  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States  or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photographic  or  digital  image  of  the  individual  which  is  issued 
by  the  Missouri  National  Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of 
Veteran  Affairs  to  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States 
Armed  Forces  and  that  does  not  have  an  expiration  date. 

**2.  The  election  authority  shall  post  a  clear  and  conspicuous  notice  at  each  polling  place 
informing  each  voter  who  appears  at  the  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  that 
satisfies  the  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  that  the  voter  may  return  to  the  polling 
place  with  a  proper  form  of  personal  identification  and  vote  a  regular  ballot  after  election  judges  have 
verified  the  voter's  identity  and  eligibility  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  In  addition  to  such 
posting,  the  election  judges  may  also  inform  such  voters  by  written  or  oral  communication  of  such 
information  posted  in  the  notice.  Voters  who  return  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling 
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hours  established  by  section  115.407  with  a  current  and  valid  form  of  personal  identification  shall  be 
given  priority  in  any  voting  lines. 

**3.  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  identification  in  the  form  described  in 
subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place  may  execute 
an  affidavit  averring  that  the  voter  is  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  and  that  the  voter  does 
not  possess  a  form  of  identification  specified  in  this  section  and  is  unable  to  obtain  a  current  and 
valid  form  of  personal  identification  because  of: 

(1 )  A  physical  or  mental  disability  or  handicap  of  the  voter,  if  the  voter  is  otherwise  competent  to 
vote  under  Missouri  law:  or 

(2)  A  sincerely  held  religious  belief  against  the  forms  of  personal  identification  described  in 
subsection  1  of  this  section;  or 

(3)  The  voter  being  born  on  or  before  January  f.  1941. 

Upon  executing  such  affidavit,  the  individual  may  cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional 
ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  the  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by 
comparing  that  individual's  signature  to  the  signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and 
determines  that  the  individual  was  eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  the  ballot  was 
cast. 


*’4.  The  affidavit  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  be  substantially 
in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at 

. ;  and  that  I  am  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name 

and  at  this  address.  I  further  swear  (or  affirm)  that  I  am  unable  to  obtain  a  current  and  valid  form  of 
personal  identification  because  of: 

[  ]  A  physical  or  mental  disability  or  handicap;  or 

[  ]  A  sincerely  held  religious  belief;  or 

[  ]  My  being  born  on  or  before  January  1,  1941. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to 
possible  criminal  prosecution. 


Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20.  .. 


Signature  of  election  official" 

**5.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 1 5.430  even  if  the 
election  judges  cannot  establish  the  voter’s  identity  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  The  election 
judges  shall  make  a  notation  on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity 
was  not  verified.  The  provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be  counted  unless: 
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(1)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during.the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by 
section  1 1 1 ,407and  provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify 
the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430. 

6.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification 
requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of 
the  requirement  for  photographic  personal  identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance 
notice  shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service  announcements  in 
print,  broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  of  information  on 
the  opening  pages  of  the  official  state  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and  governor 

7.  The  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  notwithstanding,  any  applicant  who 
requests  a  nondriver's  license  with  a  photograph  or  digital  image  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not 
be  required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the  applicant  executes  an  affidavit  averring  that  the  applicant  does  not 
have  any  other  form  of  photographic  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of 
subsection  1  of  this  section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  for  any  such 
applicant.  The  director  shall  design  an  affidavit  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  However,  any  disabled  or 
elderly  person  otherwise  competent  to  vote  shall  be  issued  a  nondriver's  license  photo  identification 
through  a  mobile  processing  system  operated  by  the  Missouri  department  of  revenue  upon  request  if 
the  individual  is  physically  unable  to  otherwise  obtain  a  nondriver's  license  photo  identification.  The 
department  of  revenue  shall  make  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications  available  through  its 
mobile  processing  system  only  at  facilities  licensed  qnder  chapter  198  and  other  public  places 
accessible  to  and  frequented  by  disabled  and  elderly  persons.  The  department  shall  provide 
advance  notice  of  the  times  and  places  when  the  mobile  processing  system  will  be  available.  At 
least  nine  mobile  units  housed  under  the  office  of  administration  shall  remain  available  for  dispatch 
upon  the  request  of  the  department  of  revenue  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The  total 
cost  associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by 
the  state  of  Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose. 
The  department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the 
local  election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

*’8.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and 
deliver  to  each  member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals 
who  have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver’s  license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting 
under  this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's 
license  for  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for 
the  denial  of  the  nondriver's  license. 

**9.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form 
shall  be  printed  at  the  top  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right 
to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Date 
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I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my 
address  by  signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

**10.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

**1 1 .  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.01 0,  that  is  created 
under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is 
subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and 
chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 
chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently 
held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after 
August  28,  2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

**12.  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or 
computer  printout,  an  election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate 
place  on  the  precinct  register,  the  voter  shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark 
shall  be  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

**13.  For  any  election  held  on  or  before  November  1, 2008,  an  individual  who  appears  at  a 
polling  place  without  identification  in  the  form  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section,  and  who  is 
otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  may  cast  a  provisional  ballot  after: 

(1)  Executing  an  affidavit  which  is  also  signed  by  two  supervising  election  judges,  one  from 
each  major  political  party,  who  attest  that  they  have  personal  knowledge  of  the  identity  of  the  voter, 
provided  that  the  two  supervising  election  judges  who  sign  an  affidavit  under  this  subdivision  shall 
not  be  involved  or  participate  in  the  verification  of  the  voter's  eligibility  by  the  election  authority  after 
the  provisional  ballot  is  cast;  or 

(2)  (a)  Executing  an  affidavit  affirming  his  or  her  identity;  and 

(b)  Presenting  a  form  of  identification  from  the  following  list: 

a.  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election 
authority  of  the  state; 

b.  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof; 

c.  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college, 
vocational  and  technical  school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri; 

d.  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other 
government  document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter,  or 

e.  Driver’s  license  or  state  identification  card  issued  by  another  state. 

Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  entitled  to  be  counted,  provided  the  election  authority  verifies 
the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's  signature  to  the  current  signature  on  file 
with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was  otherwise  eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at 
the  polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast. 

**14.  The  affidavit  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subsection  13  of  this  section  shall  be 
substantially  in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at . ; 

and  that  I  am  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at  this  address. 
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I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to 
possible  criminal  prosecution. 


Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20.... 


Signature  of  Election  Official". 

***15.  The  provisions  of  subsections  1  to  5  and  8  to  14  of  this  section  shall  become  effective 
August  28,  2006,  and  this  subsection  shall  expire  September  1,  2006. 

(L.  1977  H.B.  101  §  11.045,  A.L.  1983  S.B.  234’,  A.L.  1993  S.B.  31,  A.L.  2002  S.B.  675,  A.L. 
2006  S  B.  1014  &  730) 

Effective  6-14-06 

‘This  section  was  amended  by  H.B.  1631.  2016.  Due  to  the  contingent  effective  date  contained 
in  subsection  12  of  this  section,  both  versions  of  this  section  are  printed  here. 

“Subsections  1  to  5  and  8  to  14  effective  8-28-06 

“‘Subsection  15  expires  9-01-06 

(2006)  Photo  ID  requirement  violates  state  equal  protection  clause  and  the  guarantee  of  right  of 
qualified  and  registered  citizens  to  vote;  requirement  is  not  narrowly  tailored  to  further  compelling 
state  interest  in  preventing  voter  fraud.  Weinschenk  v.  State,  203  S.W.3d  201  (Mo. banc). 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


JAMHS  C.  KlRKI’ATRlCK 
State  Information  Center 
1573}  751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  25.  2017 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  Citv.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


SEP  2  5  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147,  Version  2  (2018-284) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  25.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sinccrelv. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

AMMINIVrRAIIVF  Wil  l  s  -  HI'SINI'.NM  I.VICIA*  El  I  I.IIONS  •  I’milJI  AI  IONN  •  St  IIIIHmtS  .  SIA1 1  ARCHIVE  •  Sf/UK  1.IIIKAIIY  •  WtU.HII  II  I.IIIRAHY 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  ts  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 

to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

4 

« 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  61"  day  of  November, 

2013,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

SEP  2  5  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


{Pgtjtion  Circulators  Printed  Name) - - - '  bem£  f‘rSt  duly  SWOrn'  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


— - - —  

NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (Cilv. Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Ode 

Con-r.  NAME 

Dist.  <  (Printed  or  TvjX’d) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

S. 

9. 

10. 

• 

.! 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  slated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  uf  Missouri  and _ Counts 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARF  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  have  NE\  ER  BEEN  CONVICl  ED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE.  IN\ OLV  ING  FORGERY 


I  am  at  leas:  IS  scars  ol  age.  I  do _ do  not _ icheck  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  It  paid,  lit:  the  payer 


Signature  --f  Affiant 1  Pct'-.m,  •uh’.iiiur.;  Miniatures  • 


v  eet  .Luitr?'*-  if  Affiant 


:  >rmtc«J  N.mtc  of  Affiant  1  *|iv,  State  and  /Ip  1  ‘.Me  *»f  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  >wom  to  before  ire  ;*:?  >  _  dav  of _ A.D.  ___ 

Sr  rv  I  N.  cm 


X  \jy  Puniic  Seal.* 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as.directed  by  this  amendment: 

1 47.0 10  1.  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 .  1 980.  but  before  January  1 , 2000.  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of.its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  35 1  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2000,  but  ending  before  December  3 1 , 2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2010,  but  before  December  3 1, 201 1,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2010,  but  before  December  3 1, 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 20 1 1 ,  but 
before  December  3 1,  2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31, 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1,  2010,  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2012.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars: 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 


(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 .  20 1 6,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  year  of  20 1 9. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  15lh  of2019.  * 

(7)  I  lalf  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  Slate  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten, 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a 

dedicated  fund  t hat  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  The  Missouri  budget  for 

elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  bv  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education 

budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the 

shortfall  to  be  tilled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  by 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  by  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  20 15.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  City.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 

2.  Sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  not  organized  lor  profit,  nor  to  corporations 
organized  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  349,  nor  to  express  companies,  which  now  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
gross  receipts  in  this  state,  nor  to  insurance  companies,  which  are  subject  to  an  annual  tax  on  their  premium  receipts 
in  this  stale,  nor  to  slate,  district,  county,  town  and  farmers’  mutual  companies  now  organized  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  organized  pursuant  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  of  writing  lire,  lightning, 
windstorm,  tornado,  cyclone,  hail  and  plate  glass  and  mutual  automobile  insurance  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
any  loss  incurred  by  any  member  by  assessment,  nor  to  any  mutual  insurance  corporation  not  having  shares,  nor  to  a 
company  or  association  organized  to  transact  business  of  life  or  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  benefit  to  its  members  and  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  moneys  to  the 
family,  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  deceased  member,  nor  to  foreign  life,  fire,  accident,  surety, 
liability  ,  steam  boiler,  tornado,  health,  or  other  kind  of  insurance  company  of  w  hatever  nature  coming  w  ithin  the 
provisions  of  section  147.050  and  doing  business  in  this  state,  nor  to  savings  and  loan  associations  and  domestic  and 
foreign  regulated  investment  companies  as  defined  by  Section  1 70  of  the  Act  of  Congress  commonly  known  as  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1942,  nor  to  electric  and  telephone  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  and  chapter  392 
prior  to  January  1 ,  1980.  which  have  been  declared  tax-exempt  organizations  pursuant  to  Section  501(c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1 986,  nor  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31.1 986,  to  banking  institutions 
subject  to  the  annual  franchise  tax  imposed  by  sections  148.010  to  148.1 10:  but  bank  deposits  shall  be  considered  as 
funds  of  the  individual  depositor  left  for  safekeeping  and  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  of  tax 
collectible  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120. 

3.  A  corporation's  taxable  year  for  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year  as 
provided  in  section  143.271. 

[4.  A  corporation's  transitional  year  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year 
which  includes  parts  of  each  of  the  years  1979  and  1980. 


5.  The  franchise  tax  payable  for  a  corporation’s  transitional  year  shall  be  computed  by  multiply  ing  the  amount 
otherwise  due  for  that  year  by  a  fraction,  the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number  of  months  between  January  1,  1980. 
and  the  end  of  the  taxable  year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  twelve.  The  franchise  tax  payable,  if  a  corporation's 
taxable  year  is  changed  as  provided  in  section  143.271.  shall  be  similarly  computed  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.] 

6.  All  franchise  reports  and  franchise  taxes  shall  be  returned  to  the  director  of  revenue.  All  checks  and  drafts 
remitted  for  payment  of  franchise  taxes  shall  be  made  payable  to  the  director  of  revenue. 

7.  Pursuant  to  section  32.057.  the  director  of  revenue  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  all  franchise  tax 
reports  returned  to  the  director. 

8.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  honor  all  existing  agreements  between  taxpayers  and  the 
director  of  the  department  of  revenue. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


I  ami-s  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 


(573)751-2301 


September  25,  2017 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


SEP  2  5  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1-17,  Version  I  (2018-283) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  25,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawlcy 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ ; _ _ 

Page  No. _ _ 

It  is  a  dass  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  imows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

« 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  lawshall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  refection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6m  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  SL  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


Received 

SEp  2  5  20!7 

MQ.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circula tor's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Sircct)  (Cily.Townor  Villaze) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  T vped) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

J 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant  _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires  /  / 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as_directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  I .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 ,  1980.  but  before  January  1 , 2000.  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  35 1  or  not.  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1, 2000.  but  ending  before  December  31,  2009.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  I,  2010,  but  before  December  3 1, 201 1,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2010.  but  before  December  3 1. 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 . 20 1 1 .  but 
before  December  31, 2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1 . 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1 . 20 10,  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  apply  ing  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  I.  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014.  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 


(4)  For  tax  year  2015.  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 . 20 1 6,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  vearof2QI9. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019.  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  15lh  of  2019, 

(7)  I  lalf  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  inm  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  he  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  1 2%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  includine  pre-kindcruartcn, 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  »o  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  No  Missouri  revenue  will 

go  to  non-public  schools.  The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  bv  this 

bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the 

legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  & 

General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  bv 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  by  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015,  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Fleeted  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 
arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  Citv.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 

2.  Sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  not  organized  for  profit,  nor  to  corporations 
organized  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter  349,  nor  to  express  companies,  which  now  pay  an  annual  tax  on  their 
gross  receipts  in  this  state,  nor  to  insurance  companies,  which  are  subject  to  an  annual  tax  on  their  premium  receipts 
in  this  state,  nor  to  state,  district,  county,  town  and  farmers'  mutual  companies  now  organized  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  organized  pursuant  to  any  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  organized  for  the  sole  purpose  of  writing  lire,  lightning, 
w  indstorm,  tornado,  cyclone,  hail  and  plate  glass  and  mutual  automobile  insurance  and  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
any  loss  incurred  by  any  member  by  assessment,  nor  to  any  mutual  insurance  corporation  not  having  shares,  nor  to  a 
company  or  association  organized  to  transact  business  of  life  or  accident  insurance  on  the  assessment  plan  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection  and  benefit  to  its  members  and  the  payment  of  stipulated  sums  of  moneys  to  the 
family,  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  of  the  deceased  member,  nor  to  foreign  life,  fire,  accident,  surety, 
liability,  steam  boiler,  tornado,  health,  or  other  kind  of  insurance  company  of  whatever  nature  coming  within  the 
provisions  of  section  147.050  and  doing  business  in  this  state,  nor  to  savings  and  loan  associations  and  domestic  and 
foreign  regulated  investment  companies  as  defined  by  Section  170  of  the  Act  of  Congress  commonly  known  as  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1942,  nor  to  electric  and  telephone  corporations  organized  pursuant  to  chapter  351  and  chapter  392 
prior  to  January  1 ,  1 980,  w  hich  have  been  declared  tax-exempt  organizations  pursuant  to  Section  50 1  (c)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  nor  for  taxable  years  beginning  after  December  31.  1986,  to  banking  institutions 
subject  to  the  annual  franchise  tax  imposed  by  sections  148.010  to  148.1 10;  but  bank  deposits  shall  be  considered  as 
funds  of  the  individual  depositor  left  for  safekeeping  and  shall  not  be  considered  in  computing  the  amount  of  tax 
collectible  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120. 

3.  A  corporation’s  taxable  year  for  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year  as 
provided  in  section  143.271. 


[4.  A  corporation's  transitional  year  lor  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120  shall  be  its  taxable  year 
which  includes  pails  of  each  of  the  years  1 970  and  1 980. 

5.  The  franchise  tax  payable  for  a  corporation's  transitional  year  shall  be  computed  by  multiply  ing  the  amount 
otherwise  due  for  that  year  by  a  fraction,  the  numerator  of  which  is  the  number  of  months  between  January  I,  1980. 
and  the  end  of  the  taxable  year  and  the  denominator  of  which  is  twelve.  The  franchise  tax  payable,  if  a  corporation's 
taxable  year  is  changed  as  provided  in  section  143.271.  shall  be  similarly  computed  pursuant  to  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.] 

6.  All  franchise  reports  and  franchise  taxes  shall  be  returned  to  the  director  of  revenue.  All  checks  and  drafts 
remitted  for  payment  of  franchise  taxes  shall  be  made  payable  to  the  director  of  revenue. 

7.  Pursuant  to  section  32.057.  the  director  of  revenue  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  all  franchise  tax 
reports  returned  to  the  director. 

8.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  honor  all  existing  agreements  between  taxpayers  and  the 
director  of  the  department  of  revenue. 


18-282 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C'.  Kirkpatrick 
Sta  te  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  oe  State 
Sta  te  of  Missouri 


lections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  20,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-282) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  September  19,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  Fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  liscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


18-282 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'”  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-282 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
be  amended: 

Article  IV,  section  30  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  shall  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  one-tenth  of 

one-percent  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicle  fuel,  the  proceeds  of  which  shall  be  used  to  develop  rail 

passenger  service  in  Missouri. 


18-281 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  a  i  e  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State: 

S  i  a  it:  oe  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  20.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RuGF-iVeD 

SEP  2  0  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-281) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Steven  Reed  on  September  19.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  11  seal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Stri  p  r  •  Jefferson  Ci  i  y  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"’  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title)  SEP  j  g 

Mas^m0FsrATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-281 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 

amended: 

Article  I  entitled  Bill  of  Rights,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  36,  to  read 
as  follows: 

Section  36.  All  Missouri  Career  Center  locations  and  all  state  funded  operations  that  are  open  to  the 

public  will  allow  the  People  of  Missouri  to  petition  at  their  public  entrances  as  allowed  in  the  State  and 

Federal  Constitutions  as  a  basic  and  fundamental  right.  The  Career  Centers  are  public  forums  were 

People  discuss  employment  and  jobs  and  inter  act  with  others  by  use  of  computers. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-281) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  September  20,  2017) 


Date 


October  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  or  MHTC  (Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission). 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  expressly 
allow  people  to  petition  at  the  public  entrances  of  all  Missouri  Career  Center  locations  as 
allowed  in  the  state  and  federal  Constitutions.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  each  year,  a  number  of  joint 
resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a  constitutional  amendment  and  bills 
that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory  issue  in  the  legislation  may  be 
considered  by  the  General  Assembly.  Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose, 
Referendums  are  submitted  to  the  people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section 
52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special 
election  for  measures  referred  to  the  people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a 
Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay 
the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special  election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on 
the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential  Preference  Primary.  Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 


their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  provides  no  fiscal 
impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  on  behalf  of  the  Office  of  Academic 
Affairs,  there  is  no  significant  measurable  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentz ville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 


18-280 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  oe  State 
State:  oe  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 


September  20,  2017 


eived 

SEP  2  0  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  V.  Version  2  (2018-280) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Steven  Reed  on  September  19,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

Deceived 

(Official  Ballot  Title)  Qrn 

SEP  IS  2017 

W°.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,. 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not . 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-280 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 

amended: 

Article  V  entitled  Judicial  Department,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as 
Section  32,  to  read  as  follows: 

'file  Supreme  Court  allows  certified  paralegals  or  legal  assistants  certified  by  a  credited  college 
or  university,  without  attending  law  school,  to  shadow  and  work  alongside  of  an  attorney  at  law 
for  a  period  of  three  years.  Thereafter,  the  person  would  be  allowed  to  take  a  bar  exam  and  if 
passed,  demonstrating  good  moral  character  and  financial  responsibility  per  State  Supreme  Court 
rules,  will  be  able  to  practice  law  in  Missouri  and  will  be  accepted  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the 
Appeals  Courts  and  all  Courts  and  Tribunals  in  the  state  and  have  the  same  basic  rights  to 
practice  law  and  give  legal  advice  to  the  People  of  the  state. 


18-279 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  op  Sta  te 
State:  op  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  20,  2017 


I  he  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


SEP  2  0  2017 

state  auditors  office 


RH:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  V,  Version  I  (2018-279) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  September  19,  2017. 

We  aie  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  city  65101 
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Co  u  nty  _ _ _ 

Page  No. _ __ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,ri  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-279 


BE  1 1  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Article  V  entitled  Judicial  Department,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as 
Section  32,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Supreme  Court  allows  certified  paralegals  or  legal  assistants  certified  by  a  credited  college 
or  university,  without  attending  law  school,  (same  as  Abe  Lincoln),  to  shadow  and  work 
alongside  of  an  attorney  at  law  for  a  period  of  three  years.  Thereafter,  the  person  would  be 
allowed  to  take  a  bar  exam  and  if  passed,  demonstrating  good  moral  character  and  financial 
responsibility  per  State  Supreme  Court  rules,  will  be  able  to  practice  law  in  Missouri  and  will  be 
accepted  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  Appeals  Courts  and  all  Courts  and  Tribunals  in  the  state 
and  have  the  same  basic  rights  to  practice  law  and  give  legal  advice  to  the  People  of  the  state. 


18-278 


Jambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  19,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

SEP  I  9  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

374  (2018-278) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  September  18.2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petit  ion  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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18-278 

PAGE  02 


Receive  D 

SEP  1  8  2017 

Chapter  374  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  andiPJ-pfe^Sjmial 
Registration  374.695  to  374.755  REGULATION  OF  BAIL  BOND  AGENTS  &  374.783  to 
374.789  SURETY  RECOVERY  AGENTS  how  some  Missouri  statutes  are  broken  by  what  is 
listed  in  374.695  to  374.789,  broken  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  and 
The  United  States  Constitution. 

Missouri  Statute.  374.700.  Definitions.  — As  used  in  sections  374,695  to  374.789,  the 
following  terms  shall  mean:  (1)  "Bail  bond  agent",  a  surety  agent  or  an  agent  of  a  property  bail 
bondsman  who  is  duly  licensed  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  374.695  to  374.789,  is 
employed  by  and  is  working  under  the  authority  of  a  licensed  general,  bail  bond  agent;. .  .(3) 
"Department",  the  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration 
of  the  state  of  Missouri;(4)  "Director",  the  director  of  the  department  of  insurance,  financial 
institutions  and  professional  registration; (5)  "General  bail  bond  agent",  a  surety  agent  or  a 
property  bail  bondsman,  as  defined  in  sections  374.700  to  374.775,  who  is  licensed  in 
accordance  with  sections  374.700  to  374.775  and  who  devotes  at  least  fifty'  percent  of  bis 
working  time  to  the  bail  bond  business  in  this  state;  (6)  "Insurer",  any  surety  insurance 
company  which  is  qualified  by  the  department  to  transact  surety  business  in  Missouri;(7) 
"Licensee",  a  bail  bond  agent  or  a  general  bail  bond  agent;  (8)  "Property  bail  bondsman",  a 
person  who  pledges  United  States  currency,  United  States  postal  money  orders  or  cashier's 
checks  or  other  property  as  security  for  a  bail  bond  in  connection  with  a  judicial  proceeding,  and 
who  receives  or  is  promised  therefor  money  or  other  things  of  value;  (9)  "Surety  bail  bond 
agent",  any  person  appointed  by  an  insurer  by  power  of  attorney  to  execute  or  countersign  bail 
bonds  in  connection  with  judicial  proceedings,  and  who  receives  or  is  promised  money  or  other 
things  of  value  therefor;(10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of 
a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a 
fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement,  excluding  a  bail  bond  agent  or  general 
bail  bond  agent; 

(1 1)  "Taking  a  bail"  or  "take  bail",  the  acceptance  by  a  person  authorized  to  take  bail  of  the 
undertaking  of  a  suffi  cient  surety'  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  undertaking  or  that  the  surety  will  pay  to  the  court  the  sum  specified.  Taking  of  bail  or  take 
bail  does  not  include  the  fixing  of  the  amount  of  bail  and  no  person  other  than  a  competent  court 
shall  fix  the  amount  of  bail. 

Points  (6)  "Insurer"  &  ;(7)  "Licensee”,  a  bail  bond  agent  or  a  general  bail  bond  agent; 
are  private  citizens  who  think  they  have  more  power  than  the  Missouri  statutes,  Missouri 
Constitution  &  the  United  States  Constitution.  Who  pay  fee  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  fifty' 
dollars,  as  Missouri  Statute  374.710.  States  issue  a  two-year  license  for  the  bail  bond  agent 
or  general  bail  bond  agent. 

Missouri  Statute  374.710.  License  required  for  bail  bond  agents,  application,  qualifications 
—  exceptions.  3.  In  addition  to  the  twenty- four  hours  of  initial  basic  training  to  become  a  bail 
bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent,  there  shall  be  eight  hours  of  biennial  continuing  education 
for  all  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  to  maintain  their  state  license.  The  director 
shall  determine  said  appropriate  areas  of  instruction  for  said  biennial  continuing 
education.  The  director  shall  determine  which  institutions,  organizations,  associations,  and 
individuals  shall  be  eligible  to  provide  the  initial  basic  training  and  the  biennial  continuing 
education  instruction.  The  department  may  allow  state  institutions,  organizations,  associations, 
or  individuals  to  provide  courses  for  the  initial  basic  training  and  the  biennial  continuing 
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education  training.  The  cost  shall  not  exceed  two  hundred  dollars  for  the  initial  basic  training 
and  one  hundred  fifty  dollars  for  biennial  continuing  education. 

4.  Upon  completion  of  said  basic  training  or  biennial  continuing  education  and  the  licensee 
meeting  the  other  requirements  as  provided  imder  sections  374.695  to  374.789,  the  director  shall 
issue  a  two-year  license  for  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  for  a  fee  not  to  exceed 
one  hundred  fifty  dollars. 

Missouri  Statute  374.717.  Prohibited  acts.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court,  nr  law 
enforcement  officer  shall:  (4)  Accept  anything  of  value  from  a  principal  except  the 
premium  and  expenses  incurred,  provided  that  the  licensee  shall  be  permitted  to  accept 
collateral  security  or  other  indemnity  from  the  principal  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  374.719. 

Missouri  Statute  374.719.  Collateral  security  accepted,  when  —  receipt  required  —  used  to 
reimburse  costs,  when  — -  records  to  be  retained.  —  1.  A  licensee  may  accept  collateral 
security  from  the  principal  in  a  fiduciary  capacity',  which  collateral  shall  be  returned  upon 
final  termination  of  liability  on  the  bond.  When  a  licensee  accepts  collateral,  the  licensee 
shall  provide  a  preuuinbered  written  receipt,  which  shall  include  a  detailed  account  of  the 
collateral  received  by  the  licensee. 

Missouri  Statute  374.757.  Notification  by  agent  of  intention  to  apprehend  —  local  law 
enforcement  may  accompany  agent  —  violations,  penalties.  — [1.  Any  agent  licensed  by 
sections  374.695  to  374.775  who  intends  to  apprehend  any  person  in  this  state  shall  inform  law 
enforcement  authorities  in  tire  city  or  county  in  which  such  agent  intends  such  apprehension, 
before  attempting  such  apprehension.  Such  agent  shall  present  to  the  local  law  enforcement 
authorities  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  other  appropriate  paperwork  identifying  the 
principal  and  the  person  to  be  apprehended.  Local  law  enforcement  may  accompany  the  agent]. 
Failure  of  any  agent  to  whom  this  section  applies  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  a  class  A  misdemeanor  for  the  first  violation  and  a  class  E  felony  tor  subsequent 
violations;  and  shall  also  be  a  violation  of  section  374.755  and  may  in  addition  be  punished 
pursuant  to  that  section.  (2.  The  surety’  recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in 
the  county  or  city  where  such  agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  Such  agent  shall  have  a 
certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  appropriate  paperwork  to  identify  the  principal.  Local  law 
enforcement,  when  notified,  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  that  location  to  keep 
the  peace  if  an  active  warrant  is  effective  for  a  felony  or  misdemeanor.  If  a  warrant  is  not  active, 
the  local  law  enforcement  officers  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  such  location]. 
Failure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor.  For  any 
subsequent  violations,  failure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  E  felony. 
374.700point  (10)  states  surety  recovery  agent  can’t. 

[Missouri  .Statute  374.783.  Surety  recovery  agents,  license  required  —  director  to  license, 
powers.  —  1 .  No  person  shall  hold  himself  or  herself  out  as  being  a  surety'  recovery  agent  in  this 
state,  unless  such  person  is  licensed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.783  to 
374.789.  Licensed  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  may  perform  fugitive 
recovery  without  being  licensed  as  a  surety  recovery  agent.  2.  The  director  shall  have 
authority  to  license  all  surety'  recovery’  agents  in  this  state.  The  director  shall  have  control 
and  supervision  over  the  licensing  of  such  agents  and  the  enforcement  of  the  terms  and 
provisions  of  sections  374.783  to  374.789.  3.  The  director  shall  have  the  power  to:  (1)  Set  and 
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determine  the  amount  of  the  fees  authorized  and  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to 
374.789.  The  fees  shall  be  set  at  a  level  sufficient  to  produce  revenue  which  shall  not 
substantially  exceed  the  cost  and  expense  of  administering  sections  374.783  to  374.789. 

However,  such  fees  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  fifty  dollars  for  a  two-year  license;  and  (2) 
Determine  the  sufficient  qualifications  of  applicants  for  a  license.  4.  The  director  shall  license 
for  a  period  of  two  years  all  surety  recovery  agents  in  this  state  who  meet  the  requirements  of 
sections  374.783  to  374.789.] 

So  Missouri  Statute  374.783,  the  whole  Missouri  statute  unconstitutional,  Surety  recovery 
agents,  The  Last  sentence  of  point  1  Licensed  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond 
agents  may  perform  fugitive  recovery  without  being  licensed  as  a  surety  recovery  agent. 
Unconstitutional  not  law  enforcement 

Missouri  Statute  374.789.  Prohibited  acts.  —  l.A  person  is  guilty  of  a  class  E  felony  if  he  or 
she  does  not  hold  a  valid  surety  recovery  agent  license  or  a  bail  bond  license  and  commits  any  of 
tire  following  acts:(l)  Holds  himself  or  herself  out  to  be  a  licensed  surety  recovery  agent  within 
this  state;(2)  Claims  that  he  or  she  can  render  surety  recovery  agent  services;  or  (3)  Engages  in 
fugitive  recovery  in  this  state.2.  Any  person  who  engages  in  fugitive  recovery  in  this  state  and 
wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  unlawful 
apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for  such  damages  and  may  be 
liable  for  punitive  damages.  Just  because  Missouri  Statutes  374.710Point  (10),  374.757, 
374.783  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent,  Think  they  have  the.  same  power  as 
a  police  office,  then  The  surety  recovery  agent  have  to  be  person  licensed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.783-374.789,  then  in  374.700  point  (10)  Surety  recovery 
agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down, 
captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive.  So  in  374.757  2.  surety’ 
recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in  the  county  or  city  where  such 
agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  So  this  can’t  happen  because  of  the  above  statement 
of  374.700(10),  a  surety  recovery  agent  can  somehow  have  a  warrant  as  stated  in  374.757  2. 
&  Local  law  enforcement  may  accompany. 

So  What  is  the  purpose  of  Missouri  Statutes  374.789  Prohibited  acts  if  they  are  licensed 
somehow  they  can  arrest  people  if  they  have  a  warrant  if  you’re  a  surety'  recovery  agent  so 
what  is  the  need  for  a  criminal  justice  education  to  be  a  policeman  or  law  enforcement 
agent  since  you  let  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  &  surety  recovery  agent  act  as  law 
enforcement  agents  with  just  24  hours  of  training  and  150  dollars  they  are  License  as  stated 
in  374.710,  So  the  Director  of  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and 
Professional  Registration  has  his  own  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  &  surety’  recovery 
agent  act  as  law  enforcement  agents 

374.700  point  (10)  “Surety  recovery  agent",  &  374.757  2.  surety  recovery  agent 
contradict  each  other. 

In  374.789  Prohibited  acts  2.  wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  unlawful  apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for 
such  damages  and  may  be  liable  for  punitive  damages.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote 
the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty-,  the 
pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons 
are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law';  that  to 
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give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when 
government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain 
remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and 
justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That  the  people  shall 
be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic  communications  and  data, 
from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  warrant  to  search  any  place,  or  seize  any 
person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication,  shall  issue  without  describing 
the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized,  or  the  data  or  communication 
to  be  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  be;  nor  without  probable  cause,  supported  by  written  oath 
or  affirmation.  Sectiou  19.  That  no  person  shall  be  compelled  to  testify  against  himself  in  a 
criminal  cause,  nor  shall  any  person  be  put  again  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  liberty  for  the  same 
offense,... 

It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or 
things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use,  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Amendment  XIV  Section  l.AII  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  ol  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  law's.  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  no  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or 
abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

Missouri  Statute  374.755.  Complaint  by  department,  procedure  —  grounds  —  disciplinary 
action  —  alternate  procedure  —  additional  remedy  (4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any 
compensation  as  a  member  of  the  profession  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  by 
means  of  traud,  deception  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Violation  of  any  provision  of  or  any 
obligation  imposed  by  the  law's  of  this  state,  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions 
and  professional  registration  rules  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to 
violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules  or  regulations,  or  subpoenas; 

Violations  have  taken  place  taking  of  money  from  people  who  are  gps/electronic 
monitored  no  w'ere  in  the  chapter  of  374  does  it  state  taking  of  money  for  gps/electronic 
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monitored  which  a  lot  of  people  have  been  put  on  in  Missouri  for  just  being  charged  for  a 
crime,  and  nonconvicted  are  paying  a  excessive  fines  imposed,  which  violates  United  States 
Constitution  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Also  says  Missouri  Statute  374.755.  Complaint  by  department,  procedure  —  grounds  — 
disciplinary  action  —  alternate  procedure  —  additional  remedy 

[2.  After  the  filing  of  such  complaint,  the  proceedings  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  chapter  621.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing 
commission  that  one  or  more  of  the  causes  stated  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  have  been 
met,  the  director  may  suspend  or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
monetary'  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to  section  374,280.] 

[  3.  In  lieu  of  filing  a  complaint  at  the  administrative  hearing  commission,  the  director 
and  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  mayr  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to  section  374.280.] 

4.  In  addition  to  any  other  remedies  available,  the  director  may'  issue  a  cease  and  desist 
order  or  may  seek  an  injunction  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  374.046  whenever  it  appears  that  any  person  is  acting  as  a  bail  bond 
agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  without  a  license  or  violating  any  other  provisions  of 
sections  374.695  to  374.789- 

Violations  have  taken  place  and  somehow  filing  of  such  complaint  the  provisions  of  chapter 
621.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing  commission  the  director  may  suspend 
or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty'  pursuant 
to  section  374.280. 

Missouri  Statute  374.280.  Civil  penalty  or  forfeiture  ordered  when,  how  enforced.  —  1.  The 
director  may,  after  a  hearing  under  section  374.046,  order  a  civil  penalty  or  forfeiture  payable  to 
the  state  of  Missouri  authorized  by  section  374.049,  which  penalty  or  forfeiture,  if  unpaid  within 
ten  days,  may  be  recovered  by  a  civil  action  brought  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  director  under 
section  374.048.  The  civil  action  may  be  brought  in  the  county  which  has  venue  of  an  action 
against  the  person,  partnership  or  corporation  under  other  provisions  of  law.  The  director  may 
also  suspend  or  revoke  the  license  or  certificate  of  authority  of  such  person  for  any  willful 
violation. 

2.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  director  and  any  person 
subject  to  an  investigation,  examination,  or  other  proceeding  from  agreeing  to  a  voluntary 
forfeiture  of  the  sum  mentioned  herein  without  civil  proceedings  being  instituted.  Any  sum  so 
agreed  upon  shall  be  paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  other  fines  and  penalties. 

An  amended  part  to  Missouri  statute  374,280  that  any  wrong  doing  found  by  the 
administrative  hearing  commission  and  civil  court  ruling  should  also  be  paid  to  the  victim  of  said 
crime  which  is  Missouri  Statute  374.755  (41  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  anv 
compensation  as  a  member  of  tire  profession  licensed  by  sections  374,695  to  374,775  by  means 
of  fraud,  deception  or  misrepresentation:. 

In  Missouri  Statute  374.280  2.  in  last  sentence  how  is“Any  sum  so  agreed  upon  shall  be 
paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  other  fines  and  penalties”.  What  law  tells 
them  to  paid  into  the  school  fund?  So  why'  is  this  statute  trying  to  tell  the  director  to  just 
act  with  civil  penalty  and  civil  action  or  agreed  sum  to  be  paid  into  the  school  fund?  when 
State  statutes  are  broken  the  rest  of  the  public  is  ticketed  or  arrested,  put  iu  jail,  and  put 
through  the  criminal  justice  system. 
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So  how  does  the  director  not  tell  the  Attorney  General  of  Missouri,  a  state  or  local  law 
enforcement  that  the  law  has  been  broken  and  should  issue  a  warrant  for  arrest  not  take 
place,  w  here  is  equal  protection  under  the  la>v  for  the  person  or  people  who  had  their 
constitutional  protected  rights  taken  from  them  which  are  in  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2.,  Section  10.,  Section  14.,  Section  15.,  Section  19.  and  The  United 
States  Constitution  Amendment  IV,  Amendment  V,  Amendment  VHI,  Amendment  XIV 
Section  1.,  Amendment  I. 

Missouri  Statute  621.015.  Administrative  hearing  commission,  number  of  commissioners  — 
qualifications,  appointment,  terms,  compensation.  —  The  "Administrative  Hearing  Commission” 
is  assigned  to  the  office  of  administration.  J.t  shall  consist  of  no  more  than  five  commissioners. 
The  commissioners  shall  be  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate. 
The  term  of  each  commissioner  shall  be  for  six  years  and  until  his  successor  is  appointed, 
qualified  and  sworn.  The  commissioners  shall  be  attorneys  at  law  admitted  to  practice  before  the 
supreme  court  of  Missouri,  but  shall  not  practice  law  during  their  term  of  office.  Each 
commissioner  shall  receive  annual  compensation  of  fifty-one  thousand  dollars  plus  any  salary 
adjustment  provided  pursuant  to  section  105.005.  Each  commissioner  shall  also  be  entitled  to 
actual  and  necessary  expenses  in  the  performance  of  his  duties.  The  office  of  the  administrative 
hearing  commission  shall  be  located  in  the  City  of  Jefferson  and  it  may  employ  necessary 
clerical  assistance,  compensation  and  expenses  of  the  commissioners  to  be  paid  from 
appropriations  made  for  that  purpose. 

Missouri  Statute  621 . 110.  Commission's  findings  and  recommendations  —  hearing  by 
agency  on  disciplinary  action.  —  Upon  a  finding  in  any  cause  charged  by  the  complaint  for 
which  the  license  may  be  suspended  or  revoked  as  provided  in  the  statutes  and  regulations 
relating  to  the  profession  or  vocation  of  the  licensee  and  within  one  hundred  twenty  days  of 
the  date  the  case  became  ready  for  decision,  the  commission  shall  deliver  or  transmit  by  mail  to 
the  agency  which  issued  the  license  the  record  and  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  before  the 
commission  together  with  the  commission's  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law.  [The 
commission  may  make  recommendations  as  to  appropriate  disciplinary  action  but  any  such 
recommendations  shall  not  be  binding  upon  the  agency]....  Statute  continues.  So  how  can 
the  commission’s  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  even  as  provided  in  the  Missouri 
statutes,  Missouri  Constitution  and  the  United  States  Constitution.  Not  be  binding  upon  the 
agency,  which  is  just  about  this  374  bail/bondsman  companies.  The  two  parts  of  621.110 
contradict  each  other. 

With  the  above  proof  of  what  house  arrest  and  electronic  monitoring  is  as  listed  in  the 
Missouri  Statutes,  and  the  proof  that  bail/bond  companies  pay  $150  for  a  license  from 
Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration.  For 
uonconvicted  the  illegally  electronic  monitor  by  private  bail/bond  companies  which  are 
listed  in  statute  374.700.1.,  Which  have  violated  the  Missouri  Statute  374.717  Prohibited 
acts.  - —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court,  or  law  enforcement  officer  shall:  (4)  Accept  anything 
of  value  from  a  principal  except  the  premium  and  expenses  incurred,  broke  this  missouri 
statue  forcing  nonconvicted  to  pay  illegally  electronic  monitor  fine.  Missouri  Statute 
374.755.number  (4)  and  (6),  (4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a 
member  of  the  profession  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  by  means  of  fraud, 
deception  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Violation  of  any  provision  of  or  any  obligation 
imposed  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and 
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Professional  registration  rules  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to 
violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules  or  regulations,  or  subpoenas;  broke  (4)  of  this  missouri 
statue  forcing  nonconvicted  to  pay  illegally  electronic  monitor  fine,  deception  and 
misrepresentation  nonconvicted  illegally  electronic  monitor/GPS  tracking  and  (6)  laws  of 
the  state  374.7X7,  374.755(4),  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not 
performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  nonconvicted  illegally 
electronic  monitor/GPS  tracking  and  Broken  the  laws  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2.,  Section  10.,  Section  15.  and  broken  the  laws  as  stated  in 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  Amendment  I,  Amendment  IV,  Amendment  V, 
Amendment  VII,  Amendment  VIII,  Amendment  XIV. 


Missouri  Statute  374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure.  —  1.  The  director 
shall  examine  and  inquire  into  all  alleged  violations  or  complaints  filed  with  the  department  of 
insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration  of  the  bail  bond  law  of  the  state,  and 
inquire  into  and  investigate  the  bail  bond  business  transacted  in  the  state  by  any  bail  bond  agent, 
general  bail  bond  agent,  or  surety'  recovery  agent.  An  amended  part  to  Missouri  statute  374.764 
1.  Shall  also  include  That  the  Attorney  General  shall  investigate  all  alleged  violations  and 
Missouri  Statute  621.015,  Administrative  hearing  commission  findings  in  Missouri  Statute 
62 1.110.  Commission's  findings  and  recommendations.  And  any  violation  of  the  law  should  also 
gojhrough  the  judicial  process  as  stated  In  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section 
14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for 
every-  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered 
without  sale,  dental  or  delay. 

[2.  The  director  or  any  of  his  or  her  duly  appointed  agents  may  compel  the  attendance  before 
him  or  her,  and  may  examine,  under  oath,  the  directors,  officers,  bail  bond  agents,  general  bail 
bond  agents,  surety  recovery'  agents,  employees,  or  any  other  person  in  reference  to  the 
condition,  affairs,  management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery7  business,  or  any  matters 
relating  thereto.  He  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and  shall  have  power  to 
summon  and  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of 
records,  books,  papers,  contracts,  or  other  documents  if  necessary.] 

[3.  The  director  may  make  and  conduct  the  investigation  in  person  or  the  director  may 
appoint  one  or  more  persons  to  make  and  conduct  the  investigation.  If  made  by  a  person  other 
than  the  director,  the  person  duly  appointed  by  the  director  shall  have  the  same  powers  as 
granted  to  the  director  pursuant  to  this  section.  A  certificate  of  appointment  under  the  official 
seal  of  the  director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof  for  the  person  to  act.  For 
the  purpose  of  making  the  investigations,  or  having  the  same  made,  the  director  may  employ  the 
necessary  clerical,  actuarial,  and  other  assistance.]  In  Missouri  Statute  374.764  2.  Can  act  as  a 
judge  now  and  as  stated  compel  the  attendance  before  him  or  her,  and  may  examine,  under 
oath,  He  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and  shall  have  power  to  summon  and 
compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of  records, 
books,  papers,  contracts,  or  other  documents  if  necessary.  So  he  does  this  in  his  office  not  in 
a  courtroom?  In  3.  If  director  appoints  people  they  just  need  A  certificate  of  appointment 
under  the  official  seal  of  the  director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof  for 
the  person  to  act.  Each  of  these  appointed  people  can  act  as  judge  and  any  law  enforcement 
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agent  and  require  &  compel  any  other  person  in  reference  to  the  condition,  affairs, 
management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery  business,  or  any  matters  relating  thereto. 

Missouri  Statute  374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure,  it  violates  the 
United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in  their 
persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  shall  not 
be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or 
affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be 
seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  he  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use,  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Amendment  I 
Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free 
exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the 
people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
Amendment  VI  In  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  shall  enjoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and 
public  trial,  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  state  aud  district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been 
committed,  which  district  shall  have  been  previously  ascertained  by  law,  and  to  be  informed  of  the 
nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation;  to  be  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him;  to  have 
compulsory  process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his  favor,  and  to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  for  his 
defense.  Amendment  VII  In  suits  at  common  law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed 
twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  he  preserved,  and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,  shall  be 
otherwise  reexamined  in  any  court  of  the  United  States,  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common 
law.  Amendment  XIV  Section  1.A11  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  aud  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

[Missouri  Statute  374.785.  License  issued,  when  —  reciprocity  —  apprehension  of  defendant, 
permitted  where  —  fee.  1.  The  director  shall  issue  a  license  for  a  period  of  two  years  to  any 
surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  jurisdiction  and  who: 

(1)  Has  no  violations,  suspensions,  or  revocations  of  a  license  to  engage  in  fugitive  recovery 
in  any  jurisdiction;  and 

(2)  Is  licensed  in.  a  jurisdiction  whose  requirements  are  substantially  equal  to  or  greater  than 
the  requirements  for  a  surety  recovery  agent  license  in  Missouri  at  the  time  the  applicant  applies 
for  a  license. 

2.  .Any  surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  state  shall  also  be  subject  to  the  same 
training  requirements  as  in-state  surety  recovery  agents  prescribe  to  under  section  374.784. 

3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  of  the  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may  apprehend  the 
defendant  anywhere  within  the  state  of  Missouri  before  or  after  the  forfeiture  of  the  undertaking 
without  personal  liability  for  false  imprisonment  or  may  empower  any  surety  recovery  agent  to 
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make  apprehension  by  providing  written  authority  endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the 
undertaking  and  paying  the  lawful  fees. 

4.  Every  applicant  for  a  license  pursuant  to  this  section,  upon  making  application  and 
showing  the  necessary  qualifications  as  provided  in  this  section,  shall  be  required  to  pay  the 
same  fee  as  required  of  resident  applicants.  Within  the  limits  provided  in  this  section,  the 
director  may  negotiate  reciprocal  compacts  with  licensing  entities  of  other  states  for  the 
admission  of  licensed  surety  recovery  agents  from  Missouri  in  other  states.]  Missouri  Statue 
374.785.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  of  the  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may 
apprehend  the  defendant  anywhere  within  the  state  of  Missouri  before  or  after  the 
forfeiture  of  the  undertaking  without  personal  liability  for  false  imprisonment  or  may 
empower  any  surety'  recovery  agent  to  make  apprehension  by  proriding  written  authority' 
endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the  undertaking  and  paving  the  lawful  fees.  This  violates 
another  Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing 
the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the 
custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement,  excluding  a  bail  bond 
agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent;  so  if  a  Missouri  statute  is  violated  a  law  is  violated  so  are 
more  Missouri  Constitutional  rights  and  United  States  Constitutional  rights,  the  last 
sentence  in374.785  3.  Paying  what  lawful  fees  the  only  fees  in  374.700  those  (8), (9)  and  (11) 
(8)  "Property  bail  bondsman",  a  person  who  pledges  United  States  currency,  United  States 
postal  money  orders  or  cashier's  checks  or  other  property  as  security  for  a  bail  bond  in 
connection  with  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  who  receives  or  is  promised  therefor  money  or 
other  things  of  value;  (9)  "Surety  bail  bond  agent",  any  person  appointed  by  an  insurer  by 
power  of  attorney  to  execute  or  countersign  bail  bonds  in  connection  with  judicial  proceedings, 
aud  who  receives  or  is  promised  money  or  other  things  of  value  therefor;(  1 1)  "Taking  a  bail" 
or  "take  bail",  the  acceptance  by  a  person  authorized  to  take  bail  of  the  undertaking  of  a 
sufficient  surety  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  according  to  the  terms  of  the  undertaking 
or  that  the  surety  will  pay  to  the  court  the  sum  specified. 

Missouri  Statute  374,787.  Complaint  procedure.  —  1.  The  director  [may]  cause  a  complaint  to 
be  filed  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission  as  provided  by  chapter  621  against  any 
surety  recovery  agent  [or  any  person  who  has  failed  to  renew]  or  has  surrendered  bis  or  her 
license  for  any  one  or  any  combination  of  tire  following  causes: 

(1)  Violation  of  any  provisions  of,  or  any  obligations  imposed  by,  tire  laws  of  this  state,  the 
department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration  rules  and  regulations, 
or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to  violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules,  or  regulations;  (4) 
Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  by  means  of 
fraud,  deception,  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Incompetence,  misconduct,  gross  negligence,  fraud, 
or  misrepresentation  in  the  performance  of  the  functions  or  duties  of  a  surety  recovery  agent; 

2.  After  the  filing  of  the  complaint,  the  proceedings  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  chapter  621 .  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing  commission  that  one  or 
more  of  the  causes  stated  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  have  been  met,  the  director  may  suspend 
or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to 
section  374.280. 

[3.  In  lieu  of  filing  a  complaint]  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission,  the  director  and 
the  surety  recovery  agent  may  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant 
to  section  374.280. 
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Violations  have  taken  place  taking  of  money  from  people  who  are  gps/eleetronic  monitored 
no  were  in  the  chapter  of  374  does  it  state  taking  of  money  for  gps/electronic  monitored 
which  a  lot  of  people  have  been  put  on  in  Missouri  for  just  being  charged  for  a  crime,  and 
nonconvicted  are  paying  a  excessive  fines  imposed,  which  violates  United  States 
Constitution  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

[Missouri  Statute  374.788.  Apprehension  standards  for  breach  of  surety  agreement  or 
absconding.  —  LA  bail  bond  agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  a  subject  free  on  his  or 
her  bond  has  failed  to  appear  as  directed  by  a  court,  has  breached  the  terms  of  the  subject's  surety 
agreement,  or  has  taken  a  substantial  step  toward  absconding  may  utilize  all  lawful  means  to 
apprehend  the  subject.  To  surrender  a  subject  to  a  court,  a  licensed  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery 
agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  tire  subject  is  free  on  his  or  her  bond  may: 

(1)  Detain  the  subject  in  a  lawful  manner,  for  a  reasonable  time,  provided  that  in  the  event 
travel  from  another  state  is  involved,  the  detention  period  may  include  reasonable  travel  time  not 
to  exceed  seventy-two  hours; 

(2)  Transport  a  subject  in  a  lawful  manner  from  state  to  state  and  county  to  county  to  a  place 
of  authorized  surrender;  and 

(3)  Enter  upon  private  or  public  property  in  a  lawful  manner  to  execute  apprehension  of  a 
subject. 

2.  A  surety  recovery  agent  who  apprehends  a  subject  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
1  of  this  section  shall  surrender  custody  of  the  subject  to  the  court  of  jurisdiction. 

3 .  When  a  surety  recovery  agent  is  in  the  process  of  performing  fugitive  recovery,  a 
photographic  identification  card  shall  be  prominently  displayed  on  his  or  her  person.] 

Missouri  Statute  374.788  Is  in  violation  of  another  Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety' 
recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks 
down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail 
bond  agreement,  and  Missouri  Statute  374.785  number  3.,  374.788  has  broken  the  Missouri 
statute  374.700(10)  and  Missouri  Statute  374,789.  Prohibited  acts.  2.  each  stated  hereafter 
Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties 
of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a 
court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement.  Missouri  Statute  374.789. 
Prohibited  aets.  2.  Any  person  who  engages  in  fugitive  recovery  in  this  state  and 
wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including,  hut  not  limited  to, 
unlawful  apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for  such  damages 
and  may  be  liable  for  punitive  damages.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights 
Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general 
welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty',  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security'  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security',  it  fails  in  its  chief  design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts 
of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every'  person,  and  certain  remedy'  afforded  for  every'  injury  to 
person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without 
sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That  the  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers, 
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homes,  effects,  and  electronic  communications  and  data,  from  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures;  and  no  warrant  to  search  any  place,  or  seize  any  person  or  thing,  or  access 
electronic  data  or  communication,  shall  issue  without  describing  the  place  to  be  searched, 
or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized,  or  the  data  or  communication  to  be  accessed,  as  nearly 
as  may  be;  nor  without  probable  cause,  supported  by  written  oath  or  affirmation.  It 
violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure 
in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures, 
shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or 
affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be 
seized. 

Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Amendment  XIV  Section  1.A11  persons  born  or 
naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  IVo  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall 
any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor 
deny  to  any  person  withm  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I 
Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free 
exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the 
people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

[Missouri  statute  374.786.  Renewal,  procedure.  374.786.  Renewal,  procedure.  —  1.  Every 
person  licensed  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to  374.789  shall,  before  the  license  renewal  date, 
apply  to  the  director  for  renewal  for  the  ensuing  licensing  period.  The  application  shall  be  made 
on  a  form  furnished  to  the  applicant  and  shall  state  the  applicant's  full  name,  the  applicant's 
business  address,  the  address  at  which  the  applicant  resides,  the  date  the  applicant  first  received  a 
license,  and  the  applicant's  surety  recover}7  agent  identification  number,  if  any. 

2.  A  renewal  form  shall  be  mailed  to  each  person  licensed  in  this  state  at  the  person's  last 
known  address.  The  failure  to  mail  the  renewal  form  or  the  failure  of  a  person  to  receive  it  does 
not  relieve  any  person  of  the  duty  to  be  licensed  and  to  pay  the  license  fee  required  nor  exempt 
such  person  from  the  penalties  provided  for  failure  to  be  licensed. 

3.  Each  applicant  for  renewal  shall  accompany  such  application  with  a  renewal  fee  to  be  paid 
to  the  department  for  the  licensing  period  for  which  renewal  is  sought. 

4.  The  director  may  refuse  to  renew  any  license  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to 
374.789  for  any  one  or  any  combination  of  causes  stated  in  section  374.787.  The  director  shall 
notify  the  applicant  in  writing  of  the  reasons  for  refusal  to  renew  and  shall  advise  the  applicant  of 
his  or  her  right  to  file  a  complaint  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission  as  provided  by 
chapter  621.] 


The  above  Missouri  Statutes  with  the  brackets  are  unlawful  as  defined  by  Missouri  statutes 
and  unconstitutional  by  the  Missouri  constitution  and  The  United  States  Constitution. 
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374.717.  Prohibited  acts.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court  or  law  enforcement  officer  shall: 

(1)  Fay  a  fee  or  rebate  or  give  or  promise  anything  of  value  in  order  to  secure  a  settlement,  compromise,  remission,  or  reduction  of  the  amount  of 
any  bail  bond  to: 

(a)  A  jailer,  police  officer,  peace  officer,  committing  judge,  or  any  other  person  who  has  power  to  arrest  or  to  hold  in  custody  any  person;  or 

(b)  Any  public  official  or  public  employee; 

(2)  Fay  a  fee  or  rebate  or  give  anything  of  value  to  an  attorney  in  bail  bond  matters,  except  in  defense  of  any  action  on  a  bond: 

(3)  Fay  a  fee  or  rebate  or  give  anything  of  value  to  the  principal  or  anyone  on  the  principal's  behalf, 

(4)  Accept  anything  of  value  from  a  principal  except  the  premium  and  expenses  incurred,  provided  that  the  licensee  shall  be  permitted  to  accept 
collateral  security  or  other  indemnity  from  the  principal  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  374.719. 


(L.  2004  SB.  1122) 

Effective  1-01-05 

<  end  cf  effective  01  Ian  2005  >  tS 
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374.719.  Collateral  security  accepted,  when  —  receipt  required  —  used  to  reimburse  costs,  when  —  records  to  be  retained.  —  1.  A  licensee  may 
accept  collateral  security  from  the  principal  in  a  fiduciaiy  capacity,  which  collateral  shall  be  returned  upon  final  termination  of  liability  on  the 
bond  When  a  licensee  accepts  collateral,  the  licensee  shall  provide  a  prenumbered  written  receipt,  which  shall  include  a  detailed  account  of  the 
collateral  received  by  the  licensee.  The  acceptance  of  collateral  security  by  a  bail  bond  agent  Shall  be  reported  to  the  general  bail  bond  agent. 

2.  The  collateral  security  required  by  the  licensee  shall  be  reasonable  m  relation  to  the  amount  of  the  bond. 

3.  If  aiailure  to  appear,  absconding  or  attempting  to  abscond,  or  a  judgment  of  forfeiture  on  the  bond  has  occurred,  the  collateral  security  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  the  licensee  for  any  costs  and  expenses  incurred  associated  with  the  forfeiture. 


4.  The  general  bail  bond  agent  shall  retain  records  of  the  acceptance,  retura  or  judgment  of  forfeiture  resulting  in  the  use  of  the  collateral  to 
reimburse  the  licensee  for  a  period  of  three  yearn. 


(1.2004.  SB- 1122) 
Effective  1-01-05 


<  end  of  effective  01  Jan  2005  -■  B 
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374.757.  Notification  by  agent  of  intention  to  apprehend  —  local  law  enforcement  may  accompany  agent  —  violations,  penalties.  -  1.  Any 
agent  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  who  intends  to  apprehend  any  person  in  this  state  shall  inform  law  enforcement  authorities  in  the  city  or 
county  in  which  such  agent  intends  such  apprehension,  before  attempting  such  apprehension,  Such  agent  shall  present  to  the  local  law  enforcement 
authorities  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  other  appropriate  paperwork  identifying  the  principal  and  the  person  to  be  apprehended.  Local  law 
enforcement  may  accompany  the  agent.  Failure  of  any  agent  to  whom  this  section  applies  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  a 
class  A  misdemeanor  for  the  first  violation  and  a  class  E  felony  for  subsequent  violations;  and  shall  also  be  a  violation  of  section  374.755  and  may  in 
addition  be  punished  pursuant  to  that  section. 

2.  The  surety  recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in  the  county  or  city  Where  such  agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  Such 
agent  shall  have  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  appropriate  paperwork  to  Identify  the  principal.  Local  law  enforcement,  when  notified,  may 
accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  that  location  to  keep  the  peace  if  an  active  warrant  is  effective  for  a  felony  or  misdemeanor.  If  a  warrant  is 
not  active,  the  local  law  enforcement  officers  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  such  location.  Failure  to  report  to  the  local  law 
enforcement  agency  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor.  For  any  subsequent  violations,  failure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  Is  a  class  E  felony. 


(L.  2001  SB.  257,  A  L  2004  S.B.  1122,  A.L.  2014  S3. 491) 
Effective  1-01-17 


<  end  of  effective  01  Jan  2017  > 
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374.783.  Surety  recovery  agents,  license  required  -  director  to  License,  powers.  —  1.  No  person  shall  hold  himself  or  herself  out  as  being  a 
surety  recover)'  agent  in  this  state,  unless  such  person  is  licensed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  374  783  to  374.789,  Licensed  bail  bond 
agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  may  perform  fugitive  recovery  without  being  licensed  as  a  surety  recovery  agent 

2.  The  director  shall  have  authority  to  license  all  surety  recovery  agents  in  this  state-  Tire  director  shall  have  control  and  supervision  over  the 
licensing  p.f  such  agents  and  the  enforcement  of  the  terms  and  provisions  of  sections  374.783  to  374.789. 

3.  The  director  shall  have  the  power  to: 

(1)  Set  and  determine  the  amount  of  the  fees  authorized  and  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.733  to  374  789  The  fees  shall  be  set  at  a  level 
sufficient  to  produce  revenue  which  shall  not  substantially  exceed  the  cost  and  expense  of  administering  sections  374.783  to  374.789.  However,  such 
fees  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  fifty  dollars  for  a  two-year  license;  and 

(2)  Determine  the  sufficient  qualifications  of  applicants  for  a  license. 

4.  Tire  director  shall  license  for  a  period  of  two  years  all  surety  recovery  agents  in  this  state  who  meet  the  requirements  of  sections  374  783  to 
374.789. 


(L.  2004  SB.  1122) 
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{L  1W5&B.  3fr3$  7  oibsecs.  1 1  A.1, 2»iS.5. 1127) 


374,280.  Civil  penalty  or  forfeiture  ordered  when,  how  enforced.  —  1.  The  director  may,  after  a  hearing  under  section  374.046,  order  a  civil 
penalty'  or  forfeiture  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri  authorized  by  section  374.049,  which  penalty  or  forfeiture,  if  unpaid  within  ten  days,  may  be 
recovered  by  a  civil  action  brought  by'  and  in  the  name  of  the  director  under  section  374  048.  The  civil  action  may  be  brought  in  tire  county  which  has 
venue  of  an  action  against  the  person  partnership  or  corporation  under  other  provisions  of  law.  The  director  may  also  suspend  or  revoke  the  license 
or  certificate  of  authority  of  such  person  for  any  willful  violation. 

2.  Nothin#  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  director  and  any  person  subject  to  an  investigation,  examination,  or  other 
proceeding  from  agreeing  to  a  voluntary  forfeiture  of  the  sum  mentioned  herein  without  civil  proceedings  being  instituted.  Any  sum  so  agreed  upon 
shall  be  paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  Other  fines  and  penalties. 

(L.  1967  p.  516,  A.L  1993  H-B  709,  A.L.  2007  S.B.  66) 

(1982)  Legislature  did  not  expressly  provide  private  catide  of  actions  for  violation  of  section  379.11S,  although  director  of  division  of  insurance  may 
suspend  or  revoke  license  of  an  insurer  for  any  willful  violation  of  chapter  374.  Shqeir  v.  Equifax,  Inc.  (Mo.  banc)  636  S.W.2d  944. 

<  end  cf  effective  28  flug  2D97  >  GS 
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621.015.  Administrative  hearing  commission,  number  of  commissioners  —  qualifications,  appointment.  letnv?,  compensation.  —  The 
"Administrative  Hearing  Commission"  is  assigned  to  the  office  Of  administration.  It  shall  consist  of  no  more  than  five  commissioners  The 
commissioners  shall  be  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  The  term  of  each  commissioner  shall  be  for  six  years 
and  until  his  successor  is  appointed,  qualified  and  sworn.  Hie  commissioners  shall  be  attorneys  at  law  admitted  to  practice  before  the  supreme  court 
of  Missouri,  but  shall  not  practice  law  during  their  term  of  office.  Each  commissioner  shall  receive  annual  compensation  of  fifty-one  thousand  dollars 
plus  any  salary  adjustment  provided  pursuant  to  section  105-005  Each  commissioner  shall  also  be  entitled  to  actual  and  necessary  expenses  In  the 
performance  of  his  duties.  The  office  of  the  administrative  hearing  commission  Shall  be  located  in  the  City  of  Jefferson  and  it  may  employ  necessary 
clerical  assistance,  compensation  and  expenses  of  the  commissioners  to  be  paid  from  appropriations  made  for  that  purpose. 

(t  1965  p.  277  §  1,  A.L.  1977  H.B.  841.  AX.  1978  S.B.  661,  AX.  1984  5.8. 528,  AX.  1986  S  B.  426,  AX-  2005  H.B.  824.  A.L.  2010  H.B.  1868) 

Revisor's  note:  Salary'  adjustment  index  is  printed,  as  required  by  §  105-005,  in  Appendix  E. 

<  end  of  effective  28  Aug  2010  s  IS 
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621.110.  Commission’s  findings  and  recommendations  -  hewing  by  agency  on  disciplinary  action.  -  Upon  a  finding  in  any  cans*  charged  by  the  complaint  foe  xvhkh  the  Bans*  maybe  suspended 
or  revoked  as  provided  In  the  stfKites  And  regulations  noting  to  tlie  profession  or  vocation  of  the  liceitsee  said  Within  one  hundred  twenty  dap  of  die  date  the  cnx  became  reach-  for  dedsiciv  the 
COllliiliSriOil  jluH  deliver  or  transmit  by  mail  to  the  agency  Which  issued  the  license  tlie  re  reeri  and  a  ttamcnpl  of  thr  poceedirgs  before  the  commission  together  vdthihe  ccoujussioa's  findings  of  f?Ct  and 

c®vh\s»CTO  of  law.  Tk  croumkstai  tray  m»Ve  Kcontmewdatloitf  as  to  eppicpriate  disciplinary  action  but  any  such  recommaidehoiis  flwit  not  bo  binding  upon  the  agency.  A  copy  of  the  huttitgs  of  fact, 
conditions  of  Jaw  and  the  commission's reccwmendatlonE.  if  any,  shall  be  delivered  or  transmitted  by  mail  to  the  licensee  if  ti>-  licensee's  whereabouts  are  Vnowrv  arvl  to  any  attorney  wivo  represented  tlie 
license*.  Vdihiii  thirty  days  after  receipt  of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  before  the  commission  and  the  findings  nf  fart,  conclusion.!  ti  Jnv,  and  Teccjmniend.Ttionj,  if  any,  nf  die  ccmjnijjiojv  th®  ?ERiKV 
shall  set  tlir  nutter  tor  hearing  upon  tlw  Issue  of  appropriate  disciplinary  action  and  sliajl  notify  the  licence  of  the  ttow  ?rut  place  of  the  hearing,  provided  that  sudl  hearing  UlfiV  be  waived  by  consent  of 
tlie  agency  and  licensee  Wlvete  the  commission  lias  made  wcoutinetkUtions  as  to  appropriate  disdplinaiy  action.  In  case  of  sutli  waiver  In-  the  agency  and  license*,  tin?  recouuneudnfiow  of  the  commission 
Shall  become  the  order  of  the  AgrOcy.  The  licensee  may  ippe.cr  at  arid  herring  and  be  iepresen!oi  by  cecnisel.  The  agcr>:y  niay  recri\T  evidence  rele  /onf  to  arid  Issue  from  tlie  licensee  or  any  other 
source  After  sudi  lwr-ring  tiv-  ajenc)-  may  order  any  disdpbpajy  n^AS'tte  it  dcnr-S  appropriate  dnd  wbidt  Is  authorized  by  kw.  Ill  any  C95*.  ^tieie  the  ccouiiissioii  fatis  *0  find  prd'  cause  digged  by  til* 
caropklnt  for  which  tl<e  liceiw  may  be  suspended  or  revoked,  (be  commission  shall  dismiss  the  compkim,  aaI  so  iiottiy  all  potties. 

<L  1963  p.  277  §  5,  A.L.  197B  S3. 661.  A.L.  2006  S.B.  755,  A.L  2011  K.B.  265) 

<  tiitt •&*.&.■*.  28  tjj  2011  >  $ 
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C  )  Effective  01  Jan  2005,  see  footnote  ®  Chapter  374 

Title  XXW  BUSINESS  AND  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 


374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure.  -  1.  Hie  director  shall  examine  and  inquire  into  all  alleged  violations  or  complaints  filed 
with  the  department  ol  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration  of  the  bail  bond  law  of  the  state,  and  inquire  into  and  investigate 
tire  bail  bond  business  transacted  in  the  state  by  any  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  agent,  or  surety  recovery  agent. 

2  The  director  or  any  of  his  or  her  duly  appointed  agents  may  compel  the  attendance  before  him  or  her,  and  may  examine,  under  oath,  the 
directors,  officers,  bail  bond  agents,  general  bail  bond  agents,  surety  recovery  agents,  employees,  or  any  other  person  in  reference  to  the  condition, 
affairs,  management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recover)'  business,  or  any  matters  relating  thereto  He  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and 
shall  have  power  to  summon  and  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of  records,  books,  papers,  contracts, 
or  other  documents  if  necessary. 

3.  The  director  may  make  and  conduct  the  investigation  in  person  or  the  director  may  appoint  one  or  more  persons  to  make  and  conduct  the 
investigation.  If  made  by  a  person  other  than  the  director,  the  person  duly  appointed  by  tire  director  shall  have  the  same  powers  as  granted  to  the 
director  pursuant  to  this  section.  A  certificate  of  appointment  under  the  official  seal  of  the  director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof 
for  the  person  to  act  For  the  purpose  of  making  the  investigations,  or  having  the  same  made,  the  director  may  employ  the  necessary  clerical, 
actuarial,  and  other  assistance. 


(L.  2004  S.B.  1122) 
Effective  1-01-05 
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^  ^  Effective  01  Jan  2005,  saefootnote  3  Chapter  374 

Title  XXIV  BUSINESS  AND  FINANCIAL  INSTITUTIONS 


374.785.  License  issued,  when  —  reciprocity  —  apprehension  of  defendant,  permitted  where  —  fee.  —  1.  The  director  shall  issue  a  license  for  a 
period  of  two  years  to  any  surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  jurisdiction  and  who: 

(1)  Has  no  violations,  suspensions,  or  revocations  of  a  license  lo  engage  in  fugitive  recovery  in  any  jurisdiction,  and 

(2)  Is  licensed  in  a  jurisdiction  whose  requirements  are  substantially  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  requirements  for  a  surety  recovery  agent  license  in. 
Missouri  at  the  time  the  applicant  applies  for  a  license. 

2.  Any  surety  recover)'  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  state  shall  also  be  subject  to  the  same  training  requirements  as  in-state  surety  recovery 
agents  prescribe  to  under  section  374  784 

3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  of  the  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may  apprehend  the  defendant  anywhere  within  the  state  of  Missouri 
before  or  after  the  forfeiture  of  the  undertaking  without  personal  liability  for  false  imprisonment  or  may  empower  any  surety  recovery  agent  to  make 
apprehension  by  providing  written  authority  endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the  undertaking  and  paying  the  lawful  fees, 

4.  Every  applicant  for  a  license  pursuant  to  this  section,  upon  making  application  and  showing  ihe  necessary  qualifications  as  provided  in  this 
section,  shall  be  required  to  pay  the  same  fee  as  required  of  resident  applicants.  Within  the  limits  provided  in  this  section,  the  director  may  negotiate 
reciprocal  compacts  with  licensing  entities  of  other  states  for  the  admission  of  licensed  surety  recovery  agents  from  Missotui  in  other  states. 

(L.  2004  S.B.  1122) 

Effective  1-01-05 
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371787.  Complaint  procedure,  - 1.  The  director  may  cause  r,  complaint  to  to  Med  with  the  Administrative  lusriitg  commission  rs  provided  by  chapter  611  gainst  any  surely  recovery  agent  or  any 
person  win  has  lulled  to  renew  or  lias  surrendere  d  his  or  her  license  for  4riy  one  w  any  combination  oi  the  following  causes: 

(1)  V iolatioii  ol  any  provisions  ot  ot  any  obligations  Imposed  by.  the  laws  oi  this  state,  tie  department  or  i:biTT.T.rr  foiaociid  fostjtnh'oro  and  professional  registration  r.iir :  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or 
Abetting  other  persons  to  violatesuch  laws,  orders,  rules,  or  regtilations, 

(2)  final  adjudication  or  a  plea  oi  gnilty  or  noto  contendere  in  3  criminal  prosecutimumdcr  state  0:  federal  law  lor  a  felony  or  a  crime  involving  moral  turpitude.  whether  or  not  a  sentence  is  Imposed; 

(3)  Using  ftiod,  deception,  mrstepresentaticai  or  briber.'  in  securing  3  license  01  in  obtaining  permission  to  take  any  exaadnaKon  regidred  by  sections  374.783  to  374.789; 

(4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  by  means  oi  fraud  deception,  or  misrepresentation; 

(5)  Acting  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  or  aiding  0;  abetting  another  in  acting  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  without  a  license; 

(6)  Incompetence,  misconduct,  gross  negligence,  fraud,  or  misrepresentation  in  the  performance  of  die  functions  01  dudes  of  a  surety  recovery  agent; 

(7)  Having  a  license  revolted  or  suspended  tint  was  issued  by  another  s  late. 

1  After  flie  Ming  of  tine  couipiamt,  the  proceedings  sltall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  foe  provfckns  of  diapter  621  Upon  a  folding  to  tire  admuhstfative  hearing  comfliissioii  hut  one  or  more  of 
the  causes  5-ared  in  subsection  1  of  tins  section  have  been  met,  the  dlreclor  may  suspend  ot  revoke  (he  license  cv  enter  irtlo  an  agreement  lor  a  monetary  01  other  penalty  pin  suant  to  section  374 JtSO. 

3.  hi  lieu  of  ding  a  complain;  with  flu  aiXilnlsfMlive  liearing  commission,  foe  director  and  die  suretv  recovery  agent  may  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penally  pursuant  10  section 
374.280. 

4.  In  addition  to  any  oilier  remedies  Avadabfc,  foe  director  may  issue  a  cease  and  desist  order  or  may  seek  an  injunction  in  a  court  of  law  pursuant  to  section  374  046  whenever  it  appears  that  anv  person 
is  acting  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  without  a  license. 

(L2C04S.B.  1122) 

Etfective  1-014)5 

c  ms  «fr«v«  01  !»>  HOS  a  84 
uacthh  Hnk  to  booknurtc  section  'J74JH7 

.  sacaa^iagitggKaB^aaKaaasaisaaaruaiMiffijigiwt^^ 


18-278 


09/18/2017  15:28  14176782041 


PAGE  21 


*  V  ft  ^xt-.T^v  -tiki  < 

4*  ••  C?  1C  rri’isr/ns  je<r 
&  Vp  D  4«~> 

C^'tY<yA  e/' cfya/cf&J 

State  of  Missoni 

[Wads  *1  Ilf!  search  xim 


Trt!tnic7c!;r  • 

'  - -  -  - - - - - 

- - — 

_ 

d  -  o  > 


PubllaOons- 

About 


Ccrwtttutlon 
Hafp/  FA*3 


.  'And  * |  2rri  search  |-nri 


1  *  □ 


4!  'y  Effective  01  MB  2005,  J«  footnote  E  Chapter  J74 


Title  XHV  3V57(.Ea  AND  FINHtOAE  INSTITUTIONS 

374,788.  Apprehension  standards  for  broach  of  surety  agreement  or  absconding.  —  1  A  bail  bond  agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  s  subject  free  on  his  or  her  bond 
has  failed  to  appear  as  directed  by  a  court,  has  breached  the  terms  of  the  subject's  surety  agreement,  ot  has  taken  a  substantial  step  toward  absconding  may  utilise  all  lawful  means 
to  apprehend  the  subject.  To  surrender  a  subject  to  a  court,  a  licensed  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery  agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  the  subject  is  free  on  lus  or  her  bond 
may: 

(1)  Detain  the  subject  in  a  lawful  manner,  for  i  reasonable  time,  provided  that  in  the  event  travel  from  another  state  is  Involved,  the  detention  period  may  include  reasonable 
travel  time  not  to  exceed  seventy-two  hours: 

(3)  Transport  a  subject  in  a  lawful  manner  ton  state  to  State  and  county  to  county  to  a  place  bf  authorized  surrender;  and 
(3)  Bnter  upon  private  or  public  property  in  a  lawful  manner  to  execute  apprehension  of  a  subject. 

2.  A  surety  recovery  agent  who  apprehends  a  subject  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  surrender  custody  of  the  subject  to  the  court  of  jurisdiction 

3.  When  a  surety  recovery  agent  is  in  the  process  of  performing  fugitive  recovery,  a  photographic  identification  card  shall  ho  prominently  displayed  on  his  or  her  person. 
(L20MS.B.UJ2) 

Effective  1-01-05 
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374  786.  Renewal,  procedure.  -  1.  Every  person  licensed  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to  374.789  shall,  before  the  license  renewal  dote,  apply  fo  the  director  for  renewal  for  the 
ensuing  licensing  period.  The  application  shall  he  made  on  a  form  furnished  to  the  applicant  and  shall  stale  the  applicant's  full  name,  the  applicant's  business  address,  the  addtess 
at  which  the  applicant  resides,  the  date  the  ippUcant  first  received  a  license,  end  the  applicant's  surety  recovery  agent  identification  number,  if  ary 

2.  A  renewal  form  shall  he  mailed  to  each  person  licensed  in  this  stale  at  the  person's  list  known  address.  The  failure  to  resit  the  renewal  form  or  the  failure  of  a  person  to 
receive  it  does  not  relieve  any  person  of  the  duty  to  be  licensed  and  to  pay  tho  license  fee  requited  nor  exempt  such  person  from  the  penalties  provided  for  failure  to  be  licensed. 

3.  Each  applicant  for  renewal  shall  occompany  such  application  with  a  renewal  fee  to  be  paid  to  the  department  for  the  licensing  period  for  which  renewal  is  sought. 

4.  The  director  may  refuse  to  renew  any  License  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to  371.789  for  any  one  or  any  combination  of  causes  stated  in  section 371.787.  The  director 
shall  notify)  the  applicant  in  writing  of  the  reasons  for  refusal  to  ten  etc  and  shall  advise  the  applicant  of  his  or  her  right  to  file  a  complaint  with  the  administrative  hearing 
commission  as  provided  by  chapter  821. 

(L.  2001  S.B.  1122) 

Effective  101-05 
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UK  thU  link  tii  bookmark  •mcHan  3>4.7U6 


0  to  accordant.  With  Semen  3.000.  fee  Itmeusse  of  statutory  teutons  enacted  during  Aiegitiafi,,  je-noo  ere  Updated  and  available  or.  this  webstto  on  trio  attactiva  date  of 

5UCh  CtfdUrtfcd  ClritUtOTJ* 


►  otJw  iMbrmatbM 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei.hctions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  1 1, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

csafiiCLDisjjaia 

yl  SEP  1 1  2W7 

VT3& 


ltcrenaii 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutoiy  amendment  to 

Chapter  147(2018-277) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  1 1, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City 65101 
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County _ _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  dass  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  kmjws  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

• 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  St3te  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


.  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  refection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  61*  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  conectly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


SEP  1 1  2017 
M0-s^tary0Fstatp 


(Petition  Circula toi^s  Printed  Name) 


_»  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City. Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Con^r. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

_ 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  e  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as.directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  I .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 ,  1 980,  but  before  January  1 , 2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2000,  but  ending  before  December  31,  2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 20 1 0,  but  before  December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 ,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 2010,  but  before  December  31,  2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January'  1, 201 1 ,  but 
before  December  31, 2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1 , 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability'  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1. 2010.  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  I.  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  lax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy- fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015.  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars: 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  year  of  2019. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  20 1 9,  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  I5lh  of  20 19, 

(7)  1  lalf  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten, 

elementary  and  secondary'  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  No  Missouri  revenue  will 

»o  to  non-public  schools.  The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  bv  this 

bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the 

legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  F.lected  Officials.  & 

General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Higher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  by 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  I  ligher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fultill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

ails  camnus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  City.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statk  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  8,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RECEIVED 

ScP  0  8  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  I  lagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

217  &  544  (2018-276) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Brian  I  lagg  on  September  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  Rules  •  Husinkss  services  •  EurrioNs  •  I’uiii.icatiohs  •  SEammi  s  •  state  Archives-  state  Library  •  Woijner  I.iiiiiahy 
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Chapter  217  Department  of  Corrections  /)/q  .  '20/7 

DEPARTMENT,  ORGANIZATION,  POWERS  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES  ’ 

HOUSE  ARREST  PROGRAM  ^ Op ^ 

217.541  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  —  limited  release,  when  — 
offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole  officer,  when. 


Mrs 


(1/1/2017) 

217.542  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  (1/1/2017) 

217.543  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote 


electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St. 
Louis  City).  (1/1/2017) 


Missouri  Statute  217.541  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  —  limited 
release,  when  —  offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation  or  parole 
officer,  when. _ _ _ _ 

/ ’’ijGrwnart'Mbjni,  X  (j  iJt.uilfj'jl'UT  X VQ  Mtsaj-imlli'itt  -St  X  j  ^  U'oo-.i  X  \  G  V  J 
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V  y  Effective  0133H2017,  see fooliwte.  h'ghllgtited  12  0  chapter 217 
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217341.  House  arrest  program,  deportment  to  establish  and  regulate  -  limited  release,  when  -  offender!  to  fund  program  -  arrest  warrant  may  he  issued  by  probation  or  parole 
officer,  when.  —  1.  The  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest.  The  director  or  his  designee  may  extend  the  'limits  of  confinement  of  offenders  serving  sentence;  fur 
class  D  or  E  felonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to  release  on  parole,  conditional  release,  or  discharge  lo  participate  in  (he  house  arrest  program. 

2  The  offender  referred  to  the  house  arrest  program  shall  remain  in  the  custody  of  ire  department  arid  shall  be  subject  to  rub  and  regulations  of  the  department  pertaining  lo  offenders 
of  the  department  until  released  on  parole  or  conditional  release  by  the  state  board  of  probation  and  parole. 

3.  The  department  shall  require  the  offender  to  participate  in  work  or  educational  or  vocational  program;  and  other  activities  that  may  be  necessary  to  the  supervision  and  treatment  of 
the  offender. 

4.  An  offender  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  place  of  residence  only  lor  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to  partiripate  in  the  program  and  activities  authorized  in 
subsection  3  of  dissection. 

5.  The  hard  ol  probation  and  parole  shall  supervise  every  offender  released  to  the  house  west  program  and  shall  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  this  section  and  such  other 
rub  and  regulations  flat  the  department  shall  promulgate  and  may  do  so  by  remote  electronic  surveillance.  If  any  probation/paiole  officer  has  probable  cause  io  believe  that  an  offender 
under  louse  arrest  has  violated  a  condition  of  the  house  arrest  agreement  the  prcMtion/paiole  officer  may  issue  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  the  offender.  The  probation/paiole  officer  may 
effect  the  arrest  or  may  deputize  any  officer  with  the  power  of  arrest  (o  do  so  by  giving  the  officer  a  copy  of  the  warrant  which  shall  outline  tie  circumstances  of  the  alleged  violation.  The 
warrant  delivered  with  Ihe  offender  by  the  arresting  officer  to  the  official  in  charge  of  any  jail  or  ether  detention  facility  to  which  the  offender  is  brought  shall  be  sutfcient  legal  authority  for 
detaining  the  offender.  An  offender  arrested  under  this  section  shall  remain  in  custody  or  incarcerated  without  consideration  ol  bail.  Ihe  director  or  his  designee,  upon  recommendation  of 
the  probation  and  parole  officer,,  may  direct  the  return  of  any  offender  from  house  arrest  to  a  correctional  facility  of  die  department  for  reclassification. 

6.  Each  offender  who  is  released  to  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his  wages,  established  by  department  rules,  to  a  maximum  of  the  per  capita  cost  of  the  house  .west 
program.  Hie  money  received  from  the  offender  shall  be  deposited  m  the  inmate  fund  and  shall  be  expended  to  support  (he  house  arrest  program. 


(L 1987  SB.  39  §  1,  A.1. 1989  H.B.  4C8,  A.L  1990  RB.  974,  A.L.  2014  S.B.  491) 
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Missourijitatute  217.542  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  (1/1/2017) 
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^  Effective  01  Jan  2017,  sea  footnote,  highlighted  4  0  Chapter  217 

Title  XIII  CORRECTIONAL  AND  PENAL  INSTnUTTONS 

217.542.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  —  1.  An  offender  of  the  department  released  (o  the  house  arrest 
program  commits  the  crime  of  failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  if  he  or  she  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of 
residence  or  activity  authorized  by  subsection  3  of  section  217.541  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  do  so. 

2.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  is  a  class  E  felony. 

(L.  1987  S  B.  39  §  2,  A-L.  1989  H.B  408,  A.L  2014  S  B.  491) 

Effective  1-01-17 
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217.543  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote 
electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner’s  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St. 

Louis  City).  (1/1/2017) 

'f  v.-.ri.>CiT.;:  n  .'H  Mini's. W-*-*-'  >  CO.rw.mwiy-w  »  i  H  m v-.:y y V  v  . _  y 

t*  ?  C?  1 4)  ifA-or .-io  $.  i  ar  L  -  ■  ’EJI.S  tv.  :'V v:  _  _  _ _ _ 

^  ^  Effective  01  Ten  2017,  see  footnote,  highlighted  10  t?  Chapter  217 

Tide  XIQ  CORRECTIONAL  AND  PEfW.  INSTnunOMG 

217.543.  House  .urest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  —  jailer  to  establish  program  —  remote  electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of 
prisoner's  wage  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St.  Louis  City).  —  1  The  jailer  of  any  city  not  Within  a  county  having  custody  of  pretrial  detainees 
or  persons  serving  sentences  for  violation  of  state  or  local  laws  may  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

2.  Such  jailer  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arresl.  Such  jailer  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  for  pretrial  detainees  Of  persons 
serving  sentences  for  violation  of  state  or  local  )av/s. 

3.  The  inmate  or  detainee  shall  remain  an  inmate  of  such  jailer  and  Shall  be  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  house  arrest  program 

4.  Such  jailer  shall  require  the  inmate  or  detainee  to  participate  in  work  or  educational  or  vocational  programs  and  other  activities  that  may  be 
necessary  to  the  supervision  and  treatment  of  the  inmate  or  detainee. 

5  An  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  house  arrest  shall  be  authorized  to  leave  his  or  her  place  of  residence  only  for  the  purpose  and  time  necessary  to 
participate  in  the  programs  and  activities  authorized. 

6.  Such  jailer  shall  supervise  every  inmate  or  detainee  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  and  shall  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  set 
forth  for  each  person  so  released  and  such  other  rules  and  tegulations  that  such  jailer  shall  promulgate,  and  may  do  so  by  remote  electronic 
surveillance.  Such  jailer  may  direct  to  any  peace  officer  the  return  of  any  inmate  or  detainee  ftom  house  arrest  for  violation  of  the  conditions  of  release 

7  Each  inmate  ot  detainee  who  is  released  on  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his  or  her  wages  to  cover  the  costs  of  house  arrest,  such  amount 
to  be  established  by  the  jailer. 

8.  An  inmate  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  pursuant  to  this  section  commits  the  crime  of  escape  from  custody  if  such  inmate  purposely  fails 
to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of  residence  or  activity  as  established!.’)'  the  jailer  when  he  Or  she  is  required  to  do  so  Escape  horn  custody  is  a  Class  E 
felony. 

(L  1991  H.B.  m,  A.L.  2014  S  B.  491) 
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Title  XXXVIII  CRIMES  AND  PUNISHMENT;  PEACE  OFFICERS  AND  PUBLIC  DEFENDERS 
Chapter  557  General  Sentencing  Provisions 

Missouri  Statute  557.011  Authorized  dispositions.  (8/28/2013 
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*  *  Effective  2SAog2raijt  hpgliteda  !?  Chapter 557 
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557i!lL  Aulhorizfd  dispositions.  - 1.  Ewn’  persm  found  guutjT  of  an  cffeni  s  shaD  be  dealt  with  by  the  tourt  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chpler,  except  that  (c:  offenses  defined  outside  this 
code  and  not  repealed  the  tem  of  unprisonaient or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that  provided  in  the  stati'e  denning  the  (fee:  however,  the  ccrvlitioMl  release  tarn  of  any  salience  of  a  term  of  veiisshall  tl 
be  cetetminal  as  provided  in  subsecticn  -J  of  secti<zn  558.011.  ‘  '  jj 

2.  Whercvn  any  peraon  has  teen  found  ga%  of  a  felony  of  a  misdameancr  the  court  shall  stake  one  w  more  o(  the  foDotving  dispositions  of  the  offender  in  any  appropriate  comtwatkm.  The  axrn  nuy:  ? 

(lj  Sentence  the  pecan  to  a  tom  of  imprisonment  £5  authorized  by  chapter  5$;  i; 

'  ‘  | 

(2)  Senfence  the  person  to  py  a  fine  as  authorized  try  chapter  560:  | 

(3)  Suspend  ths  imposition  or  sentence,  tv  ilh  or  without  placing  the  peison  ki  ptobdlkm;  | 

(1)  Proniutve  sentence  and  suspend  its  executicn,  placing  tneperseo  «i  protetior;  ^ 

(5)  Impose  a  pencd  d  detention  as  a  coiditionof  pictatim  ii  cuthorized  b\‘  section  559D26.  | 

3.  Whenever  any  person  has  hem  found  guilty  of  an  infradicn,  the  cart  shall  aiabecneot  more  of  the  following  disposihons  of  the  oftender  in  any  appropriate  combination.  The  court  may: 

(1)  Sentence  the  p«son  to  pay  a  fire  as  autherued  by  chapter  563;  | 

\ 

(2)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  v.ith  or  uithout  placing  the  person  on  probation;  I 

(3)  Pronounce  sentence  and  suspend  its  execubon.  placing  the  person  cn  probation.  jj 

Wherww any  organization  his  ten  found  guilty' of  an  offense.,  the  cow;  shall  male  one  or  more  of  Hie  following  dispositions  oi  die  organizition  in  any  appropriate  •combination.  He  court  may; 

(!)  Sentence  tlie  organization  to  pay  a  fine  as  authorized  bt'  chaptei  560;  ?■ 

e 

(2)  Suspend  the  imposition  of  sentence,  wither  unthout  pladr  o  l>e  organization  c:i  pnofcatior; 

(3)  Prcoocce  sentence  arid  suspend  its  execution,  pi  >ong  the  organization  on  prcbatkxv 

(4)  Impose  am}'  special  sentence  or  sanction  authorized  by  law. 

\  This  chapter  shali  rot  be  construed  to  deprive  the  court  of  any  authority  conferred  hy  law  to  decree  a  forfeiture  of  property;  suspend  or  cancel  a  license,  remove  a  person  from  office,  or  impose  any  other 
civil  penalty'.  An  appropriate  order  exercising  such  authority  may  be  included  as  part  of  ary  sentence. 

6,  In  the  event  a  sentence  ot  confinement  i.-  ordered  executed,  a  court  may  order  that  an  individual  serve  all  or  any  p  ortiai  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all  costs  associated  with  ihe 
electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  anest.  If  the  judge  feds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring  the  judge  may  order  tlut  the  person  be  placed 
on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  if  the  county  commission  agrees  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  momtornig  II  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  v.ith  electronic  monitoring 

and  the  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  tom  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of  such  electronic  monitoring  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  cm  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring 
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Missouri  Statute  217.541.  House  arrest  program,  department  to  establish  and  regulate  — 
limited  release,  when  —  offenders  to  fund  program  —  arrest  warrant  may  be  issued  by  probation 
or  parole  officer,  when.  —  1.  The  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house 
arrest.  The  director  or  his  designee  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  of  offenders 
serving  sentences  for  class  D  or  E  felonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to 
release  on  parole,  conditional  release,  or  discharge  to  participate  in  the  house  arrest 
program....  6.  Each  offender  who  is  released  to  house  arrest  shall  pay  a  percentage  of  his 
wages,  established  by  department  rules,  to  a  maximum  of  the  per  capita  cost  of  the  house 
arrest  program.  The  money  received  from  the  offender  shall  be  deposited  in  the  inmate 
fund  and  shall  be  expended  to  support  the  house  arrest  program. 

Missouri  Statute  217.542.  Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest,  felony.  —  1.  An  offender  of 
the  department  released  to  the  house  arrest  program  commits  the  crime  of  failure  to  return 
to  house  arrest  if  he  or  she  purposely  fails  to  return  to  his  or  her  place  of  residence  or 
activity  authorized  by  subsection  3  of  section  217.541  when  he  or  she  is  required  to  du  so.  2. 
Failure  to  return  to  house  arrest  is  a  class  E  felony. 

Missouri  Statute  217.543.  House  arrest  authorized  for  certain  prisoners  — jailer  to 
establish  program  —  remote  electronic  surveillance  allowed  —  percentage  of  prisoner's 
w  age  to  pay  cost  —  violation  penalty  —  (St.  Louis  City).  —  1.  The  jailer  of  any  city  not 
within  a  county  having  custody  of  pretrial  detainees  or  persons  serving  sentences  for 
violation  of  state  or  local  laws  may  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  consistent  w  ith  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

Missouri  Statute  557.011.  Authorized  dispositions.  —  I.  Every  person  found  guilty  of  an 
offense  shall  be  dealt  w  ith  by  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter, 
except  that  for  offenses  defined  outside  this  code  and  not  repealed,  the  term  of  imprisonment 
or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that  provided  in  the  statute  defining  the  offense; 

however,  the  conditional  release  term  of  any  sentence  of  a  term  of  years  shall  be  determined  as 
provided  in  subsection  4  of  section  558.0 1 1 . 

2.  (2.)  3.  O ,  )  4.(  1 V sentence  the  person  to  oav  fines  authorized  bv  chapter  560.  Need  to  be 
changed. 

6.  In  the  event  a  sentence  of  confinement  is  ordered  executed,  a  court  may  order  that  an 
individual  serve  all  or  any  portion  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all 
eosts  associated  with  the  electronic  mouitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house 
arrest.  If  the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring,  the  judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  w  ith  electronic 
monitoring  if  the  county  commission  agrees  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  monitoring.  If  the 
person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring  and  the 
county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of 
such  electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house 
arrest  with  electronic  monitoring. 

A.L.  2011  H.B.  111,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327) 
Missouri  Statute  217.541,  217.542,  217.543,  did  not  have  a  court  or  jury  as  the  statutes  say 
who  is  in  charge  of  house  arrest  and  electronic  monitoring,  which  came  about  in  2014  with 
S.B.  491,  Missouri  Statute  557.011  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  tell  2013  A.L. 
2011  H.B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  431  merged  with  S.B.  327)  It 
violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  1  Section  10  That  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts 
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of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  anti  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to 
person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without 
sale,  denial  or  delay. 

Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be 
required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also 
Amendment  XIVSection  1.A1I  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  w  herein  they 
reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty',  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Here  is  where  the  violation  of  due  process  rights  and  equal  protection  under  the  law  for 
persons  charged  with  a  bailable  offence,  are  treated  the  same  as  persons  found  guilty  in 
Missouri  Statute  544.455  as  stated  below... 


Ch.  544  Arrest,  Examination,  Commitment  and  Bail 

Missouri  Statute  544.455.  Release  of  person  charged,  when  —  conditions  which  may  be 
imposed.  —  1.  Any  person  charged  with  a  bailable  offense,  at  his  or  her  appearance  before 
an  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  may  be  ordered  released  pending  trial,  appeal,  or  other 
stage  of  the  proceedings  against  him  on  his  personal  recognizance,  unless  the  associate 
circuit  judge  or  judge  determines,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  that  such  a  release  will 
not  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  as  required.  When  such  a 
determination  Is  made,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  may  either  in  lieu  of  or  in 
addition  to  the  above  methods  of  release,  impose  any  or  any  combination  of  the  following 
conditions  of  release  which  will  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  for  trial: 

(6)  Place  the  person  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all  costs 
associated  with  the  electronic  monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arrest.  If 
the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the 
judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  if  the 
county  commission  agrees  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of  such 
monitoring.  If  the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  To  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic 
monitoring  and  the  county  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  electronic 
monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with 
electronic  monitoring; 

AX.  2011  H.B.  Ill,  A.L.  2013  H.B.  215  merged  with  H.B.  374  &  434  merged  with  S.B.  327) 
Missouri  Statute  544.455  did  not  have  house  arrest  with  electronic  monitoring;  tell  the 
above  House  and  Senate  hills  passed  in  2013.  Missouri  Statute  544.455.  does  not  state  who  is 
in  charge  of  house  arrest  persons  nor  where  the  money  from  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring;  goes  to.  Somehow  the  money  Irorn  Missouri  Statute  544.455  from  house  arrest 
with  electronic  monitoring  goes  to  private  bail/bond  companies,  NO  statement  in  the 
statute.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all 
constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all 
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persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of 
the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal 
rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal 
office  of  government,  and  that  when  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its 
chief  design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property 
w  ithout  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every 
person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and 
that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That 
the  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic 
communications  and  data,  from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  warrant  to 
search  any  place,  or  seize  any  person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication, 
shall  issue  without  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized, 
or  the  data  or  communication  to  be  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  be;  nor  without  probable 
cause,  supported  by  writteu  oath  or  affirmation.  Section  19.  That  uo  person  shall  be 
compelled  to  testify  against  himself  in  a  criminal  cause,  nor  shall  any  person  be  put  again 
in  jeopardy  of  life  or  liberty  for  the  same  offense,... 

It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  aud  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or 
things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  sendee  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use,  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  Vlll  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Amendment  XIV  Section  1.A11  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  w'herein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property',  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  no  lasv 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or 
abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
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Missouri  Statute  544.455  Release  of  person  charged,  when  —  conditions  which  may  be  imposed. 
(8/28/2013) 
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544.455.  Release  of  peison  chiigexi,  when  -  conditions  which  may  be  imposed.  - 1.  Any  peison  charged  wth  a  bailable  otfense,  at  his  or  her  appeararae  before  an  associate  circuit  j 
judge  or  judge  may  be  ordered  released  pending  trial,  appeal,  or  other  stage  of  the  proceedings  against  him  on  his  personal  recognizance,  unless  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge 
determines,  in  the  exercise  of  has  discretion,  that  sudt  a  release  will  not  reasonably  assure  the  appearance  of  the  person  as  required.  When  such  a  determination  is  made,  the  associate  circuit  j 
judge  or  judge  may  either  in  lieu  of  or  in  addition  to  the  above  methods  of  release,  impose  any  or  any  combination  ot  the  following  conditions  of  release  which  will  reasonably  assure  the  1 
appearance  of  the  person  for  trial: 

(1)  Race  the  person  in  the  custody  of  a  designated  person  or  organization  agreeing  to  supervise  him; 

(2)  Place  restriction  on  the  travel,  association,  or  place  of  abode  of  the  person  during  the  period  of  release; 

(3)  Require  the  execution  of  a  bail  bond  with  sufficient  solvent  sureties,  or  the  deposit  of  cash  in  lieu  thereof; 

(4)  Require  the  person  to  report  regularly  to  some  officer  of  the  court,  or  peace  officer,  in  such  manner  as  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  directs; 

(5)  Require  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  a  given  sum  and  the  deposit  in  the  registry  of  the  court  of  ten  percent,  or  such  lesser  percent  as  the  judge  directs,  of  the  sum  in  cash  or  negotiable 
bonds  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  state  of  Missouri  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof, 
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(?)  impose  any  other  condition  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  assure  appearance  as  required,  including  a  condition  requiring  that  the  person  return  to  custody  after  specified  hours. 

1  In  determining  which  conditions  of  release  will  reasonably  assure  appearance,  the  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  shall,  on  the  basis  of  available  information,  take  into  account  the 
nature  and  circumstances  of  the  offense  charged,  the  weight  of  the  evidence  against  the  accused,  the  accused's  family  ties,  employment,  financial  resources,  character  and  mental 
condition,  fire  length  of  his  residence  in  the  community,  his  record  of  convictions,  and  his  record  oi  appearance  at  court  proceedings  or  flight  to  avoid  prosecution  or  failure  to  appear  at 
court  proceedings. 


3,  An  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  authoring  the  release  of  a  person  under  this  seciion  shall  issue  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed,  if  any, 
shell  inform  such  person  of  the  penalties  applicable  io  violations  of  the  conditions  of  his  release  and  shall  advise  him  that  a  warrant  for  his  arrest  will  be  Issued  immediately  upon  any  such 
violation 


4.  A  person  (or  whom  conditions  of  release  are  imposed  and  who  after  twenty-four  hours  from  the  time  of  the  release  hearing  continues  to  be  detained  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to 
meet  the  coirditicns  of  relpase,  shall,  upon  application,  entitled  to  have  the  condition  reviewed  by  th.e  associate  circuit  judge  or  judge  who  inaposed  theav  The  aaotion  shall  bg 
determined  promptly. 

5.  Anassodate  dicuit  judge  or  judge  ordering  the  release  oi  a  person  on  any  condition  specified  in  this  section  may  at  any  hme  dnaerad  hisorder  to  impose  additional  or  diSerent 
conditions  of  release;  except  that  if  the  imposition  ot  such  additional  or  different  conditions  results  in  the  detention  of  the  person  as  a  result  of  his  inability  to  meet  such,  conditions  or  in 

6.  Information  stated  in,  or  offered  in  connection  with,  any  order  entered  pursuant  to  this  section  need  not  conform  to  the  rules  pertaining  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence  in  a  court  of 
law. 

7.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shali  be  construed  ;o  prevent  the  disposition  oi  any  case  or  class  of  cases  by  forfeiture  of  collateral  security  where  such  disposition  is  authorized  by 
the  court. 

S.  Persons  charged  with  violations  of  municipal  ordinances  may  be  released  by  a  municipal  judge  or  other  judge  who  hears  and  determines  municipal  ordinance  violation  cases  of  the 
municipality  involved  under  the  same  conditions  and  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  in  this  section  for  release  by  an  associate  dreuit  judge. 

9.  A  dicuit  court  may  adopt  a  local  rule  authorizing  th.e  pretrial  release  on  electronic  monitoring  pursuant  to  subdivision  (6)  of  subsection  1  of  ihis  section  in  lieu  of  incarceration  of 
individuals  charged  with  offenses  specifically  identified  therein. 


(L  1972  HR  1160,  A.L.  1978  HR  1634,  AL  2011  HR  111,  AL  2013  HR  215  merged  with  HI  374  k  434  merged  with  Si  327) 

(1975)  Provisions  as  to  issuance  of  an  appropriate  order  containing  a  statement  of  the  conditions  imposed  and  warning  ot  consequences  of  failure  to  appear  do  not  apply  to  persons 
released  under  the  provisions  of  $  544.665.  State  v.  Adams  (A.),  532  fxW.2d  524. 
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JamksC.  Kirkpatrick 
Static  Information  Center 
f 5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oi;  State 
State  of  Missouri 


September  6,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


received 

SEP  0/2017 

(j? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  208  (2018-275) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  6,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  llscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  )i:ffi:kson  city  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


_  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


Received 

SEP  06  2017 
M0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Namel - -  being  first  dul'' sworn'  sar  <Print  or  ^  of  signets) 


NAME 

(Sisnature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City. Town  or  Villaae) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Primed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City.  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


To  utilize  the  Federal  Expanded  Medicaid  Program,  Chapter  208.RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto 
one  new  section,  to  be  known  as  section  208.207,  to  read  as  follows: 

208.207  1.  Beginning  January  1,  2019.  individuals  age  nineteen  to  sixty-four,  who  are  not  otherwise 

eligible  for  MO  HealthNet  services  under  this  chapter,  who  qualify  for  MO  HealthNet  services  under 

section  42  U.S.C.  1396a(a)(10()(A)(i)(VIIP  and  as  set  forth  in  42  CFR  435.119,  and  who  have  income  at 

or  below  one  hundred  thirty-three  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  plus  five  percent  of  the  applicable 

family  size  as  determined  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(e)(14)  and  as  set  forth  om  42  CFR  435.603.  shall  be 

eligible  for  medical  assistance  under  Mo  HealthNet  and  shall  receive  coverage  for  the  health  benefits 

service  package. 


2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  ‘‘health  benefits  service  package"  shall  mean,  subject  to  federal  approval, 

benefits  covered  by  the  MO  HealthNet  program  as  determined  by  the  department  of  social  services  to 

meet  the  benchmark  or  benchmark-equivalent  coverage  requirement  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(k)(1). 

3.  The  reimbursement  rate  to  MO  HealthNet  providers  for  MO  HealthNet  services  provided  to  individuals 

qualifying  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  comparable  to  commercial  reimbursement  payment 

levels  with  trend  adjustment  for  comparable  services.  The  rates  shall  be  determined  annually  by  the 

department  of  social  services,  and  the  department  may  develop  such  rates  through  a  contracted  actuary. 

The  higher  commercial  comparable  rates  shall  only  apply  for  services  provided  to  individuals  qualifying 

under  this  section. 


4.  (1)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section  if: 

(a)  The  federal  medical  assistance  percentage  established  under  42  U.S.C.  Section  1396d(v)  or 

1369d(z)  is  less  than  ninety  percent  as  specified  for  2020  each  year  thereafter  or  an  amount  determined 

by  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  to  be  necessary  to  maintain  state  budget  solvency,  whichever 

is  lower:  and 

(b)  The  general  assembly  votes  to  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section.  Prior  to  any  vote  under  this  paragraph,  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight 

committee  and  the  department  of  social  services  shall  provide  the  general  assembly  with  information  on 

the  current  and  projected  expenses  incurred  due  to  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of 

this  section  in  relation  to  health-related  savings  and  revenues  and  health  outcomes  of  individuals  and 

families  receiving  benefits  under  subsection  1  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  inform  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section 

that  their  benefits  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated  if  federal  funding  decreases  of  is  eliminate. 

5.  The  MO  HealthNet  oversite  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigate  any  potential  health- 

related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this 

section.  The  committee  shall  investigate  the  federal  matching  rate  below  which  the  state  could  not 

maintain  the  expanded  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  If  the  amount  is 

determined  to  be  greater  than  ninety  percent,  the  committee  shall  report  its  findings  to  the  general 

assembly  for  its  consideration  prior  to  any  vote  under  paragraph  (b)  of  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  4  of 

this  section.  In  conducting  its  research  and  investigation,  the  committee  shall  also  determine  the 

feasibility  of: 

(1)  Implementing  capped  cost  sharing  for  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  which 

may  be  reduced  based  on  healthy  behaviors  of  participants. 

(2)  Expanding  Medicaid  coverage  for  certain  health  care  services  that  are  currently  financed  by  the 

state:  and 

(31  Enrolling  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  private  health  benefit  plans. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-275) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  208 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  September  6,  2017) 


Date 


September  26,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  208  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  they  defer  to 
the  Department  of  Social  Services  to  calculate  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Missouri 
HealthNet  expansion. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Department 
of  Social  Services  for  the  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Department  of 
Social  Services. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
impact  the  budgets  of  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  Department  of  Mental  Health, 


the  Department  of  Corrections,  and  the  Department  of  Health  &  Senior  Services  by 
proposing  the  expansion  of  Medicaid  eligibility. 

•  Today,  Missouri  covers  custodial  parents  below  19%  of  the  federal  poverty  level 
(FPL),  which  for  a  family  of  four  is  currently  $4,617  per  year.  In  addition,  non¬ 
custodial  adults  and  childless  adults  without  other  qualifying  criteria  are  not 
currently  eligible  for  Medicaid  in  Missouri  regardless  of  income. 

•  The  Affordable  Care  Act  allows  states  to  expand  health  care  coverage  under  the 
Medicaid  program  to  non-elderly,  non-Medicare,  low-income  adults  up  to  133% 
of  the  FPL.  The  same  law  includes  a  5%  disregard  of  income  when  determining 
eligibility  for  health  care  benefits;  thus,  adults  with  incomes  up  to  138%  FPL  will 
qualify.  For  a  family  of  four  in  Missouri,  this  is  currently  income  up  to  $33,534 
per  year. 

The  expansion  of  eligibility  for  Medicaid  benefits  under  the  proposed  federal  program 
could  potentially  include  coverage  for  an  estimated  250,000  additional  Missourians.  The 
costs  for  this  expansion  would  be  in  excess  of  $2  billion  per  year.  The  expansion 
population  state  match  would  be  at  least  10%;  however,  that  match  is  subject  to  change  as 
federal  law  is  amended.  Depending  on  implementation  requirements  from  CMS,  there 
could  be  a  potential  of  cost  shift  from  state  funds  to  federal  funds. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office.  Any  expenses  incurred  by  the  2  House  members  on  the  MO  HealthNet  Oversight 
Committee  would  be  the  responsibility  of  DOSS  per  Section  208.955.2,  RSMo. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  a 
fiscal  impact  to  their  medical  plan. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  would  amend 
Chapter  208,  RSMo  to  expand  the  MO  HealthNet  services.  This  should  not  impact  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 


regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  The 

fiscal  impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than 
$2,500.  Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that 
additional  funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also 
recognize  that  many  such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year 
and  that  collectively  the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their 
core  budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of 
supporting  administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a 
review  of  the  finally  approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Each  year,  a  number  of  joint  resolutions  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  a 
constitutional  amendment  and  bills  that  would  refer  to  a  vote  of  the  people  the  statutory 
issue  in  the  legislation  may  be  considered  by  the  General  Assembly. 

Unless  a  special  election  is  called  for  the  purpose,  Referendums  are  submitted  to  the 
people  at  the  next  general  election.  Article  III  section  52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
authorizes  the  general  assembly  to  order  a  special  election  for  measures  referred  to  the 
people.  If  a  special  election  is  called  to  submit  a  Referendum  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
Section  115.063.2  RSMo.  requires  the  state  to  pay  the  costs.  The  cost  of  the  special 
election  has  been  estimated  to  be  $7.8  million  based  on  the  cost  of  the  2016  Presidential 
Preference  Primary. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  because  Kansas  City  bills  for  the 
transports  made  by  its  Fire  Department's  ambulance  service  this  amendment  might  have  a 
small  positive  fiscal  impact  on  their  city  due  to  the  increased  number  of  people  able  to 
pay  for  such  transports. 

Officials  from  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  a  MO  HealthNet 
provider  or  a  hospital  so  no  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Uouis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Uouis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Uouis  Community 
College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  estimate  additional  costs  in  excess  of  $2  billion  annually. 
Revenues  from  the  federal  government  to  offset  these  costs  are  estimated  to  be  $1.8 
billion  annually,  subject  to  changes  in  federal  law.  Local  government  entities  expect  no 
costs  or  savings. 
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Iambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 573 1  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


September  6,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


HifcOEfVED 

SEP  o  /  2017 

CO 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147.  version  2  (2018-274) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  6,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  ieitkrson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 

to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

4 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


.  County  (or  city  of  St  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  SL  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


RECE/veo 

SEP  0  6  2017 

M°.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

''  I  Petition  Circulators  Printed  IWX - -  bei"8  first  duly  sw°rn'  ss>  (Prirrt  hrpe  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Sisnature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (Ciiy.Town  or  Villaae) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  T vped) 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  i  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

FUTHERMORF.,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant  _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A  D. _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires  /  / 
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lie  it  enacted  by  the  people  e  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  with  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as.directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  1.  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January'  1 ,  1 980.  but  before  January'  1 . 2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  live  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  35 1  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1 , 2000,  but  ending  before  December  3 1 , 2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  I,  2010,  but  before  December  31,  2011,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2010.  but  before  December  31, 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  201 1,  but 
before  December  3 1 ,  20 1 5.  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1 , 20 1 0.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  31, 2010,  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January'  1 . 20 1 2.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  tax  year  20 1 2,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section 
until  the  tax  year  of  20 19. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  15lh  of  2019. 

(7)  Half  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten, 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  The  Missouri  budget  for 

elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education 

budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the 

shortfall  to  be  tilled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  I  liglier  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  by 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  Citv.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 


(573)  751-2301 


September  6,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Ls> 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory'  amendment  to 

Chapter  147,  version  I  (2018-273) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  September  6,  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  t he  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County _ _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  dass  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  (mows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

• 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 


proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  refection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  f  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


Received 

SEP  0  6  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Petition  Circu fetor's  Printed  Name) 


->  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Sisnaturc) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Sinrctj  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Primed  orTvped) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  staled  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

FUTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OR  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORG.ERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) _  Street  address  of  Affiant _ 

Printed  name  of  Affiant _ City,  State,  and  zip  code  of  Affiant _ 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  me  this _ day  of _ A.D, _ 

Signature  of  Notary _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Address  of  Notary _ My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  e  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  of  Chapter  147.RSMO  will  be  amended  to  be  re-instated  as  follows  w  ith  the  revenue  to  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Road  Fund,  to  the  higher  education  fund  and  to  school  districts  with  a  12%  or  more 
poverty  level  as_directed  by  this  amendment: 

147.010  1 .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 .  1 980,  but  before  January  1 , 2000,  every'  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property'  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1, 2000,  but  ending  before  December  31,  2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January  1,  2010.  but  before  December  3 1,  201 1,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January'  I,  2010.  but  before  December  3 1, 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exeped  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  201 1,  but 
before  December  3 1 ,  20 1 5,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1. 2010.  If  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability'  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1,  2010.  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this  section. 

(6)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  two  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 

estimated  payments  will  be  due  on  April  15"'  of  2019, 

(7)  Half  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  into  the  Missouri  State  Road  Fund. 

(8)  Three  quarters  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  funds  for  the  school 

districts  with  a  12%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten. 

elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a 

dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  to  these  schools  with  a*  12%  or  more  poverty  level.  The  Missouri  budget  for 

elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education 

budgets  will  remain  as  specified  in  Chapter  163.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the 

shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

(9)  One  quarter  of  the  remaining  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department 

of  Fligher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  by 

this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  by  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  Citv.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  snend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State:  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


September  5,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway  cep  0  5  2017 

State  Auditor 

Slate  Capitol  Building  ctaTE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

558  and  560  (2018-272) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  September  I,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


ce:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  rules  •  business  Services  .  elections  •  publications  •  securities  •  State  archives  •  State  library  •  wolfnek  library 
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RECEIVED 

SEP  0 1  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

New  statute  558.002.1  continued  has  2  different  fine  amounts  for  same  offence,  for  persons  convicted 
of  C  or  D  felony  is  either  $5000  or  at  the  top  of  first  page  beginning  of  statute  states  $10,000.  Also  the 
fine  amount  for  corporation  for  a  misdemeanor  is  just  10,000,  but  that  is  for  every  type  the  old  statute 
had  different  fine  amounts  for  different  misdemeanor  of  A,B,C.  this  is  unconstitutional  no  equal 
protection  of  the  law  which  is  a  violation  of  the  XIV  of  united  states  constitution. 


The  updated  560.011  is  not  the  only  Missouri  statute  that  this558.002  replaced  as  it  replaced 
560.011,560.016  and  560.021.  560.016  and  560.021  on 

http://revisor.mo .gov/main/OneChapter.aspx?chapter=560  states  that  they  are  (Repealed  L.  2014  S.B. 
491)  (1/1/2017).  The  www.moqa .mo.gov  not  working  since  July  of  2017. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


September  I.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


SEP  0  I  201? 

STATE  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Lowell  Pearson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  1 92.  1 95.  263  &  3 1 1  (20 1 8-27 1 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Lowell  Pearson  on  September  1, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


000  w.  Main  Street  •  | eiterson  city  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 

shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself 

or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  tow  n  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 

SEp0 120,7 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


*****<*  a*. 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1  1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County'. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ 

_ day  of _ 

.  A.D.  20 

Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires _ 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  A.  Sections  192.005,263.250,311.610,  311.620,  311.630  and  31 1.660  RSMo, 
are  amended  and  thirty-three  new  sections  are  enacted  to  be  known  as  sections  195.018,  195.900, 
195.903,  195.906,  195.909,  195.912, 195.915,  195.918,  195.921,  195.924,  195.927,  195.930, 
195.933,  195.936,  195.939,  195.942,  195.945,  195.948,195.951,  195.954,  195.957,  195.960, 
195.961,  195.963,  195.966,  195.969,  195.972,  195.975,  195.978,  195.981,  195.982,  195.984  and 
195.985  to  read  as  follows: 

192.005.  There  is  hereby  created  and  established  as  a  department  of  state  government  the 
“Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services”.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall 
supervise  and  manage  all  public  health  functions  and  programs.  The  department  shall  be 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974,  Appendix  B, 
RSMo,  unless  otherwise  provided  in  sections  192.005  to  192.014.  The  division  of  health  of  the 
department  of  social  sendees,  chapter  191,  this  chapter,  and  others,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
such  agencies  and  functions  as  the  state  health  planning  and  development  agency,  the  crippled 
children’s  service*,  chapter  201,  the  bureau  and  the  program  for  the  prevention  of  developmental 
disability,  the  hospital  subsidy  program,  chapter  189,  the  state  board  of  health,  section  191.400, 
the  student  loan  program,  sections  191.500  to  191.550,  the  family  practice  residency  program, 
the  licensure  and  certification  of  hospitals,  chapter  197,  the  Missouri  chest  hospital,  sections 
199.01 0  to  199.070**,  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  by  a 
type  I  transfer,  and  the  state  cancer  center  and  cancer  commission,  chapter  200,  is  hereby 
transferred  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  by  a  type  III  transfer  as  such  transfers 
are  defined  in  section  1  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974,  Appendix  B,  RSMo 
Supp.  1984.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974, 
Appendix  B,  RSMo  Supp.  1984,  relating  to  the  manner  and  procedures  for  transfers  of  state 
agencies  shall  apply  to  the  transfers  provided  in  this  section.  The  division  of  health  of  the 
department  of  social  services  is  abolished.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall 
have  the  duties  and  powers  set  forth  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.018.  The  provisions  of  section  195,017  shall  not  apply  to  any  product  used  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.900.  1.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  known  and  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Missouri  Patient  Care  Act”. 


2.  (11  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  deemed  an  exercise  of  the  police  powers  of 
the  state  for  the  protection  of  the  economic  and  social  welfare  and  the  health,  peace,  and  morals 
of  the  people  of  this  state. 

(2)  It  shall  be  unlawful  under  state  law  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  test,  possess, 
or  sell  medical  cannabis,  except  in  compliance  with  the  terms,  conditions,  limitations,  and 
restrictions  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(31  This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  certify  that  a  patient  has 
a  qualifying  medical  condition  and  that  the  physician  is  treating  or  managing  treatment  of  the 
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patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition  in  the  course  of  a  bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship- 
after  the  physician  has  completed  an  assessment  of  the  qualifying  patient's  medical  history', 
reviewed  relevant  records  related  to  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  conducted  a 
physical  examination. 

(41  This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are 
necessary  to  protect  patients,  their  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal 
penalties,  and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale,  possession,  and 
purchase  of  cannabis  for  medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and 
criminal  laws  governing  the  use  of  cannabis  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow 
for  the  public  use  of  cannabis  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  cannabis. 

3.  As  used  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(11  “Adequate  supply”.  2.5  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in  cannabis 
concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  period  of  fourteen  davs  and  that  is  derived  solely  from  a 
licensed  intrastate  source.  Subject  to  the  rules  of  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services,  a 
patient  may  apply  for  a  waiver  to  possess  more  than  2.5  ounces  for  a  fourteen-dav  period  if  a 
physician  provides  a  substantial  medical  basis  in  a  signed  written  statement  asserting  that,  based 
on  the  patient’s  medical  history  and  in  the  physician’s  professional  judgment.  2.5  ounces  is  an 
insufficient  adequate  supply  for  a  fourteen-dav  period  to  properly  alleviate  the  patient’s 
qualifying  medical  condition  or  symptoms  associated  with  the  qualifying  medical  condition.  A 
qualifying  patient  may  possess  no  more  than  a  sixty-day  supply  of  cannabis  flower  or  its 
equivalent  in  cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product. 

(21  “Administer”,  the  direct  application  of  cannabis  to  a  qualifying  patient  bv  way  of  any 
of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  cannabis-infused  products: 

(bl  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or  oils; 

(cl  Application  of  ointments  or  balms; 

(dl  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(el  Consuming  cannabis-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Anv  other  method  recommended  bv  a  qualifying  patient’s  physician. 

(31  “Cannabis”,  all  parts  of  the  plant  genus  Cannabis  in  any  species  or  form  thereof, 
including,  but  not  limited  to.  Cannabis  Sativa  L..  Cannabis  Indica.  Cannabis  Americana. 
Cannabis  Ruderalis.  and  Cannabis  Gigantea.  whether  growing  or  not,  the  seeds  thereof,  the  resin 
extracted  from  anv  part  of  the  plant:  and  every  compound,  manufacture,  derivative,  mixture,  or 
preparation  of  the  plant,  its  seeds  or  resin.  It  does  not  include  the  mature  stalks  of  the  plant;  fiber 
produced  from  the  stalks:  oil  or  cake  made  from  the  seeds  of  the  plant:  anv  other  compound. 
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manufacture,  salt,  derivative,  mixture,  or  preparation  of  the  mature  stalks  except  the  resin 
extracted  therefrom:  fiber,  oil,  or  cake:  or  the  sterilized  seed  of  the  plant  which  is  incapable  of 
germination. 

(4)  “Cannabis  plant  monitoring  system”,  an  electronic  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that 
includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  testing  and  data  collection  established  and  maintained  by  the 
licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  and  the  medical  cannabis  center 
and  available  to  the  division  for  the  purposes  of  documenting  each  cannabis  plant  and  for 
monitoring  plant  development  throughout  the  life  cycle  of  a  cannabis  plant  cultivated  for  the 
intended  use  bv  a  qualifying  patient  from  seed  planting,  cloning,  or  other  method  of  propagation, 
to  final  packaging  and  sale  to  a  qualifying  patient. 

(51  “Cannabis  products”,  concentrated  cannabis,  cannabis  extracts,  and  products  that  arc 
infused  with  cannabis  or  an  extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption.  The  term 
includes,  without  limitation,  edible  cannabis  products,  beverages,  topical  products,  ointments. 
oils,  and  tinctures. 


(61  “Caregiver”,  a  natural  person,  other  than  the  qualifying  patient  or  the  qualifying 
patient’s  physician,  who  is  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  and  has  significant  responsibility  for 
managing  the  well-being  of  a  qualifying  patient  and  who  is  designated  as  such  on  the  caregiver’s 
application  for  an  identification  card  under  this  section. 

(71  "Department”,  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(81  ''Division”,  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  within  the  department  of 
public  safety. 

(91  “Entity”,  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust,  limited  liability 
company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership,  joint  venture,  or  any  other 
entity. 


(101  “Good  cause”,  for  purposes  of  refusing  or  denying  a  license  renewal,  reinstatement. 
or  initial  license  issuance: 


(al  The  license  applicant  has  violated,  does  not  meet,  or  has  failed  to  comply  with  any  of 
the  terms,  conditions,  or  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  any  rules  promulgated 
thereunder,  or  any  supplemental  local  law,  rules,  or  regulations: 

(bl  The  licensee  or  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  any  special  terms  or  conditions 
that  were  placed  on  its  license  under  an  order  of  the  state  or  local  licensing  authority:  or 

(cl  The  licensed  premises  have  been  operated  in  a  manner  that  adversely  affects  the 
public  health  or  welfare  or  the  safety  of  the  immediate  neighborhood  in  which  the  establishment 
is  located. 
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(11)  “License”,  a  license  or  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(12)  “Licensed  premises”,  the  premises  specified  in  an  application  for  a  license  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985.  which  are  owned  or  in  possession  of  the  licensee  and  within  which 
the  licensee  is  authorized  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  test,  possess,  or  sell  medical 
cannabis  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(13)  “Licensee’',  a  person  licensed  or  registered  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(14)  “Limited  access  area”,  a  building,  room,  or  other  contiguous  area  upon  the  licensed 
premises  where  medical  cannabis  is  grown,  cultivated,  stored,  weighed,  displayed,  packaged, 
sold,  or  possessed  for  sale,  under  control  of  the  licensee,  with  limited  access  to  only  those 
persons  licensed  by  the  division,  and  visitors  and  vendors  as  provided  by  rule.  All  areas  of 
ingress  or  egress  to  limited  access  areas  shall  be  clearly  identified  as  such  by  a  sign  as  designated 
bv  the  division. 


(15)  “Local  licensing  authority”,  an  authority  designated  by  municipal  or  county  charter 
or  ordinance. 


(16)  “Medical  cannabis”,  cannabis  that  is  grown  and  sold  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  for  a  purpose  authorized  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(17)  ‘'Medical  cannabis  center”,  a  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to 
operate  a  business  as  described  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  that  acquires,  possesses,  stores. 
delivers,  transfer,  transports,  sells,  supplies  or  dispenses  cannabis,  cannabis  products,  medical 
cannabis,  paraphernalia  or  related  supplies  to  registered  qualifying  patients  or  caregivers,  or 
other  licensed  medical  cannabis  centers. 


( 1 8)  “Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility”,  a  person  licensed  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  operate  a  business  as  described  in  section  195.954. 

(19)  “Medical  cannabis-infused  product”,  a  product  infused  with  medical  cannabis  that  is 
intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  bv  smoking,  including,  but  not  limited  to  edible 
cannabis  products,  beverages,  topical  products,  ointments,  oils,  and  tinctures  or  smokeless 
vaporizing  devices.  Such  products,  when  manufactured  or  sold  bv  a  licensed  medical  cannabis 
center,  shall  not  be  considered  a  drug  for  the  purposes  of  chapter  196. 

(20)  “Medical  cannabis  testing  facility”,  an  independent  entity  licensed,  approved,  and 
certified  bv  the  division  pursuant  to  this  act  to  analyze  the  safety  and  potency  of  cannabis  and  as 
otherwise  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(21)  “Medical  use”,  the  production,  possession,  distribution,  transportation,  or 
administration  of  cannabis  or  a  cannabis-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a  qualifying  patient 
to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition. 
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(22)  “Person”,  a  natural  person,  partnership,  association,  company,  corporation,  limited 
liability  company,  or  organization,  or  a  manager,  agent,  owner,  director,  servant,  officer,  or 
employee  thereof. 

(23)  “Premises",  a  distinct  and  definite  location,  which  may  include  a  building.  a  part  of  a 
building,  a  room,  or  anv  other  definite  contiguous  area. 

(24)  “Qualifying  medical  condition”,  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy: 

(c)  Glaucoma: 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment: 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent  muscle 
spasms,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  those  associated  with  multiple  sclerosis,  seizures. 
Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourctte’s  syndrome; 

(0  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  post-traumatic  stress 
disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription  medication 
that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a  physician  determines  that 
medical  use  of  cannabis  could  be  effective  in  treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer 
alternative  to  the  prescription  medication: 

(i)  Any  terminal  illness;  or 

(i)  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  anv  other  chronic,  debilitating  or  other 
medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C.  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  (ALS). 
inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn’s  disease.  Huntington’s  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle 
cell  anemia,  agitation  of  Alzheimer’s  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

(25)  “Qualifying  patient”,  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


(26)  “Smokeless  vaporizing  device”,  a  medical-grade  vaporizer  delivery  device  capable 
of  administering  the  active  ingredients  of  a  metered  dose  of  medical  cannabis  via  inhalation 
without  combustion  bv-products. 
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(271  “State  licensing  authority”,  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  which  is 
responsible  for  regulating  and  controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture, 
distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  this  state. 

(28)  “Written  certification^.  a  document  dated  and  sinned  by  a  physician,  stating: 

(a)  That  the  qualifying  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  and  specifying  the 
qualifying  medical  condition  the  qualifying  patient  has:  and 

(bl  That  the  physician  is  treating  or  managing  treatment  of  the  patient's  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


195.903.  1.  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  and  controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation- 
manufacture.  distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  this  state,  the 
division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  is  hereby  designated  as  the  state  licensing  authority. 

2,  The  state  supervisor  of  the  division  may  employ  such  officers  and  employees  as  may 
be  determined  to  be  necessary,  with  such  officers  and  employees  being  part  of  the  division.  No 
moneys  shall  be  appropriated  to  the  division  from  the  general  revenue  fund  for  the  operation  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985,  nor  shall  the  division  expend  any  general  revenue  fund  moneys  for 
the  operation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  oflaw.  the 
division,  the  Commissioner  of  Administration,  and  the  State  Treasurer  are  authorized  to  receive 
and  disburse  funds  from  anv  source,  public  or  private,  as  mav  assist  the  prompt  implementation 
of  this  Act. 


195.906.  1.  The  division  shall: 


(1)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing, 
possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  as  provided  by  law:  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke 
such  licenses  upon  a  violation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  or  a  rule  promulgated  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and  impose  anv  penalty  authorized  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 
or  anv  rule  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  The  division  mav  take  anv  action 
with  respect  to  a  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  it  mav  with  respect  to  a 
license  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985: 


(2s)  Establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985; 

(3)  Upon  denial  of  a  state  license,  provide  written  notice  of  the  grounds  for  such  denial  of 
a  state  license  to  the  applicant  and  to  the  local  authority  and  the  right  of  the  applicant  to  a  hearing 
before  the  administrative  hearing  commission  under  subsection  2  of  section  195.924: 


(4)  Maintain  the  confidentiality  of  patient  records,  reports  obtained  from  licensees 
showing  the  sales  volume  or  quantity  of  medical  cannabis  sold,  or  anv  other  records  that  are 
exempt  from  inspection  under  state  law: 
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(51  Develop  such  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as  are  necessary 
in  the  discretion  of  the  division  for  the  administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  or  any  of 
the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and 

(61  Prepare  and  submit  an  annual  report  accounting  to  the  governor  for  the  efficient 
discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  by  law  or  directive  to  the  state  licensing  authority. 

2.  (11  Rules  promulgated  under  subdivision  (21  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  the  following: 

(al  Compliance  with,  enforcement,  or  violation  of  any  provision  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  or  any  rule  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  including  procedures  and  grounds 
for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a  state  license  issued  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985: 


(bl  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  division; 

(cl  Instructions  for  local  licensing  authorities  and  law  enforcement  officers; 

(dl  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such  additional 
activities  as  may  become  necessary  from  time  to  time: 


(el  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the  division: 

(f)  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices; 

(gl  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises; 

(hi  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers,  managers, 
contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  including  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  check  as  may  be  required  bv  the  division 
prior  to  issuing  a  card: 

(i  1  Identification  of  state  licensees  and  their  owners,  officers,  managers,  and  employees; 

(il  Security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 
including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video,  alarm  requirements,  and  other 
minimum  procedures  for  internal  control  as  deemed  necessary  bv  the  division  to  properly 
administer  and  enforce  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  including  reporting 
requirements  for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises: 

(kl  Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of  medical  cannabis; 
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(l)  Sanitary  requirements  for  medical  cannabis  centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation 
and  production  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  sanitary  requirements  for  the  preparation 
of  medical  cannabis-infused  products: 

(m)  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a  medical 
cannabis  center  may  accept  when  verifying  a  sale; 

(nl  Labeling  standards,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  serving  size  of  active  THC  per 
serving  and  total  servings  per  package: 

(ol  Testing  standards: 

(pi  Records  to  be  kept  by  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the  records; 

(ql  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals,  reinstatements,  initial 
licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees: 

(rl  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  monthly  sales  tax  payments  by  medical  cannabis 

centers: 


(si  Authorization  for  the  department  of  revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing  information  to 
ensure  sales  and  income  tax  payment  and  effective  administration  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985: 


ft)  Authorization  for  the  division  to  impose  administrative  penalties  and  procedures  of 
issuing,  appealing,  and  creating  a  violation  list  and  schedule  of  administrative  penalties:  and 

(ul  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 
comprehensive  administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(2)  The  prompt  implementation  of  this  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  is  necessary  to  avoid 
immediate  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety  and  welfare.  The  division  is  authorized  to  use  the 
emergency  rulemaking  procedures  set  out  in  section  536.025.  and  shall  promulgate  emergency 
rules  bv  March  6.  2019.  and  also  to  file  a  notice  of  rulemaking  as  provided  in  section  536.025  bv 
March  6.  2019. 


131  Nothing  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  construed  as  delegating  to  the 
division  the  power  to  fix  prices  for  medical  cannabis. 

195.909.  1.  A  local  licensing  authority  may  issue  only  the  following  medical  cannabis 
licenses  upon  payment  of  the  fee  and  compliance  with  all  local  licensing  requirements  to  be 
determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority: 


(11  A  medical  cannabis  center  license:  and 

(21  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license. 
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2.  (11  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  local  license  within  a  municipality  or 
the  unincorporated  portion  of  a  countv  unless  the  governing  body  of  the  municipality  has 
adopted  an  ordinance  or  the  governing  body  of  the  county  has  adopted  a  resolution  containing 
specific  standards  for  license  issuance,  or  if  no  such  ordinance  or  resolution  is  adopted  prior  to 
June  1.  2019.  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  consider  the  minimum  licensing  requirements  of 
this  section  when  issuing  a  license. 

(21  In  addition  to  all  other  standards  applicable  to  the  issuance  of  licenses  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985.  the  local  governing  body  mav  adopt  additional  standards  for  the  issuance  of 
medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licenses 
consistent  with  the  intent  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  that  mav  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

(a)  Distance  restrictions  between  premises  for  which  local  licenses  are  issued:  and 

(bl  Any  other  requirements  necessary  to  ensure  the  control  of  the  premises  and  the  ease 
of  enforcement  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  license. 


3.  Local  governments  mav  limit  the  use  of  land  for  operation  of  medical  cannabis  centers 
and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  to  specified  areas  as  to  time,  place,  and 
manner  of  such  facilities.  Local  zoning  approval  shall  be  made  bv  the  governing  body  of  the 
municipality  if  the  premises  are  located  in  the  municipality,  or  by  the  governing  body  of  the 
countv  if  the  premises  are  located  in  the  unincorporated  portion  of  the  county.  The  operation  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  statewide  unless  a  municipality,  county,  or  citv.  by  a  two- 
thirds  majority  of  the  registered  voters  voting  at  a  regular  election  or  special  election  called  in 
accordance  with  state  law,  vote  to  prohibit  the  operation  of  medical  cannabis  centers  and  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  in  the  municipality,  county,  or  citv. 

4.  An  application  for  a  license  specified  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  be  filed  with 
the  appropriate  local  licensing  authority  on  forms  provided  bv  the  state  licensing  authority  and 
shall  contain  such  information  as  the  state  licensing  authority  mav  require  and  any  forms  as  the 
local  licensing  authority  mav  require.  Each  application  shall  be  verified  bv  the  oath  or 
affirmation  of  the  persons  prescribed  bv  the  state  licensing  authority. 

5.  An  applicant  shall  file  with  the  application  for  a  local  license,  plans  and  specifications 
for  the  interior  of  the  building  if  the  building  to  be  occupied  is  in  existence  at  the  time.  If  the 
building  is  not  in  existence,  the  applicant  shall  file  a  plot  plan  and  a  detailed  sketch  for  the 
interior  and  submit  an  architect’s  drawing  of  the  building  to  be  constructed.  In  its  discretion,  the 
local  or  state  licensing  authority  mav  impose  additional  requirements  necessary  for  the  approval 
of  the  application. 

195.912.  1.  Upon  receipt  of  an  application  for  a  local  license,  except  an  application  for 
renewal  or  for  transfer  of  ownership,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  schedule  and  hold  a  public 
hearing  upon  the  application  to  be  held  not  less  than  thirty  davs  after  the  date  of  the  application, 
but  not  more  than  ninety  days  from  the  date  of  the  application.  If  the  local  licensing  authority- 
fails  to  hold  a  public  hearing  within  such  time  lines,  the  application  shall  be  considered 
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approved.  If  the  local  licensing  authority  schedules  a  hearing  for  a  medical  cannabis  center 
application  and/or  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  application,  it  shall  post 
and  publish  public  notice  thereof  not  less  than  ten  davs  prior  to  the  hearing.  The  local  licensing 
authority  shall  give  public  notice  bv  the  posting  of  a  sign  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  medical 
cannabis  center  premises  and/or  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility 
premises  for  which  application  has  been  made  and  bv  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  in  the  countv  in  which  the  medical  cannabis  center  premises  and/or  the  medical 
camiabis  cultivation  and  production  premises  are  located. 

2.  Public  notice  given  bv  posting  shall  include  a  sign  of  suitable  material,  not  less  than 
twenty-two  inches  wide  and  twenty-six  inches  high,  composed  of  letters  not  less  than  one  inch  in 
height  and  stating  the  type  of  license  applied  for,  the  date  of  the  hearing,  the  name  and  address  of 
the  applicant,  and  such  other  information  as  may  be  required  to  fullv  apprise  the  public  of  the 
nature  of  the  application.  The  sign  shall  contain  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers. 
directors,  or  manager  of  the  facility  to  be  licensed. 


3.  Public  notice  given  by  publication  shall  contain  the  same  information  as  that  required 
for  signs. 


4.  If  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  manufactured,  distributed, 
possessed,  or  sold  is  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  application,  a  sign  posted  as  required  in 
subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  placed  so  as  to  be  conspicuous  and  plainly  visible  to 
the  general  public.  If  the  building  is  not  constructed  at  the  time  of  the  application,  the  applicant 
shall  post  a  sign  at  the  premises  upon  which  the  building  is  to  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner 
that  the  notice  shall  be  conspicuous  and  plainly  visible  to  the  general  public. 

5.  (11  A  local  licensing  authority,  or  a  license  applicant  with  the  authorization  of  the  local 
licensing  authority,  may  request  that  the  state  licensing  authority  conduct  a  concurrent  review  of 
a  new  license  application  prior  to  the  local  licensing  authority’s  final  approval  of  the  license 
application.  Local  licensing  authorities  who  permit  concurrent  review  shall  continue  to 
independently  review  the  applicant's  license  application. 

('2')  When  conducting  a  concurrent  application  review,  the  state  licensing  authority  may 
advise  the  local  licensing  authority  of  any  items  it  finds  that  may  result  in  the  denial  of  the 
license  application.  Upon  correction  of  the  noted  discrepancies  if  the  correction  is  permitted  bv 
the  state  licensing  authority,  the  state  licensing  authority  shall  notify  the  local  licensing  authority 
of  its  conditional  approval  of  the  license  application  subject  to  the  final  approval  bv  the  local 
licensing  authority.  The  state  licensing  authority  shall  then  issue  the  applicant's  state  license 
upon  receiving  evidence  of  final  approval  bv  the  local  licensing  authority. 

(31  All  applications  submitted  for  concurrent  review  shall  be  accompanied  bv  all 
applicable  state  license  and  application  fees.  Any  applications  which  are  later  denied  or 
withdrawn  mav  allow  for  a  refund  of  license  fees  only.  All  application  fees  provided  bv  an 
applicant  shall  be  retained  bv  the  respective  licensing  authority. 
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195.915.  1.  Not  less  than  five  days  prior  to  the  date  of  the  public  hearing  authorized  in 
section  195.912.  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  make  known  its  findings,  based  on  its 
investigation,  in  writing  to  the  applicant  and  other  parties  of  interest.  The  local  licensing 
authority  has  authority  to  refuse  to  issue  a  license  provided  for  in  this  section  for  good  cause, 
subject  to  judicial  review. 

2.  Before  entering  a  decision  approving  or  denying  the  application  for  a  local  license,  the 
local  licensing  authority  may  consider,  except  where  sections  195.900  to  195.985  specifically 
provides  otherwise,  the  facts  and  evidence  adduced  as  a  result  of  its  investigation,  as  well  as  any 
other  facts  pertinent  to  the  type  of  license  for  which  application  has  been  made,  including  the 
number,  type,  and  availability  of  medical  cannabis  outlets  located  in  or  near  the  premises  under 
consideration,  and  any  other  pertinent  matters  affecting  the  qualifications  of  the  applicant  for  the 
conduct  of  the  type  of  business  proposed.  A  local  licensing  authority  may  only  issue  a  medical 
cannabis  center  license  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  upon 
payment  of  the  fee  and  compliance  with  all  local  licensing  authority. 

3.  Within  thirty  davs  after  the  public  hearing  or  completion  of  the  application 
investigation,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  issue  its  decision  approving  or  denying  an 
application  for  local  licensure.  The  decision  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  state  the  reasons  for  the 
decision.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  send  a  copy  of  the  decision  by  certified  mail  to  the 
applicant  at  the  address  shown  on  the  application. 

4.  After  approval  of  an  application,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  local 
license  until  the  building  in  which  the  business  to  be  conducted  is  ready  for  occupancy  with  such 
furniture,  fixtures,  and  equipment  in  place  as  are  necessary  to  comply  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  and  then  only  after  the  local  licensing  authority  has 
inspected  the  premises  to  determine  that  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  architect’s  drawing 
and  the  plot  plan  and  detailed  sketch  for  the  interior  of  the  buildings  submitted  with  the 
application. 

5.  After  approval  of  an  application  for  local  licensure,  the  local  licensing  authority 
shall  notify  the  state  licensing  authority  of  such  approval,  who  shall  investigate  and  either 
approve  or  disapprove  the  application  for  state  licensure. 

195.918,  1.  (11  The  division  mav  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  for  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  provided,  however,  that  number  may  not  be 
limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the  United  States.  Each  facility  in  operation 
shall  require  a  separate  license  but  multiple  licenses  mav  be  utilized  in  a  premises.  The  license 
shall  be  valid  for  one  year  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good 
cause.  No  more  than  three  medical  cannabis  and  production  facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to 
any  person  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management.  At  least  one 
medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  for  each  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  license. 
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(2)  The  division  mav  restrict  the  numbers  of  licenses  granted  for  medical  cannabis 
centers,  provided,  however,  that  number  mav  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every 
one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of 
the  United  States,  except  that,  an  applicant  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  mav  be 
approved  for  an  additional  two  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  in  accordance  with  subdivision 
(3)  of  this  subsection.  Such  additional  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  shall  not  be  counted 
toward  the  statewide  limit  for  medical  cannabis  centers.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  one  year 
from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause. 

(31  Licenses  shall  be  geographically  disbursed  by  the  division,  in  consultation  with  the 
department  of  health  and  senior  services,  based  on  the  demographics  of  the  state  and  patient 
demand  to  ensure  statewide  access  for  patients.  If  more  than  the  statewide  limit  for  medical 
cannabis  centers  are  necessary  to  provide  sufficient  patient  access,  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation 
and  production  facility  licensee  mav  be  approved  for  up  to  an  additional  two  medical  cannabis 
center  licenses,  subject  to  approval  by  the  local  licensing  authority  and  the  division. 

2.  Before  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  issues  a  state  license  to  an 
applicant,  the  applicant  shall  procure  and  file  with  the  division  evidence  of  a  good  and 
sufficient  bond  in  the  amount  of  five  thousand  dollars  with  corporate  surety  thereon  duly 
licensed  to  do  business  with  the  state,  approved  as  to  form  by  the  state  attorney  ueneral.  and 
conditioned  that  the  applicant  shall  report  and  pav  all  sales  and  use  taxes  due  to  the  state,  or 
for  which  the  state  is  the  collector  or  collecting  agent,  in  a  timely  manner,  as  provided  in 
law. 


3.  A  corporate  surety  shall  not  be  required  to  make  payments  to  the  state  claiming 
under  such  bond  until  a  final  determination  of  failure  to  pav  taxes  due  to  the  state  has  been 
made  bv  the  division  or  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

4.  All  bonds  required  under  this  section  shall  be  renewed  at  such  time  as  the 
bondholder’s  license  is  renewed.  The  renewal  mav  be  accomplished  through  a  continuation 
certificate  issued  bv  the  surety. 


195.921.  1.  Applications  for  a  state  license  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900 
to  195.985  shall  be  made  to  the  division  on  forms  prepared  and  furnished  bv  the  division 
and  shall  set  forth  such  information  as  the  division  mav  require  to  enable  the  division  to 
determine  whether  a  state  license  shall  be  granted.  The  information  shall  include  the  name  and 
address  of  the  applicant,  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers,  directors,  or  managers,  and  all 
other  information  deemed  necessary  bv  the  division.  Each  application  shall  be  verified  bv  the 
oath  or  affirmation  of  such  person  or  persons  as  the  division  mav  prescribe. 

2.  Within  one  hundred  eighty  davs  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  division  shall 
make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  center  facilities,  and  medical 
cannabis  testinu  facilities.  The  division  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification 
applications  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  davs  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
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Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  shall  be  approved  or  denied  bv  the  division  no  later 
than  one  hundred  twenty  days  after  their  submission. 


3.  The  division  shall  not  issue  a  state  license  under  this  section  until  the  local  licensing 
authority  has  approved  the  application  for  a  local  license  and  issued  a  local  license  as  provided 
for  in  sections  195.909  to  195.918. 


4.  Nothing  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  preempt  or  otherwise  impair  the  power  of 
a  local  government  to  enact  ordinances  or  resolutions  concerning  matters  authorized  to  local 
governments. 

195.924.  1.  The  division  shall  deny  a  state  license  if  the  premises  on  which  the  applicant 
proposes  to  conduct  its  business  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  If  the  division  denies  a  state  license  under  subsection  1  of  this  section,  the  applicant 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  hearing  before  the  administrative  hearing  commission.  The  division  shall 
provide  written  notice  of  the  grounds  for  denial  of  the  state  license  to  the  applicant  and  to  the 
local  licensing  authority  at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to  the  hearimz. 

195.927.  1.  A  license  provided  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  not  be  issued  to  or 
held  bv: 


01  A  person  until  the  annual  fee  has  been  paid: 

(2)  A  person  under  twenty-one  years  of  age: 

(3)  A  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  who  during  a  period  of  licensure 
or  who  at  the  time  of  application  has  failed  to: 

(a)  Provide  a  surety  bond,  proof  of  assets,  or  fde  any  tax  return  with  a  taxing  agency: 

(bt  Avoid  delinquency  in  the  payment  of  any  state  income  taxes,  personal  property  taxes, 
municipal  taxes,  or  real  property  taxes: 

fet  Pav  anv  judgments  due  to  a  government  agency: 

(d)  Stay  out  of  default  on  a  government-issued  student  loam 

(e)  Pav  child  support:  or 

ff)  Remedy  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  taxes  owed,  an  outstanding  delinquency  for 
judgments  owed  to  a  government  agency,  or  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  child  support. 

C41  A  person  who  has  discharged  a  sentence  in  the  ten  years  immediately  preceding  the 
application  date  for  a  conviction  of  a  felony  or  a  person  who  at  anv  time  has  been  convicted  of  a 
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felony  under  any  state  or  federal  law  regarding  the  possession,  distribution,  or  use  of  a  controlled 
substance: 


(51  A  person  who  employs  another  person  at  a  medical  cannabis  center,  a  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility,  or  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  who  has  not 
passed  a  criminal  background  check: 

(61  A  sheriff,  deputy  sheriff  police  officer,  or  prosecuting  officer,  or  any  officer  or 
employee  of  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority: 

(71  A  person  whose  authority  to  be  a  caregiver  as  defined  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985 
has  been  revoked  by  the  department:  or 

(81  A  person  who  holds  a  license  for  a  location  that  is  currently  licensed  as  a  retail  food 
establishment  or  wholesale  food  registrant. 

2.  The  provisions  of  section  324.010.1  shall  apply  to  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

3.  All  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensees  and  all  medical 
cannabis  center  licensees  shall  be  held  by  entities  that  are  sixty  percent  or  more  owned  by  natural 
persons  who  have  been  bona  fide  residents  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  three  years 
continuously  immediately  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  of  application  for  such  licenses. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensees 
and  medical  cannabis  center  licensees  mav  be  held  bv  entities  with  no  greater  than  a  forty 
percent  interest  owned  by  natural  persons  who  have  not  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for 
at  least  three  years  continuously  immediately  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  of  application  for  such 
licenses. 


4.  (11  In  investigating  the  qualifications  of  an  applicant  or  a  licensee,  the  division  shall 
have  access  to  criminal  background  check  information  furnished  bv  a  criminal  justice  agency 
subject  to  anv  restrictions  or  costs  imposed  bv  such  agency.  In  addition  to  considering  the 
applicant’s  criminal  background  check  information,  the  division  shall  also  consider  any 
information  provided  bv  the  applicant  regarding  such  criminal  background  check,  including,  but 
not  limited  to.  evidence  of  rehabilitation,  character  references,  and  educational  achievements, 
especially  those  items  pertaining  to  the  period  of  time  between  the  applicant’s  last  criminal 
conviction  and  the  consideration  of  the  application  for  a  state  license. 

(21  As  used  in  subdivision  (11  of  this  subsection,  “criminal  justice  agency”  means  anv 
federal,  state,  or  municipal  court  or  anv  governmental  agency  or  subunit  of  such  agency  that 
administers  criminal  justice  under  a  statute  or  executive  order  and  that  allocates  a  substantial  part 
of  its  annual  budget  to  the  administration  of  criminal  justice. 

(31  At  the  time  of  filing  an  application  for  issuance  or  renewal  of  a  state  medical  cannabis 
center  license,  a  medical  camiabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license,  or  a  medical 
cannabis  testing  facility  license,  an  applicant  shall  submit  a  set  of  his  or  her  fingerprints  and  file 
personal  history  information  concerning  the  applicant’s  qualifications  for  a  state  license  on  forms 
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prepared  bv  the  division.  The  division  shall  submit  the  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri  state  highway 
patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 
check.  The  Missouri  state  highway  patrol  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check. 
Fingerprints  shall  be  submitted  in  accordance  with  section  43.543.  and  fees  shall  be  paid  in 
accordance  with  section  43.530.  The  division  may  acquire  a  name-based  criminal  background 
check  for  an  applicant  or  a  license  holder  who  has  twice  submitted  to  a  fingerprint-based 
criminal  background  check  and  whose  fingerprints  are  unclassifiable.  The  division  shall  use  the 
information  resulting  from  the  fingerprint-based  criminal  history  record  check  to  investigate  and 
determine  whether  an  applicant  is  qualified  to  hold  a  state  license  under  sections  195.900  to 
1 95.985.  The  division  mav  verify  any  of  the  information  an  applicant  is  required  to  submit. 

195.930.  The  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  receive  or  act  upon  an 
application  for  the  issuance  of  a  state  or  local  license  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(11  If  the  application  for  a  state  or  local  license  concerns  a  particular  location  that  is  the 
same  as  or  within  one  thousand  feet  of  a  location  for  which,  within  the  two  years  immediately 
preceding  the  date  of  the  application,  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  denied  an 
application  for  the  same  class  of  license  due  to  the  nature  of  the  use  or  other  concern  related  to 
the  location: 


(2)  Until  it  is  established  that  the  applicant  is  or  shall  be  entitled  to  possession  of  the 
premises  for  which  application  is  made  under  a  lease,  rental  agreement,  or  other  arrangement  for 
possession  of  the  premises  or  bv  virtue  of  ownership  of  the  premises; 

(3)  For  a  location  in  an  area  where  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  and  sale  of  medical 
cannabis  as  contemplated  is  not  permitted  under  the  applicable  local  zoning  laws  of  the 
municipality  or  county:  or 

(4)  (a)  If  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold  is 
located  within  one  thousand  feet  of  the  real  property  comprising  a  public  or  private  elementary, 
vocational,  or  secondary  school  or  a  public  or  private  college,  junior  college,  or  university,  or  a 
playground,  or  housing  facility  owned  bv  a  public  housing  authority,  or  a  licensed  child  care 
facility,  or  within  100  feet  of  a  public  or  private  youth  center,  public  swimming  pool,  or  video 
arcade  facility.  The  provisions  of  this  subdivision  shall  not  affect  the  renewal  or  reissuance  of  a 
license  once  granted  nor  shall  the  provisions  of  this  subdivision  apply  to  a  license  in  effect  and 
actively  doing  business  before  such  school,  college,  university,  playground,  housing  facility, 
licensed  child  care  facility,  youth  center,  public  swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  was 
constructed. 


fb)  The  distances  referred  to  in  this  subdivision  are  to  be  computed  bv  direct 
measurement  from  the  nearest  property  line  of  the  land  used  for  a  school,  college- 
university.  playground,  housing  facility,  licensed  child  care  facility,  youth  center,  public 
swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  to  the  nearest  portion  of  the  building  in  which  medical 
cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold. 
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fc~)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  section  195.909.  the  local  licensing  authority 
shall  consider  the  evidence  and  make  a  specific  finding  of  fact  as  to  whether  the  building  in 
which  the  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold  is  located  within  the 
distance  restrictions  established  by  or  under  this  subdivision. 


195.933.  1.  A  state  or  local  license  granted  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900 
to  195.985  shall  not  be  transferable  except  as  provided  in  this  section,  but  this  section  shall 
not  prevent  a  change  oflocation  as  provided  in  subsection  13  of  section  195.936. 

2.  For  a  transfer  of  ownership,  a  license  holder  shall  apply  to  the  division  and  the 
local  licensing  authority  on  forms  prepared  and  furnished  by  the  division.  In  determining 
whether  to  permit  a  transfer  of  ownership,  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  shall 
consider  only  the  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  any  rules  promulgated  by  the 
division,  and  any  other  local  restrictions.  The  local  licensing  authority  may  hold  a  hearing 
on  the  application  for  transfer  of  ownership.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  hold  a 
hearing  under  this  subsection  until  the  local  licensing  authority  has  posted  a  notice  of 
hearing  in  the  manner  described  in  section  195.912  on  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center 
premises  and/or  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  for  a  period  of  ten 
days  and  has  provided  notice  of  the  hearing  to  the  applicant  at  least  ten  days  prior  to  the 
hearing.  Any  transfer  of  ownership  hearing  by  the  division  shall  be  held  in  compliance  with 
the  requirements  specified  in  section  195.912. 

195.936.  1.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  authorize  a  countv  or  municipality  to  enact 
reasonable  regulations  or  other  restrictions  applicable  to  licenses  of  medical  cannabis 
centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  based  on  local  zoning- 
health,  safety,  and  public  welfare  laws  for  the  distribution  of  medical  cannabis  that  are  more 
restrictive  than  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  not  operate  unless  licensed  by  the  local  licensing  authority  and  the  state 
licensing  authority  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  In  connection  with  a  license,  the 
applicant  shall  provide  a  complete  and  accurate  list  of  all  owners,  officers,  and  employees 
who  work  at.  manage,  own,  or  are  otherwise  associated  with  the  operation  and  shall  provide 
a  complete  and  accurate  application  as  required  by  the  division. 

3.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  notify  the  division  in  writing  within  ten  days  after  an  owner,  officer,  or 
employee  ceases  to  work  at,  manage,  own,  or  otherwise  be  associated  with  the  operation. 
The  owner,  officer,  or  employee  shall  surrender  his  or  her  identification  card  to  the  division 
on  or  before  the  date  of  the  notification. 


4.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  notify  the  division  in  writing  of  the  name,  address,  and  date  of  birth  of  an 
owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  before  the  new  owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee 
begins  working  at.  managing,  owning,  or  begins  an  association  with  the  operation.  The 
owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  shall  pass  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 
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check  as  required  by  the  division  and  obtain  the  required  identification  prior  to  being 
associated  with,  managing,  owning,  or  working  at  the  operation. 

5.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shah  not  acquire,  possess,  cultivate,  deliver,  transfer,  transport,  supply,  or  dispense 
cannabis  for  any  purpose  except  to  assist  patients  with  qualifying  medical  conditions  or  to 
test  the  product  at  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility,  or  as  otherwise  provided  in  section 

195.900  to  195.985. 


6.  All  owners  of  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  licensed  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  be  authorized  to  do  business  in  Missouri.  A  local 
licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  license  provided  for  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  until 
that  share  of  the  license  application  fee  due  to  the  state  has  been  received  bv  the  division. 

All  licenses  granted  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  valid  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  one  year  from  the  date  of  issuance  unless  revoked  or  suspended  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985  or  the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

7.  Before  granting  a  local  or  state  license,  the  respective  licensing  authority  may 
consider,  except  where  sections  195.900  to  195.985  specifically  provide  otherwise,  the 
requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  anv  rules  promulgated  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985.  and  all  other  reasonable  restrictions  that  are  or  mav  be  placed  upon  the 
licensee  bv  the  licensing  authority.  With  respect  to  a  second  or  additional  license  for  the 
same  licensee  or  the  same  owner  of  another  licensed  business  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985,  each  licensing  authority  shall  consider  the  effect  on  competition  of  granting  or 
denying  the  additional  licenses  to  such  licensee  and  shall  not  approve  an  application  for  a 
second  or  additional  license  that  has  the  effect  of  restraining  competition. 

8.  (1)  Each  license  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  is  separate  and  distinct. 
It  is  unlawful  for  a  person  to  exercise  any  of  the  privileges  granted  under  a  license  other  than 
the  license  that  the  person  holds  or  for  a  licensee  to  allow  any  other  person  to  exercise  the 
privileges  granted  under  the  licensee’s  license.  A  separate  license  shall  be  required  for  each 
specific  business  or  business  entity  and  each  geographical  location. 

(2)  At  all  times,  a  licensee  shall  possess  and  maintain  possession  of  the  premises  for 
which  the  license  is  issued  bv  ownership,  lease,  rental,  or  other  arrangement  for  possession  of  the 
premises. 

9.  (1 )  The  licenses  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  specify  the  date  of 
issuance,  the  period  of  licensure,  the  name  of  the  licensee,  and  the  premises  licensed.  The 
licensee  shall  conspicuously  display  the  license  at  all  times  on  the  licensed  premises. 

(2)  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  transfer  location  of  or  renew  a  license  to  sell 
medical  cannabis  until  the  applicant  for  the  license  produces  a  license  issued  and  granted  bv  the 
state  licensing  authority  covering  the  whole  period  for  which  a  license  or  license  renewal  is 
sought. 
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10.  In  computing  any  period  of  time  prescribed  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  the  day 
of  the  act,  event,  or  default  from  which  the  designated  period  of  time  begins  to  run  shall  not  be 
included.  Saturdays.  Sundays,  and  legal  holidays  shall  be  counted  as  anv  other  day. 

1 1.  A  licensee  shall  report  each  transfer  or  change  of  financial  interest  in  the  license  to 
the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  thirty  davs  prior  to  anv  transfer  or  change  under 
subsection  13  of  this  section.  A  report  shall  be  required  for  transfers  of  capital  stock  of  anv 
corporation,  regardless  of  size. 

12.  Each  licensee  shall  manage  the  licensed  premises  himself  or  herself  or  employ  a 
separate  and  distinct  manager  on  the  premises  and  shall  report  the  name  of  the  manager  to  the 
division  and  the  local  licensing  authority.  The  licensee  shall  report  anv  change  in  manager  to  the 
division  and  local  licensing  authority  thirty  davs  prior  to  such  change. 

13.  ( 1)  A  licensee  may  move  his  or  her  permanent  location  to  anv  other  place  in  the  same 
municipality  for  which  the  license  was  originally  granted,  or  in  the  same  county  if  the  license 
was  granted  for  a  place  outside  the  corporate  limits  of  a  municipality,  but  it  shall  be  unlawful  to 
cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  possess,  or  sell  medical  cannabis  at  anv  such  place  until 
permission  to  do  so  is  granted  bv  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  provided  for  in 
sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(21  In  permitting  a  change  of  location,  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  shall 
consider  all  reasonable  restrictions  that  are  or  mav  be  placed  upon  the  new  location  bv  the 
governing  body  or  local  licensing  authority  of  the  municipality  or  county:  anv  such  change  in 
location  shall  be  in  accordance  with  all  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  rules 
promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.939.  1.  (11  Ninety  davs  prior  to  the  expiration  date  of  an  existing  license,  the  division 
shall  notify  the  licensee  of  the  expiration  date  bv  first  class  mail  at  the  licensee’s  address  of 
record  with  the  division.  A  licensee  shall  apply  for  the  renewal  of  an  existing  license  to  the  local 
licensing  authority  not  less  than  forty-five  davs  and  to  the  division  not  less  than  thirty  davs  prior 
to  the  date  of  expiration.  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  accept  an  application  for  renewal  of 
a  license  after  the  date  of  expiration,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section.  The 
division  mav  extend  the  expiration  date  of  the  license  and  accept  a  late  application  for  renewal  of 
a  license;  provided  that,  the  applicant  has  fded  a  timely  renewal  application  with  the  local 
licensing  authority.  All  renewals  filed  with  the  local  licensing  authority  and  subsequently 
approved  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  next  be  processed  bv  the  division.  The  division  or 
the  local  licensing  authority,  in  its  discretion,  subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 
based  upon  reasonable  grounds,  mav  waive  the  fortv-five-dav  or  thirtv-dav  time  requirements  set 
forth  in  this  subsection.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  hold  a  hearing  on  the  application  for 
renewal  only  if  the  licensee  has  had  complaints  fded  against  it.  has  a  history  of  violations,  or 
there  are  allegations  against  the  licensee  that  constitute  good  cause. 

(21  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  hold  a  renewal  hearing  provided  for  bv  this 
subsection  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  until  it  has  posted  a  notice  of  hearing  on  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  premises 
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and  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  premises  in  the  manner  described  in 
section  195.912  for  a  period  of  ten  days  and  provided  notice  to  the  applicant  at  least  ten  davs 
prior  to  the  hearing.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  refuse  to  renew  anv  license  for  good 
cause,  subject  to  judicial  review. 

2.(11  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  this  section,  a  licensee  whose 
license  has  been  expired  for  not  more  than  ninety  davs  mav  file  a  late  renewal  application  upon 
the  payment  of  a  nonrefundable  late  application  fee  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  the  local  licensing 
authority.  A  licensee  who  files  a  late  renewal  application  and  pavs  the  requisite  fees  mav 
continue  to  operate  until  both  the  state  and  local  licensing  authorities  have  taken  final  action  to 
approve  or  deny  the  licensee’s  late  renewal  application. 

(21  The  state  and  local  licensing  authorities  shall  not  accept  a  late  renewal  application 
more  than  ninety  davs  after  the  expiration  of  a  licensee's  permanent  annual  license.  A  licensee 
whose  permanent  annual  license  has  been  expired  for  more  than  ninety  davs  shall  not  cultivate. 
manufacture,  distribute,  possess,  or  sell  anv  medical  cannabis  until  all  required  licenses  have 
been  obtained. 


195.942.  The  division  or  local  licensing  authority  mav.  in  its  discretion,  revoke  or  elect 
not  to  renew  anv  license  if  it  determines  that  the  licensed  premises  have  been  inactive  without 
good  cause  for  at  least  one  year. 

195.945.  1.  The  division,  bv  rule,  shall  require  a  complete  disclosure  of  all  persons 
having  a  direct  or  indirect  financial  interest  and  the  extent  of  such  interest  in  each  license  issued 
under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  A  person  shall  not  have  an  unreported  financial  interest  in  a  license  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  unless  such  person  has  undergone  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 
check  as  provided  for  bv  the  division  in  its  rules;  except  that,  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to 
banks,  savings  and  loan  associations,  or  industrial  banks  supervised  and  regulated  bv  an  agency 
of  the  state  or  federal  government,  or  to  FHA-approved  mortgagees,  or  to  stockholders,  directors. 
or  officers  thereof. 


3.  This  section  is  intended  to  prohibit  and  prevent  the  control  of  the  outlets  for  the  sale  of 
medical  cannabis  bv  a  person  or  party  other  than  the  persons  licensed  under  the  provisions  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.948.  1.  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution, 
testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis,  the  division  mav.  in  its  discretion  and  upon 
application  on  the  prescribed  form  made  to  it.  issue  and  grant  to  the  applicant  a  license  or 
registration  from  anv  of  the  following  classes,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  restrictions  provided 
bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 


(11  Medical  cannabis  center  license: 

(21  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license: 
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(3)  Medical  cannabis  testing  facility  license: 

(4)  Occupational  licenses  and  registrations  for  owners,  managers,  operators,  employees, 
contractors,  and  other  support  staff  employed  by.  working  in.  or  having  access  to  restricted  areas 
of  the  licensed  premises  as  determined  by  the  division.  The  division  mav  take  anv  action  with 
respect  to  a  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  it  mav  with  respect  to  a  license 
under  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985.  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  In  order  to  do  business  in  Missouri  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  a  medical 
cannabis  business  shall  hold  both  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  and  a  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  license  and  shall  be  operated  as  a  vertically  integrated 
business. 


3.  A  medical  cannabis  business  shall  use  a  cannabis  plant  monitoring  system  as  the 
primary  inventory  tracking  system  of  records. 

4.  A  state-chartered  bank  or  a  credit  union  mav  loan  money  to  anv  person  licensed  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  for  the  operation  of  a  licensed  business. 

5.  A  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  shall  be  licensed,  approved,  and  certified  bv  the 
division  in  order  to  test  medical  cannabis.  A  person  who  is  an  owner  of  a  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  or  a  medical  cannabis  center  facility  is  prohibited  from  having 
a  financial  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  An  owner  of  a  medical  cannabis  testimz 
facility  is  prohibited  from  having  a  financial  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  or  a  medical  cannabis  center  facility. 

1 95.95 1 .  1 .  A  medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  only  to  a  person  selling 
medical  cannabis  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2,  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of  this  section,  a  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  mav 
also  sell  medical  cannabis-infused  products  that  are  prepackaged  and  labeled  under  subsection  7 
of  this  section. 


3.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  every'  person  selling 
medical  cannabis  as  provided  for  in  this  section  shall  sell  medical  cannabis  grown  in  its  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

4.  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  shall  not  purchase  more  than  thirty  percent  of  its 
total  on-hand  inventory  of  medical  cannabis  flower  from  another  licensed  medical  cannabis 
center  licensee  in  Missouri.  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  shall  not  sell  more  than  thirty 
percent  of  its  total  on-hand  inventory  of  medical  cannabis  flower  to  another  Missouri  medical 
camiabis  licensee.  At  least  seventy  percent  of  the  medical  cannabis  flower  sold  at  a  medical 
cannabis  center  shall  be  grown  at  its  cultivation  and  production  facility. 
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5.  Prior  to  initiating  a  sale,  the  employee  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  making  the  sale 
shall  verify  that  the  purchaser  has  a  valid  registration  card  issued  under  section  195.981  and  a 
valid  picture  identification  card  that  matches  the  name  on  the  registration  card. 

6.  A  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  provide  an  amount  of  its  medical  cannabis 
established  by  rule  of  the  division  for  testing  to  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility. 

7.  All  medical  cannabis  sold  at  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  be  labeled  as 
follows: 


(1)  The  medical  cannabis  center  shall  place  a  legible,  firmly  affixed  label  on  medical 
cannabis,  excluding  medical  cannabis-infused  products,  on  which  the  wording  is  no  less  than 
one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on  each  package  of  medical  cannabis  that  it  prepares  for  dispensing 
and  which  contains  at  a  minimum  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  registered  qualifying  patient’s  name: 

(b~)  The  name  and  registration  number  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  that  produced  the 
cannabis,  together  with  the  medical  cannabis  center's  telephone  number  and  mailing  address,  and 
website  information,  if  anv: 


(cl  The  quantity  of  usable  medical  cannabis  contained  within  the  package: 

(d)  The  date  that  the  medical  cannabis  center  packaged  the  contents: 

tel  A  batch  number,  sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used,  to  identify  the 
batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing; 

fO  The  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  medical  cannabis  contained  within  the  package, 
including  tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC)  level;  and 

(g)  A  statement  that  the  product  has  been  tested  for  contaminants,  that  there  were  no 
adverse  findings,  and  the  date  of  testing,  and  the  following  statement,  including  capitalization: 
"This  product  has  not  been  analyzed  or  approved  by  the  FDA.  There  is  limited  information  on 
the  side  effects  of  using  this  product,  and  there  may  be  associated  health  risks.  Do  not  drive  or 
operate  machinery  when  under  the  influence  of  this  product.  KEEP  THIS  PRODUCT  AWAY 
FROM  CHILDREN.” 


(2)  The  medical  cannabis  center  shall  place  a  legible.  Firmly  affixed  label  on  medical 
cannabis-infused  products  on  which  the  wording  is  no  less  than  one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on 
each  medical  cannabis-infused  product  that  it  prepares  for  dispensing  and  which  contains  at  a 
minimum  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  registered  qualifying  patient’s  name: 
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(b)  The  name  and  registration  number  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  that  produced  the 
medical  cannabis-infused  product,  together  with  the  medical  cannabis  center’s  telephone  number 
and  mailing  address,  and  website  information,  if  anv: 


(c)  The  name  of  the  product: 

(d)  The  quantity  of  usable  cannabis  contained  within  the  product  as  measured  in  ounces; 

(el  A  list  of  ingredients,  including  the  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  cannabis  contained 
within  the  product,  including  the  tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC1  level: 

(f)  The  date  of  product  creation  and  the  recommended  ‘'use  by”  or  expiration  date: 

(g)  To  identify  the  batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing,  a  batch  number- 
sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used: 

(hi  Directions  for  use  of  the  product  if  relevant: 

(il  A  statement  that  the  product  has  been  tested  for  contaminants,  that  there  were  no 
adverse  findings,  and  the  date  of  testing; 

(il  A  warnirm  if  known  allergens  are  contained  in  the  product:  and 

(kl  The  following  statement,  including  capitalization:  “This  product  has  not  been 
analyzed  or  approved  by  the  FDA.  There  is  limited  information  on  the  side  effects  of  using  this 
product,  and  there  may  be  associated  health  risks.  Do  not  drive  or  operate  machinery  when  under 
the  influence  of  this  product.  KEEP  THIS  PRODUCT  AWAY  FROM  CHILDREN.” 

(31  Cannabis  shall  be  packaged  in  plain,  opaque,  tamperproof,  and  child-resistant 
containers  without  depictions  of  the  product,  cartoons,  or  images  other  than  the  medical  cannabis 
center's  loao. 

8.  A  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  comply  with  all  provisions  of  law  as  such 
provisions  relate  to  persons  with  disabilities. 

195.954,  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  shall  only  be 
issued  to  a  person  licensed  under  this  section  who  grows  and  cultivates  medical  cannabis  and 
who  manufactures  medical  cannabis  or  medical  cannabis-infused  products  under  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.957.  1.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  is  the  designated  state  agency 
for  regulating  and  controlling  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

2.  (1)  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  be  prepared  on  a  cultivation  and 
production  facility  licensed  premises  that  is  used  for  the  manufacture  and  preparation  of  medical 
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cannabis-infused  products  and  which  uses  equipment  that  is  used  for  the  manufacture  and 
preparation  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

(21  Only  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  permitted  to 
produce  medical  cannabis-infused  products.  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  mav  produce  medical  cannabis-infused  products  for  the  facility’s  medical  cannabis 
centers  and  may  sell  the  medical  cannabis-infused  products  it  produces  to  any  other  licensed 
medical  cannabis  centers  in  the  state. 


(3)  The  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  have  all  cannabis 
cultivated  bv  such  facility  tested  by  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  following: 


(al  Cannabis  shall  be  tested  for  the  cannabinoid  profile  and  for  contaminants  as  specified 
bv  the  department,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  mold,  mildew,  heavy  metals,  plant-growth 
regulators,  and  the  presence  of  nonorganic  pesticides.  The  department  mav  require  additional 
testing; 


(bl  The  facility  shall  maintain  the  results  of  all  testing  for  no  less  than  one  year; 

(cl  The  facility  shall  have  and  follow  a  policy  and  procedure  for  responding  to  results 
indicating  contamination,  which  shall  include  destruction  of  contaminated  product  and 
assessment  of  the  source  of  contamination.  Such  policy  shall  be  available  to  registered  qualifying 
patients  and  primary  caregivers; 

(dl  All  testing  shall  be  conducted  bv  an  independent  laboratory  that  is: 

a.  Accredited  to  International  Organization  for  Standardization  (ISO)  17025  by  a  third- 
party  accrediting  body  such  as  A2LA  or  ACLASS;  or 

b.  Certified,  registered,  or  accredited  bv  an  organization  approved  by  the  department. 

(el  The  facility  shall  arrange  for  testing  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  frequency 
required  bv  the  department: 

(f)  A  facility  shall  have  a  contractual  arrangement  with  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility 
for  the  purposes  of  testing  cannabis,  including  a  stipulation  that  those  individuals  responsible  for 
testing  at  the  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  be  licensed: 

(gl  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  prohibited  from  having  any 
financial  or  other  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  providing  testing  services  for  any 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility: 

(hi  No  individual  employee  of  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  providing  testing 
services  for  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  shall  receive  direct  financial 
compensation  from  any  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility: 
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(il  All  transportation  of  cannabis  to  and  from  laboratories  providing  cannabis  testing 
services  shall  comply  with  rules  promulgated  under  any  rulemaking  authority  granted  in  sections 


195.900  to  195.985: 


(1)  All  storage  of  cannabis  at  a  laboratory  providing  cannabis  testing  services  shall 
comply  with  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection;  and 

(k)  All  excess  cannabis  shall  be  returned  to  the  source  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  and  be  disposed  of  under  paragraph  (el  of  subdivision  (6)  of  this  subsection. 

(41(al  All  cannabis  in  the  process  of  cultivation,  production,  preparation,  transport,  or 
analysis  shall  be  housed  and  stored  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  diversion,  theft,  or  loss. 

(bl  Such  items  shall  be  accessible  only  to  the  minimum  number  of  specifically  authorized 
dispensary  agents  essential  for  efficient  operation. 

(cl  Such  items  shall  be  returned  to  a  secure  location  immediately  alter  completion  of  the 
process  or  at  the  end  of  the  scheduled  business  dav. 

(dl  If  a  manufacturing  process  cannot  be  completed  at  the  end  of  a  working  dav.  the 
processing  area  or  tanks,  vessels,  bins,  or  bulk  containers  containing  cannabis  shall  be  securely 
locked  inside  an  area  or  building  that  affords  adequate  security. 

(5)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  process  cannabis  in  a  safe 
and  sanitary  manner.  A  facility  shall  process  the  leaves  and  flowers  of  the  female  cannabis  plant 
only,  which  shall  be: 

(a)  Well  cured  and  free  of  seeds  and  stems: 

(bl  Free  of  dirt,  sand,  debris,  and  other  foreign  matter: 

(cl  Free  of  contamination  by  mold,  rot,  other  fungus,  and  bacterial  diseases; 


(d)  Prepared  and  handled  on  food-grade  stainless  steel  tables;  and 
(el  Packaged  in  a  secure  area. 


(61  All  facilities,  including  those  that  develop  or  process  nonedible  medical  cannabis- 
infused  products,  shall  comply  with  the  following  sanitary  requirements: 

(al  Any  dispensary  agent  whose  job  includes  contact  with  cannabis  or  nonedible  medical 
cannabis-infused  products,  including  cultivation,  production,  or  packaging,  is  subject  to  the 
requirements  for  food  handlers  under  state  law  and  in  accordance  with  rules  of  the  department  of 
health  and  senior  services: 
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(bl  Anv  dispensary  agent  working  in  direct  contact  with  preparation  of  cannabis  or 
nonedible  medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  conform  to  sanitary  practices  while  on  duty, 
including: 

a.  Maintaining  adequate  personal  cleanliness:  and 

b.  Washing  hands  thoroughly  in  an  adequate  hand-washing  area  before  starting  work,  and 
at  anv  other  time  when  hands  may  have  become  soiled  or  contaminated. 

(cl  Hand-washing  facilities  shall  be  adequate  and  convenient  and  shall  be  furnished  with 
running  water  at  a  suitable  temperature.  Hand-washing  facilities  shall  be  located  in  the  facility  in 
production  areas  and  where  good  sanitary  practices  require  employees  to  wash  and  sanitize  their 
hands,  and  shall  provide  effective  hand  cleaning  and  sanitizing  preparations  and  sanitary  towel 
service  or  suitable  drying  devices: 


(d)  There  shall  be  sufficient  space  for  placement  of  equipment  and  storage  of  materials  as 
is  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  sanitary  operations: 

(el  Litter  and  waste  shall  be  properly  removed,  disposed  of  so  as  to  minimize  the 
development  of  odor,  and  shall  minimize  the  potential  for  the  waste  attracting  and  harboring 
pests.  The  operating  systems  for  waste  disposal  shall  be  maintained  in  an  adequate  manner: 

(f)  Floors,  walls,  and  ceilings  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  that  they  may  be 
adequately  kept  clean  and  in  good  repair: 

(g)  There  shall  be  adequate  safety  lighting  in  all  processing  and  storage  areas,  as  well  as 
areas  where  equipment  or  utensils  are  cleaned: 

(h)  Buildings,  fixtures,  and  other  physical  facilities  shall  be  maintained  in  a  sanitary- 
condition: 


(i)  All  contact  surfaces,  including  utensils  and  equipment,  shall  be  maintained  in  a  clean 
and  sanitary  condition.  Such  surfaces  shall  be  cleaned  and  sanitized  as  frequently  as  necessary  to 
protect  against  contamination,  using  a  sanitizing  agent  registered  bv  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPAE  in  accordance  with  labeled  instructions.  Equipment 
and  utensils  shall  be  so  designed  and  of  such  material  and  workmanship  as  to  be  adequately 
cleanable; 


(il  All  toxic  items  shall  be  identified,  held,  and  stored  in  a  manner  that  protects  against 
contamination  of  cannabis  and  medical  cannabis-infused  products: 

(10  A  facility’s  water  supply  shall  be  sufficient  for  necessary  operations.  Anv  private 
water  source  shall  be  capable  of  providing  a  safe,  potable,  and  adequate  supply  of  water  to  meet 
the  facility’s  needs: 


JHF-2879 16-1 


25 


18-271 


(1)  Plumbing  shall  be  of  adequate  size  and  design,  and  adequately  installed  and 
maintained  to  carry  sufficient  quantities  of  water  to  required  locations  throughout  the  facility. 
Plumbing  shall  nronerlv  convey  sewage  and  liquid  disposable  waste  from  the  facility.  There  shall 
be  no  cross-connections  between  the  potable  and  waste  water  lines; 

(ml  A  facility  shall  provide  its  employees  with  adequate,  readily  accessible  toilet 
facilities  that  are  maintained  in  a  sanitary  condition  and  in  good  repair: 

(nl  Products  that  may  support  the  rapid  growth  of  undesirable  microorganisms  shall  be 
held  in  a  manner  that  prevents  the  growth  of  such  microorganisms:  and 

(o')  Storage  and  transportation  of  finished  products  shall  be  under  conditions  that  shall 
protect  them  against  physical,  chemical,  and  microbial  contamination  as  well  as  against 
deterioration  of  them  or  their  container. 


3.  (1)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  provide  adequate 
lighting,  ventilation,  temperature,  humidity,  space,  and  equipment. 

(21  A  facility  shall  have  separate  areas  for  storage  of  cannabis  that  is  outdated,  damaged, 
deteriorated,  mislabeled,  or  contaminated,  or  whose  containers  or  packaging  have  been  opened 
or  breached,  until  such  products  are  destroyed. 

(31  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  a  clean  and  orderly  condition. 

(41  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  free  from  infestation  by  insects,  rodents,  birds,  and 
pests  of  any  kind. 

(51  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  the  security 
requirements  promulgated  under  the  authority  granted  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

1 95.960.  1.  Until  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility’s  cultivation  or 
production  process  has  been  validated,  such  facility  shall  not  wholesale,  transfer,  or  process  into 
a  medical  cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  any  medical  cannabis,  medical 
cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  unless  samples  from  the  harvest  batch  or 
production  batch  from  which  such  medical  cannabis,  medical  cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical 
cannabis  product  was  derived  were  tested  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  for  contaminants 
and  passed  all  contaminant  tests  required  by  subsection  3  of  this  section. 

2.  (11  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility’s  cultivation  process  shall 
be  deemed  valid  if  every  harvest  batch  that  it  produced  during  a  twelve-week  period  passed  all 
contaminant  tests  required  bv  subsection  3  of  this  section,  including  at  least  twelve  test  batches 
that  were  submitted  at  least  six  davs  apart  and  contained  samples  from  entirely  different  harvest 
batches. 


(21  A  facility’s  production  process  shall  be  deemed  valid  if  every  production  batch 
that  it  produced  during  a  four-week  period  passed  all  contaminant  tests  required  bv 
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subsection  3  of  this  section,  including  at  least  four  test  batches  that  were  submitted  at  least 
six  days  apart  which  contained  samples  from  entirely  different  production  batches. 

3.  (11  Each  harvest  batch  of  medical  cannabis  and  production  batch  of  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  and  medical  cannabis  product  shall  be  tested  for  microbial 
contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  The  microbial  contamination  test  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  testing  to  determine  the  presence  of  and  amounts  present  of 
salmonella  sp-  escherichia  coli,  and  other  bile-tolerant  bacteria.  Each  harvest  batch  of 
medical  cannabis  and  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  and  medical 
cannabis  product  shall  be  tested  for  mold  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility.  The  mold  contamination  test  shall  include,  but  shall  be  limited  to.  testing  to 
determine  presence  and  the  level  of  aspergillus  sp..  mucor  sp..  penicillium  sp..  and 
thermophilic  actinomvcetes  sp. 

(2)  Each  harvest  batch  of  medical  cannabis  produced  bv  a  facility  shall  be  tested  for 
filth  and  other  visible  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  The  filth 
contamination  test  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to.  the  detection,  separation, 
quantification,  identification,  and  interpretation  of  extraneous  materials,  including  insects, 
rodent  droppings,  visible  adulterants,  and  other  contaminants,  in  medical  cannabis  flowers 
and  trim. 


(31  Each  production  batch  of  solvent-based  medical  cannabis  concentrate  produced 
bv  a  facility  shall  be  tested  for  residual  solvent  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility.  The  residual  solvent  contamination  test  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  testing 
to  determine  the  presence  of.  and  amounts  present  of.  butane,  propane,  ethanol,  isopropanol, 
acetone,  and  heptane. 

4.  (1 1  The  division  may  require  additional  tests  to  be  conducted  on  a  harvest  batch  or 
production  batch  prior  to  a  facility  wholesaling,  transferring,  or  processing  into  a  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  any  medical  cannabis,  medical  cannabis 
concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  from  such  harvest  batch  or  production  batch. 
Additional  tests  may  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  screening  for  pesticides,  harmful 
chemicals,  adulterants,  or  other  types  of  microbials,  molds,  filth,  or  residual  solvents. 

(21  (al  A  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  shall  be  considered 
exempt  from  subdivision  (11  of  this  subsection  if  the  facility  that  produced  it  does  not 
wholesale  or  transfer  any  portion  of  the  production  batch  and  it  uses  the  entire  production 
batch  to  manufacture  medical  cannabis  product:  except  that,  a  solvent-based  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  produced  using  butane,  propane,  ethanol,  isopropanol,  acetone,  heptane 
shall  still  be  submitted  for  a  residual  solvent  contaminant  test. 


(bl  A  facility  shall  not  be  required  to  have  residual  solvent  testing  conducted  on  the 
product  batch  of  a  solvent-based  medical  cannabis  concentrate  if  only  CQ2  was  used  during  the 
production  of  the  medical  cannabis  concentrate. 
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5.  (1)  (a)  If  a  facility  makes  a  material  change  to  its  cultivation  or  production  process, 
such  facility  shall  have  the  first  five  harvest  batches  or  production  batches  produced  using  the 
new  standard  operating  procedures  tested  for  all  of  the  contaminants  required  bv  subsection  3  of 
this  section  regardless  of  whether  its  process  has  been  previously  validated.  If  anv  such  tests  fail, 
such  facility’s  process  shall  be  revalidated. 

fb)  It  shall  be  considered  a  material  change  if  a  facility  begins  using  a  new  or  different 
pesticide  during  its  cultivation  process,  and  the  first  five  harvest  batches  produced  using  the  new 
or  different  pesticide  shall  also  be  tested  for  pesticide. 

(c)  It  shall  be  considered  a  material  change  if  a  facility  begins  using  a  new  or  different 
solvent  or  combination  of  solvents. 


Id)  A  facility  that  makes  a  material  change  shall  notify  the  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility  that  conducts  contaminant  testing  on  the  first  five  harvest  batches  or  production  batches 
produced  using  the  new  standard  operating  procedures. 

(e~)  When  a  harvest  batch  or  production  batch  is  required  to  be  submitted  for  testing  under 
this  subsection,  the  facility  that  produced  it  shall  not  wholesale,  transfer,  or  process  into  a 
medical  cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  anv  of  the  medical  cannabis,  medical 
cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  from  such  harvest  batch  or  production  batch. 

(2)  If  six  of  the  ten  most  recently  tested  test  batches  produced  bv  a  facility  fail 
contaminant  testing,  the  facility  shall  be  required  to  revalidate  its  process. 

6.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  state  law,  sales  of  medical  cannabis-infused 
products  shall  not  be  exempt  from  state  or  local  sales  tax. 

195.961.1.  A  tax  is  hereby  levied  and  imposed  upon  the  retail  sale  of  cannabis  for 
medical  use  sold  at  medical  cannabis  centers  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  equivalent  to  two 
percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  purpose  and  intent  of  the  tax  is  to  impose  a  tax  upon  the  privilege 
of  engaging  in  the  business,  in  this  state,  of  selling  medical  cannabis.  The  primary  tax  burden  is 
placed  on  making  taxable  sales  of  medical  cannabis.  All  sellers  of  medical  camiabis  shall  be 
required  to  report  to  the  director  of  revenue,  on  such  forms  and  in  such  manner  as  the  director  of 
revenue  shall  prescribe.  Their  ’‘gross  receipts  from  the  sale  of  medical  cannabis.*'  defined  to 
mean  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  sales  price  of  all  sales  at  retail  of  medical  camiabis.  and  remit 
to  the  director  of  revenue  two  percent  of  their  gross  receipts  from  the  sales  of  medical  cannabis. 

2.  After  retaining  no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  one-half 
percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the 
department  of  revenue  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund,  one-half  percent  ol  the 
amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this  section  will  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of 
revenue  into  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund,  one-half  percent  of  the  amount  generated  by  the 
tax  imposed  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of  revenue  into  the  Missouri 
Drug  Treatment  Fund,  and  one-half  percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this 
section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of  revenue  into  the  Early  Childhood  Development. 
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Education  and  Care  Fund  created  bv  section  161 . 125.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 
the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the  returned 
item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(1)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund."  which  shall  consist  of  certain  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments 
shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining 
in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The 
commissioner  of  administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for 
purposes  of  meeting  the  cash  requirements  of  the  department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual 
application,  licensing,  and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law. 
The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action 
as  follows: 


(al  First,  to  the  department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 
agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 
fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b~)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans 
Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including  the  following  purposes: 
operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the  Missouri  Veteran’s  Homes,  the 
Missouri  Service  Officer's  Program,  and  other  services  for  veterans  approved  bv  the 
Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug 
rehabilitation  services,  housing  assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance 
to  prevent  homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other  public 
agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

(c)  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 
dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  ‘'Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund'’,  which 
shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  be  custodian 
of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are 
invested.  Anv  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 
Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a 
biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of 
Administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting 
the  cash  requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application,  licensing, 
and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law.  The  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action  as  follows: 
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(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 
agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 
fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  police  departments. 
fire  protection  districts,  and  fire  departments  in  the  State  of  Missouri  that  have  medical  cannabis 
centers  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  within  their  geographic 
boundaries. 


(cl  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 
dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 


(31  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund.” 
which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  be 
custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other 
funds  are  invested.  Anv  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the 
fund.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end 
of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of 
Administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting 
the  cash  requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application,  licensing, 
and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law.  The  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 
agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 
fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  Missouri  Drug 
Treatment  Centers  that  are  funded  bv  the  State  of  Missouri. 


(cl  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 
dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 


(4)  The  department  of  revenue  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish,  revise,  and  amend 
rules  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  tax  imposed  bv  this  section  and  to  issue  all  forms. 
instructions  and  other  documents  necessary  for  the  collection  of  the  tax. 

3.  The  provisions  of  sections  144.010  through  144.527  shall  apply  to  the  administration 
of  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section. 

195.963.  1.  (1)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Medical  Cannabis 
License  Cash  Fund.”  which  shall  consist  of  all  moneys  collected  bv  the  division  under  sections 
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195.900  to  195.985.  The  state  treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund.  In  accordance  with 
sections  30.1 70  and  30.1 80.  the  state  treasurer  mav  approve  disbursements.  The  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and,  upon  appropriation,  moneys  in  the  fund  shall  be  used  solely  for  the 
administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(21  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  any  moneys 
remainimz  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  the  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general 
revenue  fund. 


(3)  The  state  treasurer  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds 
are  invested.  Any  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 

(4)  There  is  hereby  created  the  “Medical  Cannabis  Program  Account”  as  an  account 
within  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund.  The  account  shall  consist  of  all  moneys  collected 
by  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  under  section  195.981.  The  account  shall  be  a 
dedicated  account  and,  upon  appropriation,  moneys  in  the  account  shall  be  used  solely  for  the 
administration  of  section  195.981. 


2.  (1)  The  division  shall  require  ail  applicants  for  initial  state  licenses  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  to  submit  a  nonrefundable  application  fee  of  twelve  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license,  and  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  a 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  The  division  shall  require  all 
applicants  for  initial  state  licenses  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  submit  an  annual  license 
fee  of  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license,  and  twelve 
thousand  five  thousand  dollars  for  a  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  All  applications 
submitted  shall  be  accompanied  by  all  applicable  state  license  and  application  fees.  Anv 
applications  which  are  later  denied  or  withdrawn  mav  allow  for  a  refund  of  license  fees  only.  All 
application  fees  provided  by  an  applicant  shall  be  retained  bv  the  division. 

(2)  The  division  shall  establish  all  other  fees  for  processing  the  following  types  of 
applications,  licenses,  notices,  or  reports  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  state  licensing  authority: 

(a)  Applications  to  change  location  under  subsection  13  of  section  195.936  and  rules 
promulgated  thereunder; 

(b)  Applications  for  transfer  of  ownership  under  section  195.933  and  rules  promulgated 
thereunder; 


(c)  License  renewal  fees,  application  fees  for  renewals,  and  expired  license  renewal 
applications  under  section  195.939;  and 

(d)  Licenses  as  listed  in  section  195.948. 

(3)  The  amounts  of  the  fees  under  subdivisions  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  when  added 
to  the  other  fees  transferred  to  the  fund  under  this  section,  shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and 


JEF-2879 16-1 


31 


18-271 


indirect  costs  of  the  division  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985. 

(41  The  division  may  charge  applicants  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  a  fee 
for  the  cost  of  each  fingerprint  analysis  and  background  investigation  undertaken  to  qualify  new 
officers,  directors,  managers,  or  employees. 

(51  At  least  annually,  the  division  shall  review  the  amounts  of  the  fees  and,  if  necessary, 
adjust  the  amounts  to  reflect  the  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  division. 

3.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  the  division  shall  establish  a  basic 
fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  sendee  of  any  subpoena  upon  the  division,  plus  a  fee  for 
meals  and  a  fee  for  mileage  at  the  rate  prescribed  for  state  officers  and  employees,  for  each  mile 
actually  and  necessarily  traveled  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the  place  named  in  the  subpoena, 
If  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena  is  required  to  attend  the  place  named  in  the  subpoena  for 
more  than  one  day,  there  shall  be  paid,  in  advance,  a  sum  to  be  established  bv  the  division 
for  each  day  of  attendance  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena. 

4.  The  subpoena  fee  established  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  anv  federal,  state,  or  local  governmental  agency. 

195.966.  1.  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  all  fees  and  fines  provided  for  bv  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  paid  to  the  division,  which  shall  transmit  the  fees  to  the  state 
treasurer.  The  state  treasurer  shall  credit  the  fees  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund 
created  in  section  195.963. 


2.  The  expenditures  of  the  division  shall  be  paid  out  of  appropriations  from  the 
medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in  section  195.963. 


195.969.  1.  Each  application  for  a  local  license  provided  for  in  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  filed  with  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  be  accompanied  bv  an  application  fee  and 
a  license  fee  in  an  amount  determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  not  to  exceed  ten 
percent  of  the  state  application  fee  and  license  fee. 

2.  License  fees  as  determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  be  paid  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  municipality  or  county  where  the  licensed  premises  is  located  in  advance  of 
the  approval,  denial,  or  renewal  of  the  license. 

195.972.  1,  In  addition  to  anv  other  sanctions  prescribed  bv  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  or  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  the  division  or  a  local 
licensing  authority  has  the  power,  on  its  own  motion  or  on  complaint,  after  investigation  and 
opportunity  for  a  public  hearing  at  which  the  licensee  shall  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard,  to  suspend  or  revoke  a  license  issued  by  the  respective  authority  for  a  violation  bv  the 
licensee  or  bv  anv  of  the  agents  or  employees  of  the  licensee  of  the  provisions  of  sections 
195.900  to  195.985.  or  anv  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  or 
of  anv  of  the  terms,  conditions,  or  provisions  of  the  license  issued  bv  the  division  or  local 
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licensing  authority.  The  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  has  the  power  to  administer 
oaths  and  issue  subpoenas  to  require  the  presence  of  persons  and  the  production  of  papers. 
books,  and  records  necessary  to  the  determination  of  a  hearing  that  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority  is  authorized  to  conduct. 


2.  The  division  or  local  licensing  authority  shall  provide  notice  of  suspension, 
revocation,  fine,  or  other  sanction,  as  well  as  the  required  notice  of  the  hearing  under 
subsection  1  of  this  section  by  mailing  the  same  in  writing  to  the  licensee  at  the  address 
contained  in  the  license.  Except  in  the  case  of  a  summary  suspension  under  section 

195.984.  a  suspension  shall  not  be  for  a  longer  period  than  six  months.  If  a  license  is 
suspended  or  revoked,  a  part  of  the  fees  paid  therefore  shall  not  be  returned  to  the  licensee. 
Any  license  or  permit  mav  be  summarily  suspended  by  the  issuing  licensing  authority  without 
notice,  pending  any  prosecution,  investigation,  or  public  hearing  under  the  terms  of  section 

195.984.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  the  summary'  suspension  of  a  license  under  section 

195.984, 

3.  (11  Whenever  a  decision  of  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  suspending  a 
license  for  fourteen  davs  or  less  becomes  final,  the  licensee  may,  before  the  operative  date  of  the 
suspension,  petition  for  permission  to  pay  a  fine  in  lieu  of  having  the  license  suspended  for  all  or 
part  of  the  suspension  period.  Upon  the  receipt  of  the  petition,  the  division  or  local  licensing 
authority  may,  in  its  sole  discretion,  stay  the  proposed  suspension  and  cause  any  investigation  to 
be  made  which  it  deems  desirable  and  may,  in  its  sole  discretion,  grant  the  petition  if  the  division 
or  local  licensing  authority  is  satisfied  that: 

(al  The  public  welfare  and  morals  shall  not  be  impaired  by  permitting  the  licensee  to 
operate  during  the  period  set  for  suspension  and  that  the  payment  of  the  fine  shall  achieve  the 
desired  disciplinary  purposes: 

(b)  The  books  and  records  of  the  licensee  are  kept  in  such  a  manner  that  the  loss  of  sales 
that  the  licensee  would  have  suffered  had  the  suspension  gone  into  effect  may  be  determined 
with  reasonable  accuracy;  and 

(c)  The  licensee  has  not  had  his  or  her  license  suspended  or  revoked,  nor  had  any 
suspension  staved  bv  payment  of  a  fine,  during  the  two  years  immediately  preceding  the  date  of 
the  motion  or  complaint  that  resulted  in  a  final  decision  to  suspend  the  license  or  permit. 

(2)  The  fine  accepted  shall  be  not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars. 


(3)  Payment  of  a  fine  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  in  the  form  of  cash 
or  in  the  form  of  a  certified  check  or  cashier's  check  made  payable  to  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority,  whichever  is  appropriate. 

4.  Upon  payment  of  the  fine  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority  shall  enter  its  further  order  permanently  staving  the  imposition  of  the 
suspension.  If  the  fine  is  paid  to  a  local  licensing  authority,  the  governing  body  of  the  authority 
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shall  cause  the  moneys  to  be  paid  into  the  general  fund  of  the  local  licensing  authority.  Fines 
paid  to  the  division  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  state  treasurer 
who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in  section  195.963. 


5.  In  connection  with  a  petition  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  the  authority  of  the 
division  or  local  licensing  authority  is  limited  to  the  granting  of  such  stays  as  are  necessary  for 
the  authority  to  complete  its  investigation  and  make  its  findings  and,  if  the  authority  makes  such 
findings,  to  the  granting  of  an  order  permanently  staving  the  imposition  of  the  entire  suspension 
or  that  portion  of  the  suspension  not  otherwise  conditionally  staved. 

6.  If  the  division  or  local  licensing  authority  does  not  make  the  findings  required  in 
subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  3  of  this  section  and  does  not  order  the  suspension  permanently 
staved,  the  suspension  shall  go  into  effect  on  the  operative  date  finally  set  bv  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority. 


7.  Each  local  licensing  authority  shall  report  all  actions  taken  to  impose  fines, 
suspensions,  and  revocations  to  the  division  in  a  manner  required  bv  the  division.  No  later  than 
January  fifteenth  of  each  year,  the  division  shall  compile  a  report  of  the  preceding  year’s  actions 
in  which  fines,  suspensions,  or  revocations  were  imposed  bv  local  licensing  authorities  and  by 
the  division.  The  division  shall  file  one  copy  of  the  report  with  the  chief  clerk  of  the  house  of 
representatives,  one  copy  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate,  and  six  copies  in  the  legislative  library. 

1 95.975.  1 .  Each  licensee  shall  keep  a  complete  set  of  all  records  necessary  to  show  fully 
the  business  transactions  of  the  licensee,  all  of  which  shall  be  open  at  all  times  during  business 
hours  for  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  division  or  its  duly  authorized  representatives. 
The  division  may  require  any  licensee  to  furnish  such  information  as  it  considers  necessary  for 
the  proper  administration  of  this  section  and  may  require  an  audit  to  be  made  of  the  books  of 
account  and  records  on  such  occasions  as  it  mav  consider  necessary  bv  an  auditor  to  be  selected 
by  the  division  who  shall  likewise  have  access  to  all  books  and  records  of  the  licensee,  and  the 
expense  thereof  shall  be  paid  bv  the  licensee. 

2,  The  licensed  premises,  including  anv  places  of  storage  where  medical  cannabis  is 
grown,  stored,  cultivated,  sold,  or  dispensed,  shall  be  subject  to  inspection  by  the  division  or 
local  licensing  authorities  and  their  investigators,  during  all  business  hours  and  other  times  of 
apparent  activity,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  or  investigation.  For  examination  of  any 
inventory  or  books  and  records  required  to  be  kept  by  the  licensees,  access  shall  be  required 
during  business  hours.  Where  anv  part  of  the  licensed  premises  consists  of  a  locked  area,  upon 
demand  to  the  licensee,  such  area  shall  be  made  available  for  inspection  without  delay,  and,  upon 
request  bv  authorized  representatives  of  the  division  or  local  licensing  authority,  the  licensee 
shall  open  the  area  for  inspection. 

3.  Each  licensee  shall  retain  all  books  and  records  necessary  to  show  fully  the 
business  transactions  of  the  licensee  for  a  period  of  the  current  tax  year  and  the  three 
immediately  prior  tax  years. 
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195.978.  1.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  it  is 
unlawful  for  a  person: 

(11  To  consume  medical  cannabis  in  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center,  and  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  a  medical  cannabis  licensee  to  allow  medical  cannabis  to  be  consumed  upon 
its  licensed  premises; 

(21  With  knowledge,  to  permit  or  fail  to  prevent  the  use  of  such  person's  registry 
identification  by  any  other  person  for  the  unlawful  purchasing  of  medical  cannabis:  or 

(31  To  buy,  sell,  transfer,  give  a  wav,  or  acquire  medical  cannabis,  except  as  allowed 
under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  It  is  unlawful  for  a  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

( 1 )  To  be  within  a  limited-access  area  unless  the  person’s  license  badge  is  displayed 
as  required  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985; 

(21  To  fail  to  designate  areas  of  ingress  and  egress  for  limited-access  areas  and  post 
signs  in  conspicuous  locations  as  required  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(31  To  fail  to  report  a  transfer  required  bv  section  195.933;  or 

(41  To  fail  to  report  the  name  of  or  a  change  in  managers  as  required  bv  section 
195.936. 

3.  It  is  unlawful  for  anv  person  licensed  to  sell  medical  cannabis  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985: 


(11  To  sell  more  than  two  and  one-half  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in 
cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  sales  transaction  to  a  qualifying  patient; 

(21  To  display  anv  signs  that  arc  inconsistent  with  local  laws  or  regulations: 

(31  To  use  advertising  material  that  is  misleading,  deceptive,  or  false,  or  that  is 
designed  to  appeal  to  minors: 

(41(al  To  sell  medical  cannabis  to  a  person  not  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  or  to  a  person  not  able  to  produce  a  valid  patient  registry  identification  card. 
Notwithstanding  any  provision  in  this  paragraph  to  the  contrary,  a  person  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age  shall  not  be  employed  to  sell  or  dispense  medical  cannabis  at  a  medical 
cannabis  center  or  grow  or  cultivate  medical  cannabis  at  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility; 

(bl  If  a  licensee  or  a  licensee's  employee  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a 
person  is  exhibiting  a  fraudulent  patient  registry  identification  card  in  an  attempt  to  obtain 
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medical  cannabis,  the  licensee  or  employee  shall  be  authorized  to  confiscate  the  fraudulent 
patient  registry  identification  card,  if  possible,  and  shall,  within  seventv-two  hours  after  the 
confiscation,  turn  it  over  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  or  local  law 
enforcement  agency.  The  failure  to  confiscate  the  fraudulent  patient  registry  identification 
card  or  to  turn  it  over  to  the  department  or  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  agency  within 
seventy-two  hours  after  the  confiscation  shall  not  constitute  a  criminal  offense: 


(5)  To  offer  for  sale  or  solicit  an  order  for  medical  cannabis  in  person  except  within  the 
licensed  premises; 

(6)  To  have  in  possession  or  upon  the  licensed  premises  any  medical  cannabis,  the  sale  of 
which  is  not  permitted  by  the  license; 

(7)  To  buy  medical  cannabis  from  a  person  not  licensed  to  sell  as  provided  by  sections 
195.900  to  195.985; 

(8)  To  sell  medical  cannabis  except  in  the  permanent  location  specifically  designated  in 
the  license  for  sale: 


(9)  To  require  a  medical  camiabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  to  make  delivery  to  any  premises  other  than  the  specific  licensed  premises  where  the 
medical  cannabis  is  to  be  sold,  except  as  otherwise  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985; 
or 


(10)  To  sell,  serve,  or  distribute  medical  cannabis  at  any  time  other  than  between  the 
hours  of  8:00  a.nr.  and  7:00  p.m.  Monday  through  Sunday. 

4.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  it  is  unlawful  for: 

(1)  A  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  to 
sell,  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  a  licensee  any  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon  its 
licensed  premises:  or 

(2)  A  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  to 
sell,  possess,  or  permit  sale  of  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon  its  licensed  premises.  A 
violation  of  this  subsection  bv  a  licensee  shall  be  grounds  for  the  immediate  revocation  of  the 
license  granted  under  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985. 

5.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  physician  who  makes  patient  referrals  to  a  licensed  medical 
cannabis  center  to  receive  anything  of  value  from  the  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  or  its 
agents,  servants,  officers,  or  owners  or  anyone  financially  interested  in  the  licensee,  and  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  a  licensee  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  offer  anything  of  value 
to  a  physician  for  making  patient  referrals  to  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center. 

6.  A  person  who  commits  any  acts  that  arc  unlawful  under  this  section  is  guilty  of  a 
class  A  misdemeanor. 
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1 95.981 .1 .  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(11  “Bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship”,  for  purposes  of  the  medical  cannabis 
program: 

(a)  A  physician  and  a  patient  have  a  treatment  or  counseling  relationship,  in  the  course  of 
which  the  physician  has  completed  a  full  assessment  of  the  patient's  medical  history  and  current 
medical  condition,  including  an  appropriate  personal  physical  examination: 

(bl  The  physician  has  consulted  with  the  patient  with  respect  to  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition  before  the  patient  applies  for  a  registry  identification  card:  and 

(cl  The  physician  is  available  to  or  offers  to  provide  follow-up  care  and  treatment  to  the 
patient,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  patient  examinations,  to  determine  the  efficacy  of  the  use  of 
medical  cannabis  as  a  treatment  of  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition. 

(21  “Department”,  the  department  ofhealth  and  senior  services. 

(31  “Director”,  the  director  of  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(41  “In  good  standing”,  with  respect  to  a  physician's  license: 

(al  The  physician  holds  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  doctor  of  osteopathic  medicine  degree 
from  an  accredited  medical  school: 


(bl  The  physician  holds  a  valid  license  to  practice  medicine  in  Missouri  that  does  not 
contain  a  restriction  or  condition  that  prohibits  the  recommendation  of  medical  cannabis:  and 

(cl  The  physician  has  a  valid  and  unrestricted  United  States  Department  of  Justice 
Federal  Drug  Enforcement  Administration  controlled  substances  registration. 

(51  “Medical  cannabis  program”,  the  program  established  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985. 


(61  “Nonresident  cardholder”,  a  person  who:  (11  has  been  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying 
medical  condition,  or  is  the  parent,  guardian,  conservator,  or  other  person  with  authority  to 
consent  to  the  medical  treatment  of  a  person  who  has  been  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical 
condition:  (21  is  not  a  resident  of  Missouri:  (31  was  issued  a  currently  valid  registry  identification 
card  or  its  equivalent  under  the  laws  of  another  state,  district,  territory,  commonwealth,  insular 
possession  of  the  United  States,  or  country  recognized  bv  the  United  States  that  allows  the 
person  to  use  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  the  jurisdiction  of  issuance:  and  (41  has  submitted 
documentation  required  bv  the  department  and  has  received  confirmation  of  registration. 

(71  “Caregiver”,  the  same  meaning  as  such  term  is  defined  in  section  195.900, 
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(81  “Registry  identification  card”,  the  nontransferable  confidential  registry  identification 
card  issued  by  the  department  to  patients  and  caregivers  under  this  section. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules 
and  regulations  as  follows: 


(11  To  ensure  that  patients  suffering  from  qualifying  medical  conditions  are  able  to  safely 
gain  access  to  medical  cannabis  and  to  ensure  that  such  patients: 

(al  Are  not  subject  to  criminal  prosecution  for  their  use  of  medical  cannabis  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  and  the  rules  of  the  department:  and 

(bl  Are  able  to  establish  an  affirmative  defense  to  their  use  of  medical  cannabis  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  and  the  rules  of  the  department. 

(21  To  prevent  persons  who  do  not  suffer  from  qualifying  medical  conditions  from  using 
this  section  as  a  means  to  sell,  acquire,  possess,  produce,  use,  or  transport  cannabis  in  violation 
of  state  and  federal  laws: 


(31  The  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  confidential  registry  of  patients  who  have 
applied  for  and  are  entitled  to  receive  a  registry  identification  card: 

(41  The  development  by  the  department  of  an  application  form  and  making  such  form 
available  to  residents  of  this  state  seeking  to  be  listed  on  the  confidential  registry  of  patients  who 
are  entitled  to  receive  a  registry  identification  card: 

(51  The  verification  by  the  department  of  medical  information  concerning  patients  who 
have  applied  for  a  confidential  registry  card  or  for  renewal  of  a  registry  identification  card: 

(61  The  development  bv  the  department  of  a  written  certification  form  that  shall  be  used 
bv  a  physician  to  certify  that  a  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition: 

(71  The  conditions  for  issuance  and  renewal,  and  the  form,  of  the  registry  identification 
cards  issued  to  patients,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  standards  for  ensuring  that  the  department 
issues  a  registry  identification  card  to  a  patient  only  if  such  patient  has  a  bona  fide  physician- 
patient  relationship  with  a  physician  in  good  standing  and  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the 
state  of  Missouri; 


(81  Communications  with  law  enforcement  officials  about  registry  identification  cards 
that  have  been  suspended  when  a  patient  is  no  longer  diagnosed  as  having  a  qualifying  medical 
condition: 


(91  A  waiver  process  to  allow  a  homebound  patient  who  is  on  the  registry  to  have  a 
caregiver  transport  the  patient's  medical  cannabis  from  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  to  the 
patient:  and 
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(40)  To  regulate  and  control  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

_ 3.  The  department  shall  conduct  a  public  review  hearing  to  receive  public  input  on  any 

emergency  rules  adopted  bv  the  department  and  be  provided  with  an  update  from  the  industry, 
caregivers,  patients,  and  other  stakeholders  regarding  the  industry’s  current  status.  The 
department  shall  provide  at  least  five  business  davs’  notice  prior  to  the  hearing. 

4,  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying 
patient  and  caregiver  identification  cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  davs  of  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  the  department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  qualifying  patient  and 
caregiver  identification  cards. 

5.  A  physician  who  certifies  a  qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the 
medical  cannabis  program  shall  comply  with  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(4)  The  physician  shall  have  a  valid  and  active  license  to  practice  medicine  in  this  state, 
which  license  is  in  good  standing: 

(2)  After  a  physician,  who  has  a  bona  Tide  phvsician-patient  relationship  with  the  patient. 
determines  that  the  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition,  the  physician  shall  certify  to  the 
department  that  the  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  after  the  physician  has  completed 
an  assessment  of  the  qualifying  patient’s  medical  history,  reviewed  relevant  records  related  to  the 
patient's  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  conducted  a  physical  examination.  The  physician 
shall  specify  the  qualifying  medical  condition  and,  if  known,  the  cause  or  source  of  the 
qualifying  medical  condition; 

(3)  The  physician  shall  maintain  a  record-keeping  system  for  all  patients  for  whom  the 
physician  has  determined  have  a  qualifying  medical  condition: 

(4)  A  physician  shall  not: 

(a)  Accept,  solicit,  or  offer  any  form  of  pecuniary  remuneration  from  or  to  a  caregiver, 
distributor,  or  any  other  provider  of  medical  cannabis; 

(b)  Offer  a  discount  or  any  other  thing  of  value  to  a  patient  who  uses  or  agrees  to  use  a 
particular  caregiver,  distributor,  or  other  provider  of  medical  cannabis  to  procure  medical 
cannabis: 


(c)  Examine  a  patient  for  purposes  of  diagnosing  a  qualifying  medical  condition  at  a 
location  where  medical  cannabis  is  sold  or  distributed: 


fd)  Hold  an  economic  interest  in  an  enterprise  that  provides  or  distributes  medical 
cannabis  if  the  physician  certifies  the  qualifying  medical  condition  of  a  patient  for  participation 
in  the  medical  cannabis  program:  or 
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(el  Issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying 
patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the  qualifying  patient's  parent  or 
legal  guardian.  The  department  shall  not  issue  a  qualifying  patient  registry  identification  card  on 
behalf  of  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  qualifying  patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  registry'  identification  card  shall 
be  issued  to  one  of  the  parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or 
guardian  may  serve  as  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of 
eighteen.  Only  the  qualify  ing  patient’s  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or  possess  medical 
cannabis  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen.  A  parent  or 
guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical  cannabis  to  a  non-emancipated  qualifying 
patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen. 

(5)  If  the  department  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a  physician  has  violated 
subdivision  ( 1 ).  (21.  or  (3)  of  subsection  4  of  this  section,  or  the  rules  promulgated  by  the 
department,  the  department  mav  refer  the  matter  to  the  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing 
arts. 


6.  (1)  A  caregiver  shall  not  delegate  to  any  other  person  his  or  her  authority  to  provide 
medical  cannabis  to  a  patient  nor  mav  a  caregiver  engage  others  to  assist  in  providing  medical 
cannabis  to  a  patient. 

(21  A  caregiver  shall  not  cultivate  cannabis.  Only  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  mav  cultivate  cannabis  and  only  for  medical  use. 

(3)  A  caregiver  shall  provide  to  a  law  enforcement  agency,  upon  inquiry,  the  registry 
identification  card  number  of  each  of  his  or  her  patients.  The  department  shall  maintain  a  registry 
of  such  information  and  make  it  available  twentv-four  hours  per  dav  and  seven  days  a  week  to 
law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 

7.  A  registered  patient  or  caregiver  shall  not: 

( 1 )  Purchase  medical  cannabis  from  unauthorized  sources:  or 

(2)  Obtain  medical  cannabis  from  other  registered  patients  or  caregivers. 

8.  (11  To  be  considered  in  compliance  with  this  section  and  the  rules  of  the  department,  a 
patient  or  caregiver  shall  have  his  or  her  registry  identification  card  in  his  or  her  possession  at  all 
times  that  he  or  she  is  in  possession  of  anv  form  of  medical  cannabis  and  produce  the  same  upon 
request  of  a  law  enforcement  officer  to  demonstrate  that  the  patient  or  caregiver  is  not  in 
violation  of  the  law.  A  person  who  violates  this  section  or  the  rules  promulgated  by  the 
department  mav  be  subject  to  criminal  prosecution. 

(21  The  department  shall  maintain  a  registry  of  such  information  and  make  available 
twentv-four  hours  a  dav  and  seven  days  a  week  to  law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 
Authorized  employees  of  state  or  local  law  enforcement  agencies  shall  be  granted  access  to  the 
information  contained  within  the  state  health  agency's  confidential  registry  only  for  the  purpose 
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of  verifying  that  an  individual  who  has  presented  a  registry  identification  card  to  a  state  or  local 
law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession  of  such  card.  The  department  may  promulgate 
rules  to  implement  this  subsection. 

(3)  The  department  may  deny  a  patient’s  application  for  a  registry  identification  card  or 
revoke  the  card  if  the  department  determines  that  the  physician  who  diagnosed  the  patient’s 
qualifying  medical  condition,  the  patient,  or  the  caregiver  violated  this  section,  or  the  rules 
promulgated  by  the  department  under  this  section;  except  that,  when  a  physician’s  violation  is 
the  basis  for  adverse  action,  the  department  mav  only  deny  or  revoke  a  patient’s  application  or 
registry  identification  card  when  the  physician’s  violation  is  related  to  the  issuance  of  a  medical 
cannabis  recommendation. 


(41  A  registry'  identification  card  shall  be  valid  for  one  year  and  shall  contain  a  unique 
identification  number.  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  patient  to  apply  to  renew  his  or  her 
registry  identification  card  prior  to  the  date  on  which  the  card  expires.  The  department  shall 
develop  a  form  for  a  patient  to  use  in  renewing  his  or  her  registry  identification  card. 

(5)  If  the  department  grants  a  patient  a  waiver  to  allow  a  caregiver  to  transport  the 
patient's  medical  cannabis  from  a  medical  cannabis  center  to  the  patient,  the  department  shall 
designate  the  waiver  on  the  patient’s  registry  identification  card. 

(6)  A  homebound  patient  who  receives  a  waiver  from  the  department  to  allow  a  caregiver 
to  transport  the  patient’s  medical  cannabis  to  the  patient  from  a  medical  cannabis  center  shall 
provide  the  caregiver  with  the  patient’s  registry  identification  card,  which  the  caregiver  shall 
carry  when  the  caregiver  is  transporting  the  medical  cannabis.  A  medical  cannabis  center  may 
provide  the  medical  cannabis  to  the  caregiver  for  transport  to  the  patient  if  the  caregiver 
produces  the  patient’s  registry  identification  card. 

9.  (1)  The  State  of  Missouri  and  the  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  which  hold 
valid  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  will  recognize  a  nonresident  card  under  the  following 
circumstances: 


(a)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  grants  an  exemption  from  criminal  prosecution  for  the  medical  use  of  cannabis: 

(b)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  requires,  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  issuance  of  such  a  card,  that  a  physician  advise  the  person 
that  the  person  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  recognized  by  the  state  of  Missouri: 

(c)  The  nonresident  card  has  an  expiration  date  and  has  not  vet  expired: 

(d)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  maintains  a  database  which  preserves  such  information  as  mav  be  necessary  to  verify  the 
authenticity  or  validity  of  the  nonresident  card: 
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(e)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  allows  the  division  and  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  to  access  the  database 
described  in  paragraph  fd); 

ff)  The  division  determines  that  the  database  described  in  paragraph  (d)  is  able  to 
provide  to  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  information  that  is  sufficiently  accurate,  current 
and  specific  as  to  allow  those  centers  to  verify  that  a  person  who  holds  or  bears  a  nonresident 
card  is  entitled  lawfully  to  do  so:  and 

(g)  The  holder  or  bearer  of  the  nonresident  card  agrees  to  abide  by.  and  does  abide  bv. 
the  legal  limits  on  the  possession  of  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  this  State,  as  set  forth  in 
195.900.3m. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  the  reciprocity  described  in  this  section: 

(a~)  The  amount  of  medical  cannabis  that  the  holder  or  bearer  of  a  nonresident  card  is 
entitled  to  possess  in  his  or  her  state  or  jurisdiction  of  residence  is  irrelevant;  and 

(bl  Under  no  circumstances,  while  in  this  State,  mav  the  holder  or  bearer  of  a 
nonresident  card  possess  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  excess  of  the  limits  set  forth  in 
195.900.3m. 

(3)  As  used  in  this  section,  “nonresident  card"  means  a  card  or  other  identification  that: 

(a)  Is  issued  by  a  state  or  jurisdiction  other  than  Missouri:  and 

(b)  Is  the  functional  equivalent  of  a  registry  identification  card  or  letter  of  approval,  as 
determined  bv  the  division. 


10.  m  The  use  of  medical  cannabis  is  allowed  under  state  law  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  the  rules  of  the  department. 

(2)  A  patient  or  caregiver  shall  not: 

(a)  Engage  in  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  in  a  wav  that  endangers  the  health 
and  well-being  of  a  person: 

(b)  Engage  in  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  in  plain  view  or  in  a  place  open  to  the  general 

public; 


(c)  Undertake  any  task  while  under  the  influence  of  medical  cannabis,  when  doing  so 
would  constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice: 

(d)  Possess  medical  cannabis  or  otherwise  engage  in  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  in  or  on 
the  grounds  of  a  school  or  in  a  school  bus; 
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(e)  Engage  in  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  while: 

a.  In  a  correctional  facility: 

b.  Subject  to  a  sentence  to  incarceration;  or 

c.  In  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  or  motorboat. 


(f)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  anv  vehicle,  aircraft,  or 
motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  medical  cannabis:  or 


(gl  Use  medical  cannabis  if  the  person  does  not  have  a  qualifying  medical  condition  as 
diagnosed  bv  the  person's  physician  in  the  course  of  a  bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship 
that  has  been  certified  to  the  department. 

(3)  A  person  shall  not  establish  a  business  to  permit  patients  to  congregate  and  smoke 
medical  cannabis. 


11.  Only  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  may  cultivate 
medical  cannabis. 


12.  If  a  patient  raises  an  affirmative  defense  to  prosecution  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  the  patient's  physician  shall  certify  the  specific  amounts  in  excess  of  an  adequate 
supply  that  are  necessary  to  address  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition  and  why  such 
amounts  are  necessary,  A  patient  who  asserts  this  affirmative  defense  shall  waive  confidentiality 
privileges  related  to  the  condition  or  conditions.  If  a  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician  raises  an 
exception  to  the  state  criminal  laws,  the  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician  waives  the 
confidentiality  of  his  or  her  records  related  to  the  qualifying  medical  condition  or  conditions 
maintained  bv  the  department  for  the  medical  cannabis  program.  Upon  request  of  a  law 
enforcement  agency  for  such  records,  the  department  shall  only  provide  records  pertaining  to  the 
individual  raising  the  exception,  and  shall  redact  all  other  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician 
identifying  information. 

13.  ('ll  Except  as  provided  in  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  department  shall 
establish  a  basic  fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  sendee  of  anv  subpoena  upon  the 
department,  plus  a  fee  for  meals  and  a  fee  for  mileage  at  the  rate  prescribed  for  state  officers  and 
employees,  for  each  mile  actually  and  necessarily  traveled  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the 
place  named  in  the  subpoena.  If  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena  is  required  to  attend  the 
place  named  in  the  subpoena  for  more  than  one  day,  there  shall  be  paid,  in  advance,  a  sum 
to  be  established  bv  the  department  for  each  day  of  attendance  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the 
person  named  in  the  subpoena. 

(21  The  subpoena  fee  established  under  subdivision  (1)  of  the  subsection  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  anv  federal,  state,  or  local  governmental  agency. 

14.  The  department  mav  collect  fees  from  patients  who  apply  to  the  medical 
cannabis  program  for  a  cannabis  registry  identification  card  for  the  purpose  of  offsetting  the 
department's  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  administering  the  program.  The  amount  of  such 
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fees  shall  be  set  by  rule  of  the  department.  The  amount  of  the  fees  set  under  this  section 
shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  department  in  the  administration  and 
enforcement  of  this  section.  All  fees  collected  bv  the  department  through  the  medical 
cannabis  program  shall  be  transferred  to  the  state  treasurer  who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the 
medical  cannabis  program  account  within  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in 
section  195.963. 


195.982.  1.  No  individual  or  health  care  entity  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state 
shall  be  subject  to  anv  adverse  action  bv  the  state  or  any  agency,  board,  or  subdivision 
thereof,  including  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  anv  right  or  privilege,  the 
imposition  of  a  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 
accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  if  such  individual  or  employee  or  agent  of 
the  health  care  facility,  in  its  normal  course  of  business  and  within  its  applicable  licenses 
and  regulations,  certifies  a  qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the  medical 
cannabis  program  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  bv  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing  Arts,  or  its 
successor  agency,  for  issuing  a  physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying 
medical  condition  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional 
conduct. 


3.  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of 
anv  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 
accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  for  providing  health  care  services  that  involve  the 
medical  use  of  cannabis  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

4.  A  testing  laboratory  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  anv 
right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  anv 
accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that 
relate  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal 
standards  of  professional  conduct. 

5.  A  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  cannabis  for  medical  use  bv  a 
qualifying  patient  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

6.  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subject  to  disciplinary  action  bv  the  state  bar  association  or 
other  professional  licensing  body  for  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  productive  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  medical 
cannabis  testing  facilities,  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers,  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law  pursuant  to 
this  section. 


7.  Actions  and  conduct  bv  duly  registered  or  licensed  qualifying  patients,  caregivers, 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  and  medical 
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cannabis  testing  facilities  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted  bv  this  section  and  in 
compliance  with  division  and  department  regulations  and  other  standards  of  legal  conduct,  shall 
not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  except  as  provided 
for  bv  this  section. 

8.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law  or 
statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  dangerous  device,  or 
navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  cannabis. 

9.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  cannabis  for 
medical  use  that  are  entered  into  bv  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  medical  cannabis  cultivation 
and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  or  medical  cannabis  testing  facilities  and 
those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  bv  those  entities,  shall  be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered  into  bv  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  medical  cannabis  testing 
facilities,  or  by  a  person  who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state 
criminal  penalties  bv  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 
medical  cannabis  mav  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

10.  Real  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  testing,  distribution,  sale, 
possession  and  administration  of  cannabis  for  medical  use  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 
solely  because  of  that  use- 


195. 984.1.  ( 11  The  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  mav  summarily  suspend 
a  license  issued  under  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985  prior  to  a  hearing  in  order  immediately 
to  stop  or  restrict  operations  bv  a  licensee  to  protect  the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare. 

The  division  mav  rescind  or  amend  a  summary  suspension. 

(21  If.  based  upon  inspection,  affidavits,  or  other  evidence,  the  division  determines 
that  a  licensee  or  the  products  prepared  bv  a  licensee  pose  an  immediate  or  serious  threat  to 
the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare,  the  division  mav  summarily  suspend  a  license: 

(al  Requiring  cessation  or  restriction  of  anv  or  all  licensee  operations  and 
prohibiting  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  produced  bv  such  licensee;  or 

(bl  Placing  restrictions  on  a  licensee  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avert  a  continued 
threat,  pending  final  investigation  results. 

(31  The  requirements  of  the  summary  suspension  shall  remain  in  effect  until  the 
division  rescinds  or  amends  such  requirements  or  until  such  time  as  the  division  takes  final 
action  on  anv  related  pending  complaint  and  issues  a  final  decision. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  mav  summarily  suspend  anv 
registration  issued  under  section  195.981.  pending  further  proceedings  for  denial  of  renewal 
or  revocation  of  a  registration,  whenever  the  department  finds  that  the  continued 
registration  poses  an  imminent  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare. 
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195.985.  1 .  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010. 
that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  become 
effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and, 
if  applicable,  section  536.028.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable. 
and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to 
delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional. 
then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  November  6.  2018. 
shall  be  invalid  and  void. 


2.  If  any  provision  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  or  its  application  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  invalidity  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  which  can  be  given  full  effect  without  the  invalid  provision  or 
application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  are  severable. 

263.250.  1 .  The  plant  “marijuana”,  botanically  known  as  cannabis  sativa,  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  noxious  weed  and  all  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  shall  destroy  all  such  plants 
growing  upon  their  land.  Any  person  who  knowingly  allows  such  plants  to  grow  on  his  land  or 
refuses  to  destroy  such  plants  after  being  notified  to  do  so  shall  allow  any  sheriff  or  such  other 
persons  as  designated  by  the  county  commission  to  enter  upon  any  land  in  this  state  and  destroy 
such  plants. 

2.  Entry  to  such  lands  shall  not  be  made,  by  any  sheriff  or  other  designated  person  to 
destroy  such  plants,  until  fifteen  days’  notice  by  certified  mail  shall  be  given  the  owner  or 
occupant  to  destroy  such  plants  or  a  search  warrant  shall  be  issued  on  probable  cause  shown.  In 
all  such  instances,  the  county  commission  shall  bear  the  cost  of  destruction  and  notification. 

3.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  authorized  cultivation  and 
production  of  cannabis  plants  for  purposes  of  providing  medical  cannabis  under  sections  195.900 
to  195.985. 


3 1 1 .61 0.  1 .  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  [and]^  the 
liquor  control  law,  and  sections  195.900  to  195.985  the  governor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  senate,  shall  appoint  some  suitable  person  of  good  moral  character  over  the  age  of 
thirty  years,  who  has  been  a  qualified  elector  in  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  five  years  next 
before  the  date  of  his  appointment,  as  supervisor  of  liquor  control.  The  supervisor  of  liquor 
control  shall  serve  at  the  pleasure  and  under  the  supervision  and  direction  of  the  governor. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  devote  his  entire  time  to  the  duties  of  his  office 
and,  with  the  approval  of  the  governor,  appoint  and  employ  all  agents,  assistants,  deputies, 
inspectors  and  employees  necessary  for  the  proper  enforcement  and  administration  of  the 
provisions  of  the  liquor  control  law  whose  salaries  shall  be  fixed  by  the  governor,  but  no  salary 
shall  be  greater  than  that  paid  to  employees  in  other  state  departments  for  similar  work,  except 
that  no  salary  of  an  agent  directly  engaged  in  the  enforcement  of  the  liquor  control  law  shall  be 
less  than  eight  thousand  dollars  a  year.  In  addition  to  his  salary,  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control 
and  each  of  the  agents,  assistants,  deputies,  inspectors  and  employees  shall  be  reimbursed  for  all 
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expenses  necessarily  incurred  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties.  No  expenses  shall  be  allowed  for 
sustenance  to  any  supervisor,  agent,  assistant,  deputy,  inspector  or  employee  while  in  the  city  or 
town  of  his  residence. 

3.  Before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall 
take  and  subscribe  to  an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  this  state, 
and  faithfully  demean  himself  in  office,  and  shall  also  execute  bond  to  the  state  of  Missouri  in 
the  penal  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of 
his  office,  which  bond  shall  be  approved  by  the  governor  and  deposited  with  the  secretary  of 
state  and  kept  in  his  office;  the  premiums  of  the  bond  shall  be  paid  by  the  state  out  of  funds 
appropriated  for  that  purpose. 

4.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  issue  licenses  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
ardent  spirits,  malt,  vinous,  fermented  and  every  class  of  liquors  used  as  beverages.  The 
supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  keep  a  record  of  all  intoxicating  liquor  manufactured,  brewed 
or  sold  in  this  state  by  every  brewery,  distiller,  manufacturer,  distributor  or  wholesaler,  and  make 
a  complete  report  of  the  same  to  the  governor  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  year,  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  possible. 

3 1 1 .620.  1 .  No  person  shall  be  appointed  as  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  under 
the  provisions  of  the  liquor  control  law  or  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  who  shall  have  been 
convicted  of  or  against  whom  any  indictment  may  be  pending  for  any  offense;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  appointed  as  such  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  who  is  not  of  good  character  or 
who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  who  is  not  or  has  not  been  a  resident  taxpaying 
citizen  of  the  state  for  a  period  of  three  years  previous  to  his  appointment;  or  who  is  not  able  to 
read  and  write  the  English  language  or  who  does  not  possess  ordinary  physical  strength  and  who 
is  not  able  to  pass  such  physical  and  mental  examination  as  the  majority  of  a  board,  consisting  of 
the  governor,  lieutenant  governor,  attorney  general,  and  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  may 
prescribe. 

2.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  so  appointed  shall  hold  any  other  commission 
or  office,  elective  or  appointive  or  accept  any  other  employment  compensation  while  he  is  an 
employee  of  the  department  of  liquor  control,  except  with  the  written  permission  of  the 
supervisor  of  liquor  control.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor 
control  shall  accept  any  reward  or  gift  other  than  his  regular  salary  and  expenses  as  provided  in 
this  chapter.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor  control  shall 
perform  any  police  duty  connected  with  the  conduct  of  any  election,  nor  at  any  time  or  in  any 
manner  electioneer  for  or  against  any  party  ticket,  or  any  candidate  for  nomination  or  office  on 
any  party  ticket,  nor  for  or  against  any  proposition  of  any  kind  or  nature  to  be  voted  upon  at  any 
election. 

3.  The  agents,  assistants,  deputies  and  inspectors  appointed  under  the  provisions  of 
section  31 1.610  shall  before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  each  take  and  subscribe 
an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Missouri  and  to 
faithfully  demean  themselves  in  office  in  the  form  prescribed  by  Section  11,  Article  VII  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  State,  and  they  shall  each  give  bond  to  be  approved  by  the  supervisor  of 
liquor  control  for  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices  and  to  safely  keep 
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and  account  for  all  moneys  and  property  received  by  them.  This  bond  shall  be  in  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars,  and  the  cost  of  furnishing  all  such  bonds  shall  be  paid  by  the  state. 

4.  Any  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor  control  who  shall 
violate  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  be  immediately  discharged. 

3 1 1 .630.  1 .  The  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  and  employees  to  be  selected 
and  designated  as  peace  officers  by  the  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  peace  officers  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  make 
arrests  and  searches  and  seizures  only  for  violations  of  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  relating  to 
intoxicating  liquors,  [and]  sections  407.924  to  407.934  relating  to  tobacco  products,  and  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  and  to  serve  any  process  connected  with  the  enforcement  of  such  laws.  The 
peace  officers  so  designated  shall  have  been  previously  appointed  and  qualified  under  the 
provisions  of  section  3 1 1 .620  and  shall  be  required  to  hold  a  valid  peace  officer  license  pursuant 
to  chapter  590. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  shall  furnish  such  peace  officers  with 
credentials  showing  their  authority  and  a  special  badge,  which  they  shall  carry  on  their  person  at 
all  times  while  on  duty.  The  names  of  the  peace  officers  so  designated  shall  be  made  a  matter  of 
public  record  in  the  office  of  the  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control. 

3.  All  fees  for  the  arrest  and  transportation  of  persons  arrested  and  for  the  service  of  writs 
and  process  shall  be  the  same  as  provided  by  law  in  criminal  proceedings  and  shall  be  taxed  as 
costs. 


31 1.660.  L  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  have  the  authority  to  suspend  or  revoke 
for  cause  all  such  licenses;  and  to  make  the  following  regulations,  without  limiting  the  generality 
of  provisions  empowering  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  as  in  this  chapter  set  forth  as  to  the 
following  matters,  acts  and  things: 

(1)  Fix  and  determine  the  nature,  form  and  capacity  of  all  packages  used  for  containing 
intoxicating  liquor  of  any  kind,  to  be  kept  or  sold  under  this  law; 

(2)  Prescribe  an  official  seal  and  label  and  determine  the  manner  in  which  such  seal  or 
label  shall  be  attached  to  every  package  of  intoxicating  liquor  so  sold  under  this  law;  this 
includes  prescribing  different  official  seals  or  different  labels  for  the  different  classes,  varieties 
or  brands  of  intoxicating  liquor; 

(3)  Prescribe  all  forms,  applications  and  licenses  and  such  other  forms  as  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  except  that  when  a  licensee  substantially  complies  with 
all  requirements  for  the  renewal  of  a  license  by  the  date  on  which  the  application  for  renewal  is 
due,  such  licensee  shall  be  permitted  at  least  an  additional  ten  days  from  the  date  notice  is  sent 
that  the  application  is  deficient,  in  which  to  complete  the  application; 

(4)  Prescribe  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  licenses  issued  and  granted  under  this  law; 
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(5)  Prescribe  the  nature  of  the  proof  to  be  furnished  and  conditions  to  be  observed  in  the 
issuance  of  duplicate  licenses,  in  lieu  of  those  lost  or  destroyed; 

(6)  Establish  rules  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  the  business  carried  on  by  each 
specific  licensee  under  the  license,  and  such  rules  and  regulations  if  not  obeyed  by  every  licensee 
shall  be  grounds  for  the  revocation  or  suspension  of  the  license; 

(7)  The  right  to  examine  books,  records  and  papers  of  each  licensee  and  to  hear  and 
determine  complaints  against  any  licensee; 

(8)  To  issue  subpoenas  and  all  necessary  processes  and  require  the  production  of  papers, 
to  administer  oaths  and  to  take  testimony; 

(9)  Prescribe  all  forms  of  labels  to  be  affixed  to  all  packages  containing  intoxicating 
liquor  of  any  kind;  and 

(10)  To  make  such  other  rules  and  regulations  as  are  necessary  and  feasible  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  as  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  law. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  have  the  authority  to  regulate  and  control  the 
licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical 
cannabis  in  this  state;  to  grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture- 
distribution.  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  as  provided  by  law;  suspend,  fine, 
restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  upon  a  violation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  or  a  rule 
promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  to  impose  anv  penalty  authorized  by  sections 
195.900  to  195.985,  or  any  rule  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and  to  establish. 
revise,  and  amend  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  set  forth  in  section  195.906. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR  S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-271) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Lowell  Pearson  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapters  192, 
195,  263,  and  311  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  September  1,  2017) 


Date 


September  21,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapters  192,  195,  263,  and  311  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 


Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  and  the  Missouri  Association  of  Fire  Protection 
Districts. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  indicated 
increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  of  $3,126,494  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $6,234,798 
for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $6,297,291  for  fiscal  year  2021.  Of  these  costs,  $940,252  are 
initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for  equipment  and  a  new  computer  system. 
These  costs  will  be  offset  by  additional  revenues  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $6,444,096  for 
fiscal  year  2020,  and  $6,444,096  for  fiscal  year  2021. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  entire  duplication,  however;  Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their 
department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  for  persons  suffering  from  intractable 
epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows  for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of 
cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the  legal  use  of  marijuana  for  persons 
who  are  issued  a  registry  identification  card  due  to  a  debilitating  medical  condition. 
Under  this  proposal,  patients  with  intractable  epilepsy  could  also  qualify  to  receive  a 
registration  card  for  medical  marijuana  use. 

Rental  space  for  89  FTE  located  in  Jefferson  City  will  be  needed:  89.00  FTE  x  230  sq 
ft/FTE  x  $21. 00/sq.  ft.  =  $429,870. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medicinal  purposes. 
There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility,  testing  facility,  or  medical  cannabis  center. 

The  proposed  legislation  requires  their  department  to  issue  annual  registrations  for 
qualified  patients. 


Section  198.981.14  allows  their  department  to  collect  fees  from  patients  that  apply  for  a 
cannabis  registry  identification  card  through  the  medical  cannabis  program,  in  order  to 
offset  the  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  administering  the  program.  The  amount  of  such  fee 
shall  be  set  by  their  department  in  rule.  The  amount  of  the  fees  set  under  this  section 
shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  department  in  the  administration 
and  enforcement.  All  fees  collected  by  their  department  shall  be  transferred  to  the  state 
treasurer  who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the  “Medical  Cannabis  Program  Account'’  within 
the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund  created  in  Section  195.963.  Appropriations 
from  the  account  shall  be  used  solely  for  the  administration  of  Section  195.981. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018.  According  to 
the  proposed  provisions  of  this  section,  their  department  shall  make  available  to  the 
public  all  application  forms  and  application  instructions  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  the  section  (June  6,  2019).  Their  department  shall  accept  all  applications  for 
patients  and  caregivers  no  later  than  210  days  following  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
(July  6,  2019).  The  first  fees  for  qualifying  patient  identification  cards  are  assumed  to  be 
collected  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 

The  estimations  for  the  number  of  identification  cards  issued  each  year  are  detailed  under 
question  12.  The  total  estimate  of  collected  fees  for  the  cards  equal  $6,444,096  for  FY 
2020. 

Section  195.961  of  the  proposed  language  imposes  a  tax  of  two  percent  on  the  retail  price 
of  cannabis  for  medical  use  sold  at  medical  cannabis  centers  within  the  state  which  all 
sellers  of  medical  cannabis  are  required  to  remit  to  the  Director  of  Revenue  (DOR).  The 
amount  of  tax  that  will  be  collected  is  unknown  and  they  defer  to  the  Department  of 
Revenue  for  these  estimations.  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  of  the  annual  retail 
taxes  collected  to  cover  collection  cost.  DOR  is  to  then  divide  the  remainder  of  the 
annual  retail  tax  and  deposited  equally  among  each  of  the  following  funds:  Missouri 
Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund,  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund,  the  Missouri  Drug 
Treatment  Fund,  and  Early  Childhood  Development  Education  and  Care  Fund.  They  are 
not  able  to  determine  what  duties  the  department  would  have  to  utilize  the  funding 
established  in  Section  195.961. 

Section  195.963.1  establishes  in  the  state  treasury  the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash 
Fund  which  shall  consist  of  all  monies  collected  by  the  Division  of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco 
Control  within  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  for  licensing  of  facilities  as  prescribed  in 
Sections  195.800  to  195.985. 

Section  195.981.13(1)  requires  their  department  to  establish  a  basic  fee  to  charge  in 
affirmative  defense  cases  when  the  department  is  served  with  a  subpoena  for  information 
contained  in  the  medical  cannabis  database  for  the  defendant  in  the  case.  Their 
department  is  also  to  charge  for  actual  mileage  and  meals  related  to  the  case  along  with 
employee  time  spent  at  the  place  named  in  subpoena.  They  are  not  certain  of  the  number 
of  subpoenas  that  would  be  issued,  therefore  the  cost  and  revenue  for  this  subsection  is 
unknown. 


Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Section  195.957  designates  their  department  as  the  state  agency  responsible  for  regulating 
and  controlling  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products.  Only  a  licensed 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  permitted  to  produce  medical 
cannabis-infused  products.  Cannabis  shall  be  tested  for  the  cannabinoid  profile  and  for 
contaminants  as  specified  by  their  department.  All  testing  shall  be  done  by  an 
independent  laboratory  that  is  accredited  to  International  Organization  for 
Standardization  17025  or  certified,  registered,  or  accredited  by  an  organization  approved 
by  their  department  and  shall  arrange  for  testing  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
frequency  required  by  their  department.  Section  195.981.2(10)  grants  their  department 
the  authority  to  establish,  revise  and  amend  rules  regarding  the  regulation  and  control  of 
medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

Section  195.981.2  permits  their  department  to  issue  any  rules  necessary  to:  ensure  that 
patients  with  qualifying  medical  conditions  are  able  to  safely  gain  access  to  medical 
cannabis;  prevent  persons  who  do  not  suffer  from  qualifying  medical  conditions  from 
selling,  acquiring,  possessing,  producing,  using  or  transporting  cannabis;  establish  and 
maintain  a  confidential  registry  of  patients  who  have  applied  for  and  are  entitled  to 
receive  a  registry  identification  card;  development  of  an  application  form  for  residents 
seeking  a  registry  identification  card;  verifying  medical  information  concerning  patients 
who  have  applied  for  a  registration  card  or  for  the  renewal  of  a  registry  identification 
card;  developing  a  written  certification  form  that  shall  be  used  by  a  physician  to  certify 
that  a  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition;  designate  the  conditions  for  issuance 
and  renewal,  and  the  form,  of  the  registry  identification  card  issued  to  patients,  including 
assurance  that  the  department  only  issues  or  renews  a  registration  card  to  a  patient  if  the 
patient  has  a  bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship  with  a  physician  in  good  standing 
and  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  Missouri;  providing  communications  with  law 
enforcement  officials  about  registration  cards  that  have  been  suspended  when  a  patient  is 
no  longer  diagnosed  as  having  a  qualifying  medical  condition;  providing  a  waiver  process 
to  allow  homebound  patients  that  qualify  for  a  registration  card  to  have  a  caregiver 
transport  the  patient’s  medical  cannabis  from  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  to  the 
patient;  to  regulate  and  control  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis  infused  products. 

Section  195.981.3  requires  their  department  to  conduct  a  public  review  hearing  to  receive 
public  input  on  any  emergency  rules  adopted  by  the  department  and  be  provided  with  an 
update  from  the  industry,  caregivers,  patients  and  other  stakeholders  regarding  the  current 
status  of  the  industry.  Their  department  is  required  to  provide  at  least  five  business  days’ 
notice  prior  to  the  hearing. 

Section  195.981.4  requires  their  department  to  make  application  forms  and  application 
instructions  available  for  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  identification  cards  within  1 80 
days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this 
section,  they  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  the  identification  cards. 


Section  195.981.5  requires  their  department  to  ensure  that  a  physician  who  certifies  a 
qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the  medical  cannabis  program  shall 
comply  with  certain  requirements. 

Sections  195.981.6(3)  and  195.981.8(2)  require  that  their  department  maintains  a  registry 
with  qualifying  patient  information  and  make  the  registry  information  available  24  hours 
per  day  and  seven  days  a  week  to  law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 

Section  195.981.13(1)  requires  their  department  to  establish  a  basic  fee  to  charge  in  an 
affirmative  defense  cases  when  the  department  is  served  with  a  subpoena  for  information 
contained  in  the  medical  cannabis  database  for  the  defendant  in  the  case.  Their 
department  is  also  to  charge  for  actual  mileage  and  meals  related  to  the  case  along  with 
employee  time  spent  at  the  place  named  in  subpoena.  They  are  not  certain  of  the  number 
of  subpoenas  that  would  be  issued,  therefore  the  cost  and  revenue  for  this  subsection  is 
unknown. 

Division  of  Administration 

Section  195.981.14  allows  their  department  to  collect  fees  from  patients  who  apply  to  the 
medical  cannabis  program  for  the  purpose  of  offsetting  the  department’s  direct  and 
indirect  costs  of  administering  the  program. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Support  of  an  IT  vendor  to  build  a  data  system  to  support  the  administration  and 
reporting  requirements  indicated  in  Section  195.981.  The  system  would  be  used  by  the 
department  to  process  applications  to  include  issuance  identification  cards,  verification  of 
current  identification  cards,  and  tracking  lost  or  stolen  cards. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification 

Section  195.981  requires  their  department  to  issue  registration  cards  for  qualified 
patients.  A  study  by  the  nonprofit  entity  ProCon  organization,  updated  March  2016, 
published  the  rates  of  patient  registration  cards  issued  for  each  state  with  a  medical 
marijuana  program 

(http://medicalmariiuana.procon.org/view.resource.php?resourceID=005889).  This  study 
found  that  Oregon  was  issuing  qualified  patient  cards  at  a  ratio  of  19.2  per  1,000  state 
residents.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  the  State  of  Oregon’s  program  will  be 
benchmarked  in  regard  to  the  number  of  registrants.  While  the  Oregon  program  was 
initiated  in  May  1999  and  therefore  has  an  established  program,  the  state  of  Missouri’s 
chronic  disease  rates  are  generally  higher  and  the  qualifying  medical  conditions  accepted 
under  Missouri’s  proposal  are  broader  than  those  of  Oregon. 

Calculation  of  applications: 

•  Patients:  According  to  the  2015  U.S.  Census  Bureau  information,  Missouri’s 
population  is  at  6,083,672.  Applying  the  rate  of  19.2  applications  per  1,000  residents, 
Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  116,807  patient  registration  cards  annually 
((6,083,672/1,000)  x  19.2)). 


•  Caregivers:  According  to  the  October  1,  2016  data  on  Oregon’s  Medical 
Marijuana  Program  Website,  the  ratio  of  patient  registration  cards  to  caregiver  cards  is 
calculated  at  2.29.  Calculating  this  same  ratio,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  51,007 
caregiver  cards  annually  (116,807/2.29). 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the  medical  cannabis  program  is  December  6,  2018.  Their 
department  is  required  to  have  the  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  (June  6,  2019). 
Section  195.981.4  requires  their  department  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  the 
qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  cards  no  later  than  210  days  from  the  effective  date  (July 
6,  2019).  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  DHSS  will  begin 
accepting  applications  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  They  assume  that  it  will  collect  an 
application  fee  of  $32  per  card  for  initial  application  and  renewal.  It  is  assumed  that  the 
fees  will  be  collected  in  the  same  fiscal  year  the  applications  are  received.  It  is  also 
assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application  within 
the  same  fiscal  year  and  the  remaining  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application  the 
following  year.  Initial  applicants  in  FY  2021  are  estimated  to  be  ten  percent  of  the  total 
initial  applications  in  FY  2020.  It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants 
in  FY  2020  will  not  renew  in  FY  2021.  In  subsequent  years,  lost  or  stolen  cards  will  be 
ten  percent  of  the  renewal  applications.  It  is  assumed  that  the  fee  to  replace  a  card  will  be 
the  same  as  the  initial  issuance  and  renewal  fee. 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

0 

116,807 

11,681 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

0 

11,681 

116,807 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

0 

51,007 

5,101 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

0 

5,101 

51,007 

Lost/Stolen  Patient  &  Caregiver  Replacement  Cards 

0 

16,782 

16,782 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

0 

201,378 

201,378 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$6,444,096 

$6,444,096 

Program  Operations:  Staffing 

Section  195.981  requires  the  establishment  of  a  medical  cannabis  program  through 
promulgation  of  rules  and  implementation  of  those  rules  for  administration  of  patient  and 
caregiver  identification  cards,  and  the  regulation  of  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis- 
infused  products.  This  includes  the  development  of  all  program  applications  and  forms, 
identification  cards,  and  a  computerized  database  system  to  allow  for  the  electronic 
storage  of  and  processing  of  data  needed  to  issue  and  verify  identification  cards.  As  a 
result,  DCPH  anticipates  the  need  to  hire  the  following  staff  beginning  on  December  1, 
2018  (FY  2019)  to  begin  development  of  the  program/system: 

One  Program  Manager  Broad  Band  2  ($65,000)  -  will  serve  as  Chief  of  the  Medical 
Cannabis  Program.  Duties  will  include  overall  program  management,  including 
involvement  in  rule  promulgation,  development  of  forms,  program  policies  and 
procedures,  information  system  development,  and  initial  program  set-up.  This  position 


will  also  supervise  a  Program  Coordinator,  one  Investigator  III,  a  Health  Program 
Representative  III,  an  Environmental  Specialist  V,  and  a  Bureau  Administrative  Office 
Support  Assistant. 

One  Program  Coordinator  (A30,  $50,1 12,  Step  H)  -  will  serve  as  a  Unit  Coordinator  over 
Patient  Registrations.  This  unit  will  be  responsible  for  processing  patient  and  caregiver 
applications.  This  position  will  be  involved  in  the  initial  program  development  with  the 
Bureau  Chief,  hiring  of  staff,  and  development  of  training  for  staff.  Once  the  program  is 
operational,  responsibilities  extend  to  implementation  and  maintenance  of  the  program, 
responsibility  for  meeting  application  decision  deadlines,  and  ongoing  management 
responsibilities. 

One  Health  Program  Representative  III  (A24,  $39,708,  Step  G)  -  duties  will  include 
assistance  in  rule  promulgation,  program  policies  and  procedures,  forms  development, 
information  system  development/troubleshooting  and  maintenance,  and  initial  program 
set-up.  This  position  will  serve  as  the  liaison  between  the  Program  and  IT  to  work  on 
system  maintenance,  enhancements,  and  running  reports  used  to  inform  the  Division  of 
Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  regarding  the  location  of  registrants  for  statewide  access. 
This  position  will  also  be  responsible  for  establishing  materials  to  educate  the  public 
about  the  program  and  exhibiting  at  conferences  or  other  venues  to  educate  physicians 
and  the  general  public. 

One  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant  (A15,  $28,668,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  providing  administrative  assistance  to  the  Bureau  Chief,  Program  Coordinator, 
Investigator,  Inspectors,  and  HPR  III  positions.  As  allowed,  this  position  will  also  assist 
in  initial  processing  of  patient  and  caregiver  applications  for  registration  cards. 

The  following  staff  will  be  hired  to  begin  March  1,  2019.  This  hire  date  will  allow  for 
training  and  final  program  preparation  to  occur  prior  to  the  required  release  dates  for  the 
application  forms  for  patients  and  caregivers,  patient  or  caregiver  cultivators, 
certifications,  and  facility  licenses: 

One  Investigator  III  positions  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  this  position  will  investigate  all 
instances/complaints  of  possible  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  behalf  of  a  recommending 
physician,  and  a  registered  patient  and/or  caregiver.  This  position  would  also  investigate 
the  circumstances  under  which  a  licensed  facility  confiscated  a  potentially  fraudulent 
identification  card.  With  a  new  program  of  this  size  and  the  legalization  of  something 
that  remains  illegal  for  the  majority  of  the  population,  it  is  anticipated  that  DHSS  will 
receive  a  fair  number  of  calls  reporting  instances  of  possible  violations.  While  one 
position  is  estimated  for  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  may  be  necessary  to  add  additional 
staff  after  the  program  is  operational  for  some  time.  The  additional  costs  remain 
unknown. 

One  Grain  Inspector  IV  position  (A23,  $38,304,  Step  G)  -  this  position  will  complete  the 
onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  to  monitor 
compliance  with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules 


that  need  to  be  met  for  initial  and  continued  regulation  of  medical  cannabis-infused 
products.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  because  a  technical  piece  of  the  regulation 
and  control  involves  analyzing  the  testing  of  plants  for  molds,  mildew,  and  pesticides  and 
making  sure  the  facilities  are  dealing  with  these  issues  in  a  proper  way. 

Two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G)  -  these 
positions  will  complete  the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facilities  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the 
proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be  met  for  initial  and  continued  regulation  of 
medical  cannabis-infused  products.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  because  a 
technical  piece  involves  ensuring  sanitation  requirements  are  met  and  the  infused- 
products  are  labeled  and  packaged  correctly. 

One  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  V  position  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this 
position  coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  EPHS  IV  positions  and  the  Grain 
Inspector  IV  position;  ensuring  inspections  are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This 
position  also  provides  technical  assistance  to  the  environmental  specialists  and  grain 
inspector,  and  makes  final  action  decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

49  Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  positions  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  processing  of  paper  applications  to  include  opening  and  date  stamping  of  mail, 
entry  of  application  information  into  the  electronic  registry,  initial  verification  of 
applicant  and  physician  identification,  initial  application  review  to  include  determination 
of  application  approval  or  denial  (including  incomplete  status),  preparation  of  patient  and 
caregiver  identification  cards,  processing  revoked  cards,  processing  requests  for  lost  and 
stolen  cards,  and  answering  of  phones  and  assisting  telephone  callers. 

24  Health  Program  Representative  II  (HPR  II)  positions  (A21,  $35,640,  Step  G)  -  duties 
will  include  supervision  of  the  SOSA  positions  and  quality  assurance  checks  of  the 
application  entry  and  initial  verification  completed  by  the  SOSAs.  These  positions  will 
have  responsibility  for  final  approval  of  application  incomplete  notices,  rejects, 
revocations,  and  card  issuances. 

For  fiscal  note  purposes  they  calculated  45  minutes  to  process  each  application. 

201,378  patient  and  caregiver  apps  X  .75/hour  /  2,080  hours  per  year  per  staff  =  72.6  staff 
(round  to  73  staff).  This  is  a  total  of  73  processing  staff  (49  SOSA  and  24  HPR  II 
positions). 

Printing  Costs 

They  will  print  identification  cards  for  the  qualified  patient  and  caregiver.  The  cards  are 
encoded  with  a  magnetic  stripe  for  security  and  linkage  to  the  IT  system  for  dispensing 
purposes.  The  card  delivery  system  will  have  the  ability  to  print  the  card  with  the 
magnetic  stripe,  attach  the  card  to  a  personalized  letter,  and  secure  in  an  envelope  ready 
for  mailing.  The  initial  cost  of  the  card  delivery  system  is  estimated  at  $277,000.  In 
addition  there  will  be  an  annual  equipment  preventative  maintenance  fee  of  $34,000.  The 


average  supply  cost  to  print  each  card  is  $0. 59/card  ($0.59  X  201,378  cards  =  $118,813 
annually). 


They  will  print  100,000  brochures  each  year  the  program  is  operational  at  a  cost  of  $0.06 
per  brochure.  This  brochure  will  provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  medical 
cannabis  program  and  assistance  in  completing  a  valid  registration.  ($0.06  per  brochure  X 
100,000  brochures=  $6,000  annually). 

Mailing  Costs 

Each  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  will  receive  his/her  card  in  the  mail.  It  is  estimated 
that  10  percent  of  the  registered  patients  and  caregivers,  will  submit  a  change  request  to 
their  application  requiring  a  change  notification  receipt  by  mailing.  It  is  projected  that 
five  percent  of  all  applications  will  be  incomplete  and  requires  mailing  of  an  incomplete 
notice.  It  is  also  projected  that  25  percent  of  the  printed  brochures  (25,000)  along  with 
paper  applications  will  be  mailed  to  the  public  upon  request.  The  other  printed  brochures 
will  be  available  for  distribution  at  conferences  and  other  public  venues. 


Projected  mailings  are  as  follows: 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

Total  Patient  and  Caregiver  ID  Cards 

0 

201,378 

201,378 

Change  Request  Notifications 

0 

20,138 

20,138 

Incomplete  Notifications 

0 

10,069 

10,069 

Brochures/app  mailed 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

Total  mailings 

25,000 

256,585 

256,585 

FY  2019 

•  25,000  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  25  X  $41  =  $1,025 

•  Postage  (25,000  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $9,750 
FY  2020 

•  256,585  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  257  X  $41  =  $10,537 

•  Postage  (256,585  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $100,068 
FY  2021 

•  256,585  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  257  X  $41  =  $10,537 

•  Postage  (256,585  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $100,068 

Division  of  Administration 

DHSS-DA  assumes  one  Accounting  Clerk  (start  date  June  1,  2019)  can  process  30,000 
receipt  transactions  per  year.  An  Accounting  Generalist  I/I  I  (start  date  March  1,  2019) 
would  be  needed  to  supervise  for  every  five  Account  Clerks. 

Accounting  Clerk  (A  12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  would  include  open  and  sort  mail, 
process  and  enter  receipts  in  the  department  computer  system,  prepare  bank  deposits  and 
cash  receipts  documents,  reconcile  daily  receipts  and  distribute  supporting  documentation 
program. 


Accounting  Generalist  I/II  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  duties  would  include  supervise  and 
review  the  work  of  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  processing  the  fees. 


Each  application  and  license  would  have  a  fee  transaction. 


Transaction 

FY 

2020 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

116,807 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

11,681 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

51,007 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

5,101 

Lost/Stolen  Patient  &  Caregiver 

16,782 

Replacement  Cards 

Total  Number  of  Transactions 

201,378 

Accounting  Clerk 

6.00 

FTE 

Accounting  Generalist  Eli 

1.00 

FTE 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Application  Storage  Costs 

In  order  to  manage  the  final  storage  of  paper  applications  submitted,  Content  Manager  for 
electronic  scanning  and  storage  will  be  utilized.  The  costs  for  Content  Manager  are 
estimated  at  $132  per  month  for  the  state  data  server  costs,  $234  for  an  annual  license  for 
each  user  who  needs  to  view  files  and  $828  for  an  annual  license  for  each  position  with 
ability  to  scan/import  documents.  Content  Manager  services  will  not  be  acquired  until 
FY  2020. 

Information  Systems  Development 

Estimating  a  12  month  project  duration  with  a  project  team  consisting  of  4  IT 
Consultants.  Applications  will  be  received  as  paper  submissions  to  the 
department.  System  will  print  identification  cards  for  physical  delivery  to  the 
applicant.  The  system  will  be  hosted  in  the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  virtual 
servers.  Disk  space  has  been  estimated  at  50  GB  for  Development  and  Test  with  150  GB 
estimated  for  Production.  While  we  have  estimated  for  a  system  build  it  is  possible 
COTS  solutions  are  available  at  a  similar  cost. 


Fiscal  Note  18-271 

Bill  Number  Initiative  Petition 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

ITSD  - 

Yes 

FY 

DHSS 

2020 

No 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

0 

0 

0 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

309,616.67 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Total 

309,634.50 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

FY  2019  FY  2020  FY  2021 


New 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

8,237.16 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

Other  Costs: 

Disk  Storage  (SAN) 

45.36 

12 

544.32 

558.00 

572.00 

Backup  and  Recovery  (DistSys  Backup- 
Recovery) 

0.49 

365 

178.85 

183.00 

188.00 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

723.17 

741.00 

760.00 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

309,616.67 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

0 

0 

0 

Federal  Funds 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

309,616.67 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Total 

309,616.67 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated: 

Increased  costs  of  $11,229  in  FY19,  $35,262  in  FY20,  and  $67,160  in  FY25  and 
thereafter. 


Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 

Current  laws  provide  for  class  C  felony  penalties  for  possession  (Section  579.015)  and 
class  B  felony  for  distribution  and  production  of  controlled  substances  (Section  579.055). 
Considering  additional  increases  in  related  violations,  proposed  changes  in  this  bill  are 
expected  to  result  in  two  new  prison  admissions  and  three  new  field  admissions  in  the 
first  year  of  enactment  (FY19).  The  maximum  impact  should  be  expected  by  FY  25  and 
will  lead  to  an  additional  three  offenders  in  prison  and  eighteen  offenders  in  the  field. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  they  currently 
test  their  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  their  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  them  to  determine  which  of  their  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

One  would  think  that  legalizing  medical  marijuana  would  reduce  costs  as  fewer  people 
would  be  sentenced  to  probation/parole/prison.  But  in  fact,  a  few  secondary  crimes 
would  go  up,  described  on  the  estimate  cover  page.  Also,  our  prisons  aren’t  currently  full 
of  people  who  just  committed  medical  marijuana  crimes.  That’s  why  it’s  just  a  few 
people  and  a  small  cost  for  the  overall  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  would  total 
$242,855  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $124,921  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $126,460  for  fiscal  year 
2021.  Of  these  costs,  $165,106  are  initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for 
equipment  and  a  new  computer  system. 

This  legislation  will  have  an  economic  impact  on  small  business  to  the  extent  the 
business  is  in  the  growing  and  distribution  chain  of  medical  marijuana  through  remittance 
of  additional  taxes  and  new  job  creation. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-271 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-271 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amend  Chapters  192,  195,  263,  and  311 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  legislation  increases  Total  State  Revenue  by  an  unknown  amount  from  the  sales  tax 
collected  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana. 

Section  195.961 

The  petition  levies  a  two  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  cannabis  sold  at  medical 
cannabis  centers.  Their  department  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  for  the  cost  of 
collection.  The  petition  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and  Care  Fund  (MVHCF), 
the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund  (MPSF),  and  the  Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund 
(MDTF).  After  retention  of  five  percent,  their  department  deposits  one-half  percent  into 
the  MVHCF,  one-half  percent  into  the  MPSF,  one-half  percent  into  the  MDTF,  and  one- 
half  percent  into  the  Early  Childhood  Development  Education  and  Care  Fund.  The 
Commissioner  of  Administration  may  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  to  meet 
cash  requirements  in  advance  of  receiving  revenues.  The  provisions  of  sections  144.010 
to  144.527  apply  to  the  tax  levied  by  this  section. 


Administrative  Impact: 


Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

This  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  registration  phone  calls,  business  tax 
account  update  requests,  and  delinquent  phone  contacts  from  the  additional  businesses 
registering  to  collect  sales  tax  on  medical  marijuana.  Collections  and  Tax  Assistance 
requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  per  24,000 
additional  contacts  to  the  registration  section  and  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment.  Collections  &  Tax 
Assistance  also  requires  registration  updates  to  capture  the  sellers  and  the  item  tax 
associated  with  them. 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  two  percent  tax  on  the  retail  selling  price,  it  is  separate 
from  sales  and  use  tax.  This  tax  needs  to  be  reported  and  deposited  separately  from  sales 
and  use  tax.  This  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to  track  and 
distribute  receipts. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-271 

FN  # 

IP  18-271 

Bill  Section(s) 

amend  Chapters  192,  195,  263,  and  311 

Application  Name: 

New  Tax  System 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

IT  Consultants 

On-going 

Yes/No 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

192 

14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 

7,200 

Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 

1,236 

92,700 

Test 

75 

192 

14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752.000 

31,521.000 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

The  sales  at  retail  of  medical  cannabis  would  be  subject  to  existing  state  and  local  sales 
tax  as  sales  of  tangible  personal  property.  Neither  the  current  Sales  Tax  Law,  nor  the 
initiative  petition,  provides  an  exemption  or  exclusion  from  tax  for  such  sales. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition.  They  have  forwarded  this  to  MSHP, 
MVC,  and  ATC  for  their  comment. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol 

indicated  unknown  impact  for  their  criminal  records  division. 

They  also  indicated  unknown  economic  impact  on  small  businesses. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  create  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act. 

At  the  time  of  filing  an  application  for  issuance  or  renewal  of  a  state  medical  cannabis 
center  license,  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license,  or  a 
medical  cannabis  testing  facility  license,  an  applicant  shall  submit  a  set  of  his  or  her 
fingerprints  to  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  Additionally,  they 
assume  that  any  owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  at  any  one  of  these  facilities 
shall  pass  a  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check  prior  to 
being  associated  with,  managing,  owning,  or  working  at  the  operation. 

Currently,  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services 
(CJIS)  Division  processes  all  state  and  federal  fingerprint  background  checks.  CJIS 
does  not  know  how  many  individuals  this  petition  will  affect,  however,  the  fees 
assessed  for  these  background  checks  are  as  follows: 

State  fee:  $20.00 
FBI  fee:  $12 

Applicant  fingerprinting  vendor  fee:  $8.30 
Total  fee  per  applicant:  $40.30 

Of  these  amounts,  the  state  retains  the  $20  state  fee  and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  of  $12 
for  a  pass  thru  fee.  The  $8.30  charge  is  paid  directly  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of 
application. 

They  submitted  these  additional  comments: 

To  ensure  compliance  with  Public  Law  92-544,  it  is  suggested  to  add  the  following 
wording  to  195.906.2(h): 


An  applicant  shall  submit  a  set  of  his  or  her  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri  state  highway 
patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal  fingerprint  based  criminal  record 


check.  Fingerprints  shall  be  submitted  in  accordance  with  section  43.543,  and  fees  shall 
be  paid  in  accordance  with  section  43.530. 


(h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers,  managers, 
contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed  under  sections  195.900 
to  195.985,  including  a  fingerprint  based  criminal  record  check  as  may  be  required  by  the 
division  prior  to  issuing  a  card;  an  applicant  shall  submit  a  set  of  his  or  her  fingerprints  to 
the  Missouri  state  highway  patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal 


fingerprint  based  criminal  record  check.  Fingerprints  shall  be  submitted  in  accordance 
with  section  43.543,  and  fees  shall  be  paid  in  accordance  with  section  43.530. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Missouri  Division  of  Alcohol  and 
Tobacco  Control  indicated  increased  operating  costs  to  all  state  funds  of  $5,404,449  for 
fiscal  year  2019,  $3,782,561  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $3,833,045  for  fiscal  year  2021.  Of 
these  costs,  $1,521,944  are  initial  and  one-time  costs  in  fiscal  year  2019  for  project 
management,  equipment,  and  consultant/background  checks.  These  costs  would  be  offset 
by  additional  revenues  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $12,573,800  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and 
$10,186,900  for  fiscal  year  2021.  Cities  and  counties  license  fee  and  user  fee  revenue 
would  increase  by  $731,380  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $327,190  in  fiscal  year  2021,  and 
$327,190  in  fiscal  year  2022. 

This  proposal  will  affect  the  following: 

Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
OA  -  ITSD  calculated  separately  by  ITSD. 

Local  Cities  and  Counties 

Costs  for  ITSD  are  not  included  in  this  budget  and  will  have  to  be  calculated  by  ITSD. 
Costs  related  to  facilities  management  for  new  facilities  are  not  included  in  this  budget 
and  will  have  to  be  calculated  separately. 

ATC  would  need  to  remodel  its  current  office  location  or  move  to  a  bigger  facility  in 
order  to  facilitate  48  additional  staff. 

The  Division  of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  has  determined  that  the  proposed 
legislation  should  not  impose  a  direct  or  significant  economic  burden  upon  a  small 
business  or  directly  restrict  the  formation,  operation  or  expansion  of  a  small  business  in 
Missouri. 


USD  response 


Fiscal  Note  IP  18-271  USD  -  DPS 

Bill  Number 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X  Yes  No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented  FY  2019 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  Ol 

N  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

General  Revenue 

- 

" 

Other 

350,325 

71,817 

73,612 

Federal  Funds 

- 

- 

Total 

350,325 

71,817 

73,612 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 
capacity. 

Bill  Section(s)  195.900.27 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

New 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

4,671.00 

350,325 

71,817 

73,612 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

350,325  71,817  73,612 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

- 

Federal 

- 

Other 

350,325 

71,817 

73,612 

Total  350,325  71,817  73,612 

Revenue  will  be  generated  from  licensing  establishments  for  the  cultivation,  production 
and  sales  of  cannabis.  Revenue  will  additionally  be  generated  from  user  fees.  The 
revenue  generated  will  be  deposited  into  the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund 
created  in  195.963.1  to  use  for  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  the  Sections 
195.900  to  195.985. 

Section  195.918.1(1)  -  ATC  may  limit  the  number  of  licensed  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facilities,  but  must  be  no  less  than  one  facility  per  100,000 
inhabitants.  ATC  will  license  a  minimum  of  60  cultivation  and  production  facilities 
(6,000,000  inhabitants  /  100,000  =  60).  At  least  one  cannabis  center  license  shall  be 
issued  to  each  cultivation  and  production  facility  license. 


Section  195.918.1(2)  -  ATC  may  limit  the  number  of  licensed  medical  cannabis  centers, 
but  must  be  no  less  than  one  center  per  100,000  inhabitants.  ATC  will  license  a  minimum 
of  60  cannabis  centers  (6,000,000  inhabitants  /  100,000  =  60).  A  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  may  be  approved  for  up  to  two  additional  cannabis 
center  licenses  if  more  cannabis  centers  are  needed  for  sufficient  access  to  patients. 

Section  195.963.2(1)  -  Requires  applicants  to  submit  a  non-refundable  $12,500 
application  fee  when  filing  for  a  license,  60  cultivation  and  production  facilities  and  60 
cannabis  centers  with  the  possibility  of  an  additional  120  cannabis  centers  or  240  x 
$12,500  =  $3,000,000.  It  also  requires  a  $12,500  annual  license  fee  for  the  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  and  the  medical  cannabis  center 
license,  240  x  $12,500  =  $3,000,000. 

ATC  believes  that  there  will  be  approximately  100  license  applications  submitted  above 
the  amount  that  will  be  finally  approved  for  licenses.  Nevada  which  has  less  than  half  the 
population  of  Missouri  currently  has  176  applications  for  the  medical  marijuana  center 
license  for  only  77  allowable  centers.  Since  the  fee  is  nonrefundable,  this  will  generate 
another  $1,250,000.  This  amount  will  probably  only  occur  in  the  first  year  as  once  the 
licenses  are  allocated,  there  will  be  few  applications  submitted. 

Section  195.963.2(2)  also  requires  ATC  to  establish  all  other  processing  fees  needed. 
Below  are  examples  of  license  fees  and  processes  that  would  require  a  fee.  ATC  is 
estimating  fees  for  licenses,  renewals  and  each  change  based  on  what  Colorado  is 
currently  charging  for  these  types  of  transactions.  Colorado  is  similar  in  population  to 
Missouri. 


Fee  Revenue  -  FY’20 

Type  of  Fee 

Fee 

Est.  Number 

Annual 

Revenue 

Initial  License  Fees  (1  Year) 

Medical  Cannabis  Center  License 

$12,500 

180 

$2,250,000 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  License 

$12,500 

60 

$750,000 

Medical  Cannabis  Testing  Facility 
Registration 

$2,200 

17 

$37,400 

Renewal  License  Fees 

Medical  Cannabis  Center  License 

$12,500 

N/A 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  License 

$12,500 

N/A 

Medical  Cannabis  Testing  Facility 
Registration 

$2,200 

N/A 

Occupational  License  Fees  (1  Year) 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Key 
Occupational  Employee  (Manager  or 
Owner) 

$300 

1,200 

$360,000 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Support 
Occupational  Employee 

$150 

6,000 

$900,000 

Occupational  License  Fees  Renewals 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Key 
Occupational  Employee  (Manager  or 
Owner) 

$150 

N/A 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Support 
Occupational  Employee 

$75 

N/A 

License  Change  Fees 

Reallocation  of  Ownership 

$1,000 

10 

$10,000 

Change  of  Corporation  or  LLC 
Structure 

$800  per 
person 

10 

$1,800 

Modification  of  Licensed  Premises 

$120 

20 

$2,400 

Duplicate  Business  License 

$40 

5 

$200 

Duplicate  Occupational  License 

$10 

50 

$500 

Indirect  Linancial  Interest 

Background  Investigations 

$150 

10 

$1,500 

Subpoena  Lee 

$200 

0 

0 

Applications  to  change  location 

$500 

0 

0 

Transfers  of  Ownership  -  New 

Owner 

$2,000 

5 

$10,000 

Fee  Revenue  -  FY’21 

Type  of  Change 

Fee 

Est.  Number 

Annual 

Revenue 

Initial  License  Fees  (1  Year) 

Medical  Cannabis  Center  License 

$12,500 

5 

$62,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  License 

$12,500 

5 

$62,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Testing  Facility 
Registration 

$2,200 

3 

$6,600 

Renewal  License  Fees 

Medical  Cannabis  Center  License 

$12,500 

175 

$2,187,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  License 

$12,500 

55 

$687,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Testing  Facility 
Registration 

$2,200 

14 

$30,800 

Occupational  License  Fees  (1  Year) 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Key 
Occupational  Employee  (Manager  or 
Owner) 

$300 

400 

$120,000 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Support 
Occupational  Employee 

$150 

2,000 

$300,000 

Occupational  License  Fees  Renewals 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Key 
Occupational  Employee  (Manager  or 
Owner) 

$150 

800 

$120,000 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Support 
Occupational  Employee 

$75 

4,000 

$300,000 

License  Change  Fees 

Reallocation  of  Ownership 

$1,000 

20 

$20,000 

Change  of  Corporation  or  LLC 
Structure 

$800  per 
person 

20 

$16,000 

Modification  of  Licensed  Premises 

$120 

15 

$1,800 

Duplicate  Business  License 

$40 

5 

$200 

Duplicate  Occupational  License 

$10 

50 

$500 

Indirect  Linancial  Interest 

Background  Investigations 

$150 

10 

$1,500 

Subpoena  Lee 

$200 

10 

$2,000 

Applications  to  change  location 

$500 

2 

$1,000 

Transfers  of  Ownership  -  New 

Owner 

$2,000 

2 

$4,000 

Fee  Revenue  -  FY’22  and  Ongoing  (3rd  year  of  operation) 

Type  of  Change 

Fee 

Est.  Number 

Annual 

Revenue 

Initial  License  Fees  (1  Year) 

Medical  Cannabis  Center  License 

$12,500 

5 

$62,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  License 

$12,500 

5 

$62,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Testing  Facility 
Registration 

$2,200 

3 

$6,600 

Renewal  License  Fees 

Medical  Cannabis  Center  License 

$3,300 

175 

$2,187,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  License 

$8,300 

55 

$687,500 

Medical  Cannabis  Testing  Facility 
Registration 

$2,200 

14 

$30,800 

Occupational  License  Fees  (1  Year) 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Key 
Occupational  Employee  (Manager  or 
Owner) 

$300 

400 

$120,000 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Support 
Occupational  Employee 

$150 

2,000 

$300,000 

Occupational  License  Fees  Renewals 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Key 
Occupational  Employee  (Manager  or 
Owner) 

$150 

800 

$120,000 

Occupational  Licenses  -  Support 
Occupational  Employee 

$75 

4,000 

$300,000 

License  Change  Fees 

Reallocation  of  Ownership 

$1,000 

20 

$20,000 

Change  of  Corporation  or  LLC 
Structure 

$800  per 
person 

20 

$16,000 

Modification  of  Licensed  Premises 

$120 

15 

$1,800 

Duplicate  Business  License 

$40 

5 

$200 

Duplicate  Occupational  License 

$10 

50 

$500 

Indirect  Linancial  Interest 

Background  Investigations 

$150 

10 

$1,500 

Subpoena  Lee 

$200 

10 

$2,000 

Applications  to  change  location 

$500 

2 

$1,000 

Transfers  of  Ownership  -  New 

Owner 

$2,000 

2 

$4,000 

Section  195.966.1  directs  all  fees  and  fines  provided  for  by  this  act  (other  than  as 
collected  by  DHSS  for  patient  and  caregiver  registry  or  collected  by  ATC  for  the 
Department  of  Revenue)  shall  be  paid  to  the  Division  and  credited  to  the  medical 
cannabis  license  cash  fund.  ATC  does  not  believe  the  first  year  will  result  in  fines  as  the 


licensing  process  could  take  6  months  to  a  year  before  an  applicant  becomes  licensed.  It 
is  estimated  that  in  FY’21  and  ongoing  fines  could  be  between  $25,000  -  $500,000 
annually. 


Revenue 

FY’20 

FY’21 

FY’22 

license  Application 
gees 

$4,250,000 

$162,500 

$162,500 

gicense  Fees  (1  year 
gcense) 

$4,297,400 

$3,877,400 

$3,877,400 

pcense  Change 
gees 

$26,400 

$47,000 

$47,000 

gines 

0 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Total  Revenue 

$8,573,800 

$4,186,900 

$4,286,900 

Colorado  Medical  Marijuana  Sales  Tax  Receipts 
Fiscal  Year  Receipts 

10- 11  $4,367 

11- 12  $5,982,950 

12- 13  $9,112,237 

13- 14  $10,562,577 

Colorado  receipts  include  a  2.9%  sales  tax  rate  on  medical  marijuana.  ATC  estimates  that 
sales  tax  receipts  in  Missouri  for  the  first  year  will  be  minimal  because  of  the  time  it 
takes  to  implement  this  act.  However,  ATC  estimates  that  Missouri  revenue  from  sales 
tax  collections  on  medical  marijuana  could  be  slightly  lower  as  the  Missouri  sales  tax  rate 
(2%)  is  almost  one  percent  lower  what  Colorado  is  assessing. 

Section  195.005  Gives  the  department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  the  duties  and 
powers  set  forth  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

Sections  195.018  Products  used  as  authorized  by  sections  195.900  to  195.985  are  exempt 
from  the  provisions  of  section  195.017. 

Section  195.900.1  &  2  Creates  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  that  allows  marijuana  to  be 
used  for  medicinal  purposes  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  and  also  specifies  that  it 
is  illegal  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  or  sell  medical  cannabis  except  in  compliance  with 
the  medical  cannabis  laws  as  provided. 

Section  195.900.3  Defines  the  following  terms: 

(1)  Adequate  supply  means  2.5  ounces  during  a  14  day  period  derived  solely  from  an  in 
state  source.  It  provides  for  a  waiver  to  department  of  health  and  senior  services  to 
allow  for  additional  amounts  under  certain  situations.  Qualifying  patients  cannot 
possess  more  than  a  sixty  day  supply. 

(2)  Administer  is  the  ways  that  marijuana  and  marijuana  products  can  be  applied  to  the 
qualifying  patient. 


(3)  Cannabis  is  defined,  but  specifically  excludes  the  stalks  of  such  plant,  fiber  from  the 
stalks,  or  cake  made  from  the  seeds. 

(4)  Cannabis  plant  monitoring  system  is  an  electronic  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that 
tracks  the  life  cycle  of  the  medical  cannabis  plant  from  growth  to  packaging  and  sale 
to  a  qualifying  patient. 

(5)  Cannabis  products  are  products  infused  with  cannabis  or  cannabis  extract  intended  for 
use  or  consumption. 

(6)  Caregiver  is  a  person,  over  21  years  of  age  that  has  significant  responsibility  for 
helping  the  patient.  Not  the  patient  or  the  patient’s  physician. 

(7)  Department  means  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  (DHSS). 

(8)  Division  means  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  (ATC). 

(9)  Entity  is  a  natural  person,  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust, 
limited  liability  company  or  partnership,  general  or  limited  partnership,  joint  venture, 
or  any  other  entity. 

(10)  Good  Cause  defines  the  situations  that  can  result  in  the  refusing  or  denying  of  a 
medical  cannabis  license,  license  renewal,  or  reinstatement  of  license. 

(a)  Applicant  or  licensee  has  violated,  does  not  meet,  or  has  failed  to  comply  with 
any  of  the  terms  of  the  act  or  rules. 

(b)  Applicant  or  licensee  has  violated  or  fails  to  comply  with  special  terms  or 
conditions. 

(c)  The  licensed  premises  have  been  operated  in  a  manner  that  adversely  affects 
public  health. 

(11)  License  is  the  act  of  granting  a  license  or  registration  under  the  new  sections. 

(12)  Licensed  premises  mean  the  premises  that  have  been  licensed  to  cultivate, 
manufacture,  distribute  or  sell  medical  cannabis. 

(13)  Licensee  is  the  person  licensed  or  registered  under  the  new  sections. 

(14)  Limited  access  area  is  an  area  of  the  licensed  premises  that  access  is  limited  to  only 
those  persons  licensed  by  ATC,  and  visitors  and  vendors  as  provided  by  rule  and  requires 
signage  designating  such. 

(15)  Local  licensing  authority  refers  to  municipal  or  county  charter  or  ordinances. 

(16)  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  the  cannabis  that  is  grown  and  sold  under  the  new 
sections. 

(17)  Medical  cannabis  center  is  a  person  licensed  to  operate  a  business  that  sells  medical 
cannabis  to  registered  qualifying  patients  or  caregivers. 

(18)  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  a  person  licensed  to  operate  a 
business  as  described  in  section  195.954. 

(19)  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  are  products  that  are  infused  with  medical 
cannabis  that  is  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking. 

(20)  Medical  cannabis  testing  facility  is  an  independent  facility  licensed,  certified  and 
approved  by  ATC  to  conduct  research  and  analyze  medical  cannabis  for  contaminants 
and  potency.  (Does  ATC  have  to  approve  medical  cannabis  testing,  or  can  they  be 
certified  in  other  ways?) 

(21)  Medical  use  is  production,  distribution  and  use  of  cannabis  or  cannabis  infused 
products  for  qualifying  patients  to  relieve  symptoms  or  effects  of  qualifying  medical 
conditions. 


(22)  Person  includes  person,  partnership,  association,  company,  corporation,  LLC,  or 
organization,  manager,  agent,  owner,  director,  servant,  officer  or  employee. 

(23)  Premises  is  defined  as  a  distinct  and  definite  location. 

(24)  Qualifying  medical  conditions  are  defined  in  this  subsection. 

(25)  Qualifying  patient  is  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  on  qualifying 
medical  condition. 

(26)  Smokeless  vaporizing  device  is  a  medical-grade  vaporizing  device  used  to 
administer  metered  doses  of  medical  cannabis. 

(27)  State  licensing  authority  means  ATC  and  is  responsible  for  regulating  and 
controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution  and  sale  of  medical 
cannabis  in  this  state. 

(28)  Written  certification  is  a  document  dated  and  signed  by  a  physician  stating  that  a 
qualifying  patient  has  a  qualifying  condition  and  is  being  treated  or  managed  by  the 
physician. 

195.903.1  Makes  ATC  the  state  regulatory  and  licensing  authority. 

195.903.2  Allows  the  State  Supervisor  to  employ  FTE  as  may  be  determined  necessary. 
It  also  specifies  that  no  money  shall  be  appropriated  or  used  from  general  revenue  to 
support  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act. 

195.906.1  Provides  what  ATC  is  responsible  for  such  as: 

(1)  Grant  or  refuse  applications  for  state  licenses;  suspend,  fine,  restrict  or 
revoke  licenses  issued  under  these  provisions.  It  also  provides  ATC  with  the 
authority  to  take  any  action  with  respect  to  registrations  as  it  may  with  respect 
to  licenses. 

(2)  Establish  rules  and  regulations  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  new 
section. 

(3)  Provide  written  notice  of  denial  and  provide  the  right  to  a  hearing  before  the 
administrative  hearing  commission. 

(4)  Maintain  the  confidentiality  of  patient  record  reports  received  from  license 
holders. 

(5)  Develop  forms  as  necessary  for  administration  of  this  act  and  related  rules. 

(6)  Prepare  annual  report  to  the  Governor  accounting  for  the  discharge  of  duties. 

195.906.2(1)  Provides  guidelines  for  the  promulgation  of  rules  such  as: 

(a)  Provide  procedures  to  assure  compliance  with  this  act,  and  establish 
procedures  for  administrative  actions  against  licensee. 

(b)  Specify  procedures  for  officers  and  employees  of  ATC. 

(c)  Provide  instructions  for  local  licensing  authorities  and  law  enforcement. 

(d)  Provide  the  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches, 
seizures  and  other  activities. 

(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties. 

(f)  Prohibit  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices. 

(g)  Provide  control  of  informational  and  product  displays. 


(h)  Develop  process  for  ID  cards  for  all  involved  in  the  medical  cannabis 
industry,  including  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  check. 

(i)  Provide  identification  (ID  cards)  of  state  licensees  and  industry 
employees/  owners. 

(j)  Provide  for  security  requirements  to  secure  the  licensed  premises  and 
reporting  requirements  for  changes  to  the  licensed  premises. 

(k)  Provide  regulations  for  the  storage  of,  warehouses  for  and  transportation 
of  medical  cannabis. 

(l)  Provide  for  sanitary  requirements  for  licensed  premises  including  the 
sanitary  requirements  for  the  preparation  of  medical  cannabis-infused 
products. 

(m)  Outline  the  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  may  be  used 
when  verifying  a  sale. 

(n)  Provide  for  labeling  standards. 

(o)  Provide  for  testing  standards. 

(p)  Provide  record  keeping  standards  and  required  availability  of  records. 

(q)  Provide  state  licensing  procedures,  including  renewals,  reinstatements, 
initial  licenses  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees. 

(r)  Provide  for  the  reporting  and  collection  of  monthly  sales  tax  payments  by 
medical  cannabis  centers. 

(s)  Work  with  the  department  of  revenue  to  ensure  sales  and  income  tax 
payments. 

(t)  Provide  for  method  to  impose  administrative  penalties  and  procedures  for 
appealing. 

(u)  Provide  for  other  procedures  or  rules  that  are  necessary  for 
comprehensive  administration  of  the  act. 

(2)  Authorizes  ATC  to  use  emergency  rulemaking  procedures  set  out  in  section  536.025 
to  promulgate  emergency  rules  by  March  6,  2019  for  prompt  implementation  of  this  act. 

(3)  Prevents  ATC  from  fixing  prices  for  medical  cannabis. 

195.909.1  A  local  licensing  authority  of  cities  and  counties  upon  receipt  of  the  fee  may 
issue  a: 

(1)  Medical  cannabis  center  license. 

(2)  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license. 

195.909.2(1)  Prevents  local  licensing  authority  from  issuing  a  local  license  within  a 
municipality  or  unincorporated  portion  of  a  county  unless  they  have  adopted  an  ordinance 
or  resolution  specifying  the  licensing  standards.  If  licensing  standards  have  not  been 
adopted  prior  to  June  1,  2019,  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  use  the  minimum 
licensing  requirement  of  this  act. 

195.909.2(2)  Allows  the  local  governing  body  to  adopt  additional  standards  for  the 
issuance  of  medical  cannabis  licenses  consistent  with  the  intent  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  as  follows,  but  not  limited  to: 

(a)  Distance  restrictions  between  premises 


(b)  Other  requirements  necessary  to  ensure  control  of  the  premises  and  ease 
of  enforcement  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  license. 


195.909.3  Local  governments  may  limit  the  use  of  land  for  medical  cannabis  centers  and 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities.  Local  zoning  approvals  shall  be 
made  by  the  governing  body  of  the  city,  county,  or  municipality  as  it  applies.  Local 
governments  can  prohibit  the  operations  of  medical  cannabis  in  the  city,  county,  or 
municipality  with  a  two-thirds  majority  vote  from  the  registered  voters. 

195.909.4  Requires  an  applicant  to  file  his  license  application  with  the  appropriate  local 
licensing  authority  on  ATC  application  forms,  and  local  licensing  authorities  can  also 
require  additional  forms.  License  applications  must  be  verified  by  the  oath  or  affirmation 
of  the  persons  as  prescribed  by  ATC. 

195.909.5  Requires  applicant  to  provide  plan  specifications  for  the  interior  of  the  building 
that  is  to  be  licensed  to  local  licensing  authority  and  other  requirements  deemed 
necessary  by  ATC  or  the  local  licensing  authority. 

195.912.1  A  local  licensing  authority  must  schedule  and  hold  a  public  hearing  on 
submission  of  an  initial  application  to  be  held  not  less  than  thirty  days  after  the  date  of 
the  application,  but  not  more  than  ninety  days  from  the  application  date.  If  a  hearing  is 
not  scheduled  within  the  timeframe,  the  application  shall  be  considered  approved.  The 
local  licensing  authority  shall  post  and  publish  public  notice  thereof  not  less  than  10  days 
prior  to  the  hearing. 

195.912.2  Specifies  the  sign  that  should  be  used  for  public  notice  of  hearing. 

195.912.3  Requires  public  notice  given  by  publication  to  contain  the  same  information  as 
required  on  the  sign. 

195.912.4  Requires  the  sign  where  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  tested, 
manufactured,  distributed  or  sold  to  be  posted  on  the  proposed  licensed  location  in  a 
conspicuous  and  visible  spot,  and  if  the  building  is  not  constructed,  a  sign  shall  be  posted 
at  the  location  that  it  is  to  be  built. 

195.912.5(1)  A  local  licensing  authority  or  the  license  applicant  may  request  a  concurrent 
state  review  of  the  license  application  before  final  approval  is  given  by  the  local  licensing 
authority,  but  the  local  authority  shall  still  continue  to  independently  review  the 
applicant’s  license  application. 

(2)  Requires  ATC  to  notify  local  licensing  authority  of  issues  that  might  result  in 
denial  of  license  and  must  also  notify  the  local  licensing  authority  of  correction  of  the 
problem(s).  ATC  must  also  notify  the  local  licensing  authority  of  conditional  approval  of 
applicant.  After  final  approval  by  the  locals,  ATC  shall  issue  the  applicant  a  state  license. 

(3)  Applications  for  concurrent  review  shall  be  accompanied  by  all  license  and 
application  fees.  Denial  of  the  license  will  result  in  a  refund  of  the  license  fee,  but  not 
any  other  fees.  Application  fees  shall  be  retained  by  the  respective  licensing  authority. 


195.915.1  A  local  licensing  authority  must  provide  results  of  its  investigation  in  writing 
to  the  applicant  not  less  than  5  days  prior  to  the  date  of  the  public  hearing.  License  may 
be  refused  for  good  cause,  subject  to  judicial  review. 

195.915.2  Outlines  considerations  that  may  be  made  by  local  licensing  authority  when 
determining  whether  to  approve  or  deny  an  application. 

195.915.3  Local  licensing  authority  must  issue  licensing  decision  within  30  days  after  the 
public  hearing  or  completion  of  the  application  investigation.  The  decision  must  be  made 
in  writing  and  provided  to  the  applicant. 

195.915.4  A  local  licensing  authority  may  not  issue  a  local  license  until  the  building  is 
completed  and  ready  for  business  and  has  been  inspected  by  the  local  licensing  authority 
and  it  matches  plan  provided  with  application. 

195.915.5  A  local  licensing  authority  must  notify  ATC  of  the  approval  of  the  license  by 
the  local  licensing  authority,  and  the  state  will  then  investigate  and  approve  or  disapprove 
the  application. 

195.918.1(1)  Limits  licensing  of  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  to 
60  each  statewide  (1  per  100,000  inhabitants  or  6,000,000/100,000  =  60).  The  license  is 
valid  for  one  year  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  At  least  one  medical 
cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  for  each  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  license. 

(2)  Limits  licensing  of  medical  cannabis  centers  to  60  (1  per  100,000  inhabitants 
or  6,000,000/100,000  =  60),  but  allows  current  licensees  to,  in  some  instances,  acquire  an 
additional  two  medical  cannabis  center  licenses.  These  two  additional  ones  are  above  and 
beyond  the  initial  60  licenses.  The  license  is  valid  for  one  year  and  shall  be  renewable, 
except  for  good  cause. 

(3)  Licenses  shall  be  disbursed  geographically  by  ATC,  in  consultation  with 
DHSS,  to  ensure  statewide  access  for  patients.  If  more  than  the  statewide  limit  for 
medical  cannabis  centers  is  necessary  to  provide  sufficient  patient  access,  a  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  may  be  approved  for  up  to  two  additional 
cannabis  centers  licenses,  subject  to  approval  by  ATC  and  local  licensing  authority. 

195.918.2  Requires  a  $5,000  bond  for  sales  and  use  taxes  due  the  state  in  event  of 
nonpayment. 

195.918.3  Requires  ATC  to  have  a  final  determination  of  failure  to  pay  taxes  before  such 
bond  can  be  required  to  make  payments  to  the  state. 

195.918.4  Requires  bonds  to  be  renewed  or  continued  at  the  time  of  license  renewals. 
195.921.1  Applications  for  a  state  license  must  be  made  to  ATC  on  forms  prepared  by 
ATC  to  include  information  to  establish  whether  a  state  license  shall  be  granted. 


195.921.2  ATC  shall  make  application  forms  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  section,  and  shall  begin  accepting  applications  no  later  than  240  days  after  the 
effective  date. 

195.921.3  ATC  may  not  issue  a  state  license  until  the  local  licensing  authority  has  given 
approval. 

195.921.4  Does  not  preempt  local  government  to  enact  ordinances  or  resolutions 
concerning  matters  which  local  governments  are  authorized  to  oversee. 

195.924.1  &  2  Requires  ATC  to  deny  a  state  license  if  the  premises  don’t  meet 
requirements  set  out  in  statutes.  It  also  provides  for  the  applicant  to  have  a  hearing  before 
the  administrative  hearing  commission  if  the  license  is  denied.  ATC  is  required  to 
provide  written  notice  of  the  reason  for  denial  to  the  applicant  and  local  licensing 
authority  at  least  15  days  prior  to  the  hearing. 

195.927.1  Provides  guidelines  on  who  shall  not  be  issued  a  license: 

(1)  Annual  Fee  must  be  paid. 

(2)  A  person  under  21  years  old. 

(3)  A  licensee  who  has: 

a.  Failed  to  provide  a  surety  bond,  proof  of  assets  or  file  any  tax 
return 

b.  Failed  to  pay  taxes. 

c.  Failed  to  pay  a  judgment  due  to  a  government  agency. 

d.  Failed  to  stay  out  of  default  on  a  government-issued  student 
loan. 

e.  Failed  to  pay  child  support. 

f.  Failed  to  remedy  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  any  of  the 
above. 

(4)  A  person  who  in  the  last  ten  years  preceding  the  application  date  has  discharged  a 
sentence  for  a  felony  conviction,  or  a  person  who  has  at  any  time  been  convicted  of  a 
felony  regarding  the  possession,  distribution,  or  use  of  a  controlled  substance. 

(5)  A  person  who  employs  someone  at  a  medical  cannabis  center,  cultivation  and 
production  facility  or  testing  facility  that  has  not  passed  a  criminal  background  check. 

(6)  A  sheriff,  deputy  sheriff,  police  officer,  or  prosecuting  officer  or  any  officer  or 
employee  of  ATC,  or  a  local  licensing  authority. 

(7)  A  person  whose  primary  caregiver  license  was  revoked  by  DHSS. 

(8)  A  person  who  is  licensing  a  location  that  is  currently  licensed  as  a  retail  food 
establishment  or  wholesale  food  registrant. 

195.927.2  This  new  section  shall  comply  with  provisions  of  section  324.010.1. 

195.927.3  Licenses  shall  be  held  by  entities  that  are  60%  or  more  owned  by  natural 
citizens  who  have  been  Missouri  residents  for  the  three  years  prior  to  filing  of  the 
application  for  a  license. 


195.927.4(1)  Gives  ATC  access  to  criminal  background  checks  information  in  order  to 
investigate  applicants.  If  ATC  considers  the  background  check  information,  ATC  must 
also  consider  information  provided  by  the  applicant  showing  evidence  of  rehabilitation, 
character  reference,  and  educational  achievements. 

(2)  Defines  criminal  justice  agency  to  mean  any  federal,  state,  or  municipal  court 
or  any  government  agency  or  subunit  of  such  agency  that  administers  criminal  justice 
under  a  statute  or  executive  order,  and  which  a  substantial  part  of  their  annual  budget  is 
spent  on  criminal  justice. 

(3)  Applicant  must  submit  personal  history  information  as  required  by  ATC,  and 
also  fingerprints  which  shall  be  in  accordance  with  section  43.543  and  43.530,  for 
submission  to  the  MSHP  who  shall  forward,  if  necessary,  to  the  FBI  for  conducting  a 
criminal  background  check.  After  a  licensee  has  submitted  the  fingerprint  check  twice, 
they  may  thereafter  submit  a  name  based  criminal  background  check.  ATC  is  allowed  to 
verify  any  information  that  an  applicant  is  required  to  submit. 

195.930  Gives  reasons  ATC  or  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  license: 

(1)  If  ATC  already  denied  a  license  at  the  location  or  within  1,000  feet  of  the 
location  in  the  2  years  prior  due  to  the  nature  of  the  use,  or  other  concern. 

(2)  Until  the  lease  or  ownership  of  the  location  is  established. 

(3)  If  the  local  zoning  laws  of  the  municipality  or  county  do  not  allow  medical 
cannabis  production  or  sale. 

(4) (a)  If  the  building  to  be  licensed  is  within  1,000  feet  of  a  school,  college  or 
university,  or  a  licensed  childcare  facility,  or  within  100  feet  of  a  youth  center, 
public  swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  facility  .  It  allows  for  an  exception  for 
those  already  licensed,  if  the  licensee  was  actively  doing  business  prior  to  one  of 
the  listed  facilities  being  constructed. 

(b)  The  distances  are  computed  by  direct  measurement  from  the  nearest 
property  lines  of  the  land  used  for  school  or  campus  to  the  nearest  portion 
of  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  sold. 

(c)  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  make  the  determination  as  to 
whether  the  distance  restrictions  are  valid. 

195.933.1  A  state  or  local  license  is  not  transferable  except  in  special  situations: 

195.933.2  A  transfer  of  ownership  requires  the  license  holder  to  apply  to  ATC  and  the 
local  licensing  authority  on  ATC  forms.  The  local  licensing  authority  may  hold  a  hearing 
in  the  same  manner  as  set  out  in  section  195.912.  ATC  may  hold  a  transfer  of  ownership 
hearing  in  compliance  with  section  195.912. 

195.936.1  Allows  a  county  or  municipality  to  enact  stricter  regulations  and  restrictions 
than  the  state  law. 

195.936.2  Applicant  cannot  operate  until  license  has  been  granted  by  both  local  licensing 
authority  and  ATC.  Applicant  must  provide  a  complete  list  of  all  owners,  officers,  and 
employees  to  licensing  authorities. 


195.936.3  Licensee  must  notify  ATC  in  writing  within  10  days  after  an  owner,  officer,  or 
employee  ceases  to  work  at,  manage,  own,  or  otherwise  be  associated  with  the  operation. 
They  must  surrender  their  identification  card  to  ATC  on  or  before  the  date  of  notification. 

195.936.4  Licensee  must  notify  ATC  in  writing  of  the  name,  address,  and  date  of  birth  of 
an  owner,  officer,  manager  or  employee  before  the  new  person  may  begin  working  with 
the  operation.  They  must  pass  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check  and  obtain 
the  identification  card  prior  to  being  associated  with,  managing,  owning  or  working  at  the 
operation. 

195.936.5  Licensee  may  not  acquire,  possess,  cultivate,  deliver,  transfer,  transport,  supply 
or  dispense  cannabis  for  any  reason  except  to  assist  patients  or  as  otherwise  provided  for 
in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.936.6  Owners  of  licensed  medical  cannabis  operations  are  authorized  to  do  business 
in  Missouri.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  license  until  ATC  has  received 
the  license  fee  due.  Licenses  are  valid  for  a  one  year  period  from  date  of  issuance. 

195.936.7  Licensing  authorities  may  consider  all  requirements  and  exceptions  of  the 
Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  and  rules  promulgated  under  this  act,  along  with  any  other 
reasonable  restrictions  before  issuing  the  license.  Licensing  authorities  may  consider  the 
effect  on  competition  of  granting  or  denying  a  second  or  third  additional  license  to  the 
licensee  and  shall  not  approve  an  additional  license  that  has  the  effect  of  restraining 
competition. 

195.936.8(1)  Each  license  is  separate  and  distinct.  A  separate  license  is  required  for  each 
specific  business  and  each  geographical  location. 

(2)  Licensee  must  maintain  possession  of  the  premises  at  all  times. 

195.936.9(1)  License  must  specify  the  date  of  issuance,  period  of  licensure  and  name  of 
licensee  and  the  premises  licensed.  License  must  be  displayed  conspicuously  on  the 
licensed  premises  at  all  times. 

(2)  A  local  licensing  authority  may  not  transfer  location  of  or  renew  a  license 
until  the  applicant  produces  a  license  granted  by  ATC  covering  the  whole 
period  for  which  the  license  or  renewal  is  sought.  (It  appears  that  for  initial 
licenses,  the  local  licensing  authority  must  grant  the  license  before  ATC  can 
issue  a  license,  but  for  changes  in  location,  ownership  or  renewals,  ATC  must 
grant  the  license  before  the  local  licensing  authority  can  issue  the  license.) 

195.936.10  The  day  of  the  license  issuance  shall  not  count  towards  the  designated  time 
period  of  the  license.  Saturdays,  Sundays  and  legal  holidays  shall  be  counted  as  any  other 
day. 

195.936.11  Licensee  must  report  transfers  or  change  of  financial  interest  to  ATC  and  the 
local  licensing  authority  30  days  prior  to  the  event.  A  report  shall  be  required  for  transfers 
of  capital  stock  of  any  corporation. 


195.936.12  Licensee  shall  manage  the  licensed  premise  or  appoint  a  manager  on  the 
premises.  The  manager  must  be  reported  to  ATC  and  the  local  licensing  authority.  Any 
changes  must  be  reported  to  both  30  days  prior  to  the  change. 

195.936.13(1)  A  licensee  may  move  the  permanent  location  within  the  same  municipality 
or  county  in  which  the  license  was  granted,  but  may  not  conduct  business  until 
permission  is  granted  from  both  ATC  and  the  local  licensing  authority. 

(2)  ATC  and  the  local  licensing  authority  must  consider  all  aspects  of  the  new 
location  to  be  sure  the  new  location  is  in  accordance  with  all  requirements  of 
the  Act,  local  ordinances  and  the  rules  and  regulations  before  granting  a 
change. 

195.939.1(1)  ATC  shall  notify  the  licensee  90  days  before  the  expiration  date  of  the 
license.  A  renewal  must  be  submitted  to  the  local  licensing  authority  45  days  and  to  ATC 
30  days  prior  to  the  expiration  date.  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  accept  a  late 
renewal  except  as  provided  in  (2)  below.  ATC  may  extend  the  expiration  date  and  accept 
a  late  application  for  renewal  provided  that  the  applicant  has  filed  timely  with  the  local 
license  authority.  All  renewals  filed  with  the  local  licensing  authority  and  approved  by 
such,  shall  next  be  processed  by  ATC.  ATC  and  the  local  licensing  authority  may  waive 
the  late  renewal  time  requirements  upon  reasonable  grounds.  The  local  licensing 
authority  may  hold  a  hearing  for  renewal  only  if  there  have  been  complaints  filed  against 
it,  there  is  a  history  of  violations,  or  there  are  allegations  that  constitute  good  cause. 

(2)  The  local  licensing  authority  must  post  a  notice  of  the  hearing  and  notify 
the  licensee  for  a  period  of  ten  days  prior  to  holding  a  hearing.  The  local 
licensing  authority  may  refuse  to  renew  any  license  for  good  cause. 

195.939.2(1)  A  late  renewal  application  fee  of  $500  to  the  local  licensing  authority  will 
be  charged  to  renew  a  license  that  has  expired,  but  not  if  it  is  expired  for  more  than  90 
days.  A  licensee  may  continue  to  operate  until  both  ATC  and  the  local  licensing 
authorities  have  taken  final  action  to  approve  or  deny  the  late  renewal  application. 

(2)  No  late  renewal  application  is  acceptable  after  more  than  90  days  after  the 
expiration  date  and  licensee  must  discontinue  business  actions. 

195.942  A  license  may  be  revoked  or  not  renewed  if  the  licensed  premises  have  been 
inactive  without  good  cause  for  at  least  one  year. 

195.945.1  ATC,  by  rule,  shall  require  complete  disclosure  of  all  persons  having  a  direct 
or  indirect  financial  interest  and  the  details  of  such  interest  in  any  license. 

195.945.2  A  person  shall  not  have  unreported  financial  interest  in  a  license  unless  such 
person  has  undergone  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check  (Does  this  mean 
that  if  they  haven’t  reported  a  financial  interest  as  required  by  the  application  process  and 
previous  requirements,  it’s  okay  as  long  as  they  have  undergone  a  fingerprint-based 
criminal  background  check?).  This  does  not  apply  to  banks,  savings  and  loan  associations 
or  industrial  banks,  or  to  stockholders,  directors,  or  officers  thereof. 


195.945.3  This  section  is  intended  to  prevent  control  of  the  business  by  a  person  other 
than  who  is  licensed  to  do  so  (subterfuge). 

195.948.1  ATC  may  grant  four  types  of  licenses  under  this  act. 

(1)  Medical  cannabis  center  license; 

(2)  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license; 

(3)  Medical  cannabis  testing  facility  license; 

(4)  Occupational  licenses  and  registrations  for  owners,  managers,  operators, 
employees,  contracts  and  other  support  staff,  or  those  having  access  to  restricted 
areas  as  determined  by  ATC.  ATC  may  take  action  against  the  registration  the 
same  as  the  other  licenses. 

195.948.2  A  business  will  be  required  to  hold  both  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  and 
cultivation  and  production  facility  license. 

195.948.3  A  medical  cannabis  business  must  use  a  cannabis  plant  monitoring  system  to 
track  all  inventory. 

195.948.4  Banks  and  credit  unions  may  loan  money  to  licensees  for  the  operation  of  a 
licensed  business. 

195.948.5  A  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  shall  be  licensed,  approved,  and  certified  by 
ATC.  Owners  of  medical  cannabis  testing  facilities  cannot  have  financial  interest  in 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  and  medical  cannabis  centers. 
Owners  of  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  and  medical  cannabis 
centers  cannot  have  financial  interest  in  medical  cannabis  testing  facilities. 

195.951.1  A  medical  cannabis  center  license  may  be  issued  only  to  a  person  selling 
medical  cannabis  under  this  section. 

195.951.2  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  may  also  sell  prepackaged  and  labeled 
cannabis-infused  products 

195.951.3  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  a  licensee  shall  only  sell 
cannabis  grown  in  its  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility. 

195.951.4  A  licensee  shall  not  purchase  more  than  thirty  percent  of  its  total  on-hand 
inventory  of  cannabis  from  another  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  in  Missouri,  and 
shall  not  sell  more  than  thirty  percent  of  its  on-hand  inventory  to  another  licensed 
medical  cannabis  center  in  Missouri. 

195.951.5  Licensee  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  must  verify  that  the  purchaser  has  a 
valid  registration  card  from  DHSS  and  valid  picture  identification  card  that  matches  the 
name  on  the  registration  card  before  making  a  sale. 


195.951.6  Licensee  shall  provide  an  amount  of  its  medical  cannabis  to  a  medical 
cannabis  testing  facility  for  testing  as  established  by  rule. 


195.951.7  Provides  the  labeling  requirements  for  selling  medical  cannabis: 

(1)  Medical  cannabis  (not  infused)  shall  have  a  legible,  firmly  affixed  label  on 
which  the  wording  is  no  less  than  one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on  each  package  and 
contains  the  following  information: 

(a)  Patients  name. 

(b)  Name  and  registration  number  of  the  licensee  that  produced  it  along 
with  telephone  number,  mailing  address,  and  website  information  if  any. 

(c)  Quantity  of  usable  cannabis  in  the  package. 

(d)  The  date  of  the  packaging. 

(e)  Batch  number,  sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used,  to 
identify  the  batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing. 

(f)  The  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  cannabis  including  the  THC  level. 

(g)  Statement  regarding  the  limited  information  about  the  safety  of  the 
product  and/or  to  keep  away  from  children. 

(2)  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  have  a  legible,  firmly  affixed  label  on 
which  the  wording  is  no  less  than  one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on  each  package  and 
contains  the  following  information: 

(a)  Patients  name. 

(b)  Name  and  registration  number  of  the  licensee  that  produced  it  along 
with  telephone  number,  mailing  address,  and  website  information  if  any. 

(c)  Name  of  the  product. 

(d)  Quantity  of  usable  cannabis  in  the  package  as  measured  in  ounces. 

(e)  A  list  of  the  ingredients,  including  the  cannabinoid  profile  and  the 
THC  level. 

(f)  The  date  of  the  product  creation  and  use  by  date. 

(g)  Batch  number,  sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used,  to 
identify  the  batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing. 

(h)  Directions  for  use  if  relevant. 

(i)  Statement  that  the  product  was  tested  for  contaminants,  and  no  adverse 
findings,  and  the  date  of  the  testing. 

(j)  A  warning  known  allergens  are  in  the  product. 

(k)  Statement  regarding  the  limited  information  about  the  safety  of  the 
product  and/or  to  keep  away  from  children. 

(3)  Packaging  instructions  include  plain,  opaque,  tamper-proof  and  child-proof 
containers  without  designs  other  than  the  centers  logo. 

195.951.8  Licensee  shall  comply  with  all  provisions  of  law  as  relate  to  persons  with 
disabilities. 


195.954  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  may  be  issued 
only  to  a  person  who  grows  and  cultivates  cannabis  and  who  manufactures  medical 
cannabis  or  cannabis-infused  products  under  this  Act. 


195.957.1  The  DHSS  is  designated  as  the  state  agency  for  regulating  and  controlling  the 
manufacture  of  medical  cannabis  infused  products. 


195.957.2(1)  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  can  only  be  prepared  on  a  licensed 
cultivation  and  production  facility  used  for  the  manufacture  and  preparation  of  cannabis- 
infused  products  and  which  uses  equipment  for  that  exclusive  purpose. 

(2)  Only  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is 
permitted  to  produce  cannabis-infused  products  for  such  facility’s  medical 
cannabis  centers  and  may  sell  to  any  other  licensed  cannabis  center  in 
Missouri. 

(3)  All  cannabis  cultivated  must  be  tested  in  accordance  with: 

(a)  Cannabinoid  profile  and  for  contaminants  as  specified  by  DHSS, 
including  mold,  mildew,  heavy  metals,  plant-growth  regulators  and 
nonorganic  pesticides.  DHSS  may  require  additional  testing. 

(b)  Testing  results  must  be  maintained  for  no  less  than  one  year. 

(c)  Must  have  a  procedure  to  follow  up  on  results  indicating  contamination 
including  destruction  of  product  and  assessment  of  the  source. 

(d)  All  testing  shall  be  conducted  by  an  independent  laboratory  that  is: 

a.  accredited  to  International  Organization  for  Standardization 
(ISO)  17025  by  a  third-  party  accrediting  body;  OR 

b.  Certified,  registered,  or  accredited  by  an  organization  approved 
by  DHSS. 

(e)  Testing  must  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  frequency  as 
required  by  DHSS. 

(f)  The  medical  cannabis  facility  shall  have  a  contractual  arrangement  with 
a  laboratory  for  the  purposes  of  testing  cannabis,  and  those  individuals 
responsible  for  testing  must  be  licensed. 

(g)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  may  not  have  a 
financial  or  other  interest  in  a  laboratory  providing  testing  services  for  a 
licensee. 

(h)  No  individual  employee  of  a  laboratory  providing  testing  services  shall 
receive  financial  compensation  from  any  medical  cannabis  facility. 

(i)  Transportation  to  and  from  the  laboratories  shall  comply  with  rules 
promulgated  by  ATC. 

(j)  All  storage  of  cannabis  at  a  laboratory  shall  comply  with  subdivision 

(4)  below. 

(k)  Excess  cannabis  from  the  testing  facility  shall  be  returned  to  the  source 
facility  and  be  disposed  of  so  as  to  minimize  the  development  of  odor  and 
minimize  attraction  of  bugs,  in  section  195.957.2(6)(e). 

(4) (a)  All  cannabis  shall  be  housed  and  stored  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent 
diversion,  theft,  or  loss. 

(b)  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  accessible  only  to  the  minimum  number  of 
authorized  agents  essential  for  efficient  operations. 

(c)  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  returned  to  a  secure  location  at  the  end  of  the 
scheduled  business  day. 


(d)  If  the  manufacturing  process  cannot  be  completed  at  the  end  of  a  day, 
all  processing  area  or  tanks,  vessels,  bins,  or  containers  containing 
cannabis  shall  be  securely  locked  inside  an  area  or  building  that  affords 
adequate  security. 

(5)  Cannabis  shall  be  processed  in  a  safe  and  sanitary  manner.  Only  the  leaves 
and  flowers  of  the  female  cannabis  plant  shall  be  processed  as  follows: 

(a)  Well  cured  and  free  of  seeds  and  stems; 

(b)  Free  of  dirt,  sand,  debris,  and  other  foreign  matter; 

(c)  Free  of  contamination  by  mold,  rot,  other  fungus,  and  bacterial 
diseases; 

(d)  Prepared  and  handled  on  food-grade  stainless  steel  tables;  and 

(e)  Packaged  in  a  secure  area. 

(6)  (a)  -  (o)  Sets  out  the  specific  guidelines  for  sanitary  requirements  that  must 
be  met  by  anybody  whose  job  includes  contact  with  cannabis  or  nonedible 
medical  cannabis-infused  products,  including  cultivation,  production, 
packaging,  is  subject  to  the  requirements  for  food  handlers  under  state  law  and 
in  accordance  with  DHSS.  It  specifically  sets  out  rules  that  must  be  followed 
by  all  who  come  into  contact  with  the  manufacturing  and  processing  of 
medical  cannabis  products.  (Not  sure  if  ATC  would  oversee  this  aspect  as 
DHSS  is  the  agency  for  setting  out  sanitation  standards  and  would  likely  have 
more  expertise  in  doing  such  inspections). 

195.957.3(1)  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  shall  provide 
adequate  lighting,  ventilation,  temperature,  humidity,  space  and  equipment. 

(2)  Facilities  shall  have  separate  storage  for  outdated,  damaged,  deteriorated, 
mislabeled,  contaminated,  opened  or  breached  cannabis,  until  it  is  destroyed. 

(3)  Storage  shall  be  clean  and  orderly. 

(4)  Storage  shall  be  free  from  infestation  by  insects,  rodents,  birds,  and  pests  of 
any  kind. 

(5)  Storage  shall  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  security  requirements  set 
out  by  ATC. 

195.960.1  Prevents  wholesaling,  transferring  or  processing  any  medical  cannabis  product 
until  the  product  has  been  tested  by  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  and  validated. 

195.960.2(1)  Sets  out  the  cultivation  process  and  testing  that  needs  to  take  place  before  it 
will  be  deemed  valid. 

(2)  Sets  out  the  production  process  and  testing  that  needs  to  take  place  before  it 
will  be  deemed  valid. 

195.960.3(1)  Each  harvest  and  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  and 
product  shall  be  tested  by  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  for  salmonella  sp., 
Escherichia  coli  and  other  bile  tolerant  bacteria. 

(2)  Each  harvest  batch  shall  be  tested  for  filth  and  other  visible  contamination. 

(3)  Each  production  batch  of  solvent-based  cannabis  concentrate  shall  be  tested 
for  residual  solvent  contamination. 


195.960.4(1)  ATC  may  require  additional  tests  on  a  harvest  or  production  batch. 

(2)(a)  Sets  out  a  waiver  to  testing  production  batches  in  (1)  above  if  the  facility 
does  not  wholesaler  or  transfer  any  portion  of  the  production  batch  to 
manufacture  medical  cannabis  product,  except  that  a  solvent-based  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  shall  still  be  submitted  for  a  residual  solvent  contaminant 
test. 

(b)  If  only  C02  was  used  on  a  product  batch,  residual  solvent  testing  is  not 
required. 

195.960.5(l)(a)  When  a  facility  makes  a  material  change  to  its  cultivation  or  production 
process,  the  first  five  harvest  or  production  batches  must  be  revalidated. 

(b)  A  material  change  includes  if  a  facility  uses  a  different  pesticide. 

(c)  Using  a  new  solvent  is  considered  a  material  change. 

(d)  Licensee  shall  notify  the  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  of  the  material 
change. 

(e)  When  a  harvest  or  production  batch  is  required  for  testing  due  to  a  material 
change,  the  facility  may  not  wholesale,  transfer  or  process  into  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  or  product  being  tested. 

(2)  If  six  of  ten  tests  batches  produced  fail  contaminant  testing,  the  facility  will 
have  to  revalidate  its  process. 

195.960.6  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  not  be  exempt  from  state  or  local 
sales  tax. 

195.961.1  Levies  a  two  percent  retail  sales  tax  on  the  sale  of  medical  cannabis  at  medical 
cannabis  centers  for  the  privilege  of  engaging  in  business.  Sellers  of  medical  cannabis 
shall  report  to  the  director  of  revenue,  on  forms  provided  by  the  director  of  revenue,  the 
total  gross  receipts  for  sales  of  medical  cannabis  at  retail,  and  remit  to  the  director  of 
revenue  two  percent  of  their  gross  receipts. 

195.961.2  After  retaining  no  more  than  five  percent  of  its  actual  collection  costs,  the 
department  of  revenue  shall  deposit  one-half  percent  of  tax  collections  into  the  Missouri 
Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund,  one-half  percent  into  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund, 
one-half  percent  into  the  Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund,  and  one-half  percent  into  the 
Early  Childhood  Development,  Education  and  Care  Fund  created  by  section  161.125. 
Licensees  will  be  allowed  approved  credits  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the 
returned  item  and  the  purchaser  received  the  refund  or  credit. 

(1)  Creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  consisting  of  certain 
taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  interest  earned  on  investments 
shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  The  money  remaining  in  the  fund  does  not  revert  to 
general  revenue  at  the  end  of  the  year.  This  is  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand 
appropriated  as  follows: 

(a)  An  amount  necessary  for  the  department  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(b)  Remainder  of  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans 
Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans. 


(c)  The  money  in  this  fund  shall  provide  additional  funding  for  the 
purposes  listed  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  funding. 

(2)  Creates  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund  consisting  of  certain  taxes  and  fees 
collected  under  this  section.  The  interest  earned  on  investments  shall  be 
credited  to  the  fund.  The  money  remaining  in  the  fund  does  not  revert  to 
general  revenue  at  the  end  of  the  year.  This  is  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand 
appropriated  as  follows: 

(a)  An  amount  necessary  for  the  department  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(b)  Remainder  of  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  police  departments, 
fire  protection  districts,  and  fire  departments  in  Missouri  that  have  medical 
cannabis  centers  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities 
within  their  geographic  boundaries. 

(c)  The  money  in  this  fund  shall  provide  additional  funding  for  the 
purposes  listed  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  funding. 

(3)  Creates  the  Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund  consisting  of  certain  taxes  and 
fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  interest  earned  on  investments  shall  be 
credited  to  the  fund.  The  money  remaining  in  the  fund  does  not  revert  to 
general  revenue  at  the  end  of  the  year.  This  is  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand 
appropriated  as  follows: 

(a)  An  amount  necessary  for  the  department  to  carry  out  this  section. 

(b)  Remainder  of  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  Missouri  Drug 
Treatment  Centers  funded  by  the  state  of  Missouri. 

(c)  The  money  in  this  fund  shall  provide  additional  funding  for  the 
purposes  listed  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  funding. 

(4)  Gives  department  of  revenue  authority  to  establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules 
necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  retail  sales  tax  on  medical  cannabis  and  to 
issue  forms,  instructions  and  other  documents  necessary  for  tax  collections. 

195.961.3  Sections  144.010  through  144.527  apply  to  the  administration  of  tax  imposed 
in  this  section. 

195.963.1(1)  Creates  the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund  that  will  consist  of  all 
money  collected  by  ATC  under  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act.  The  fund  will  be  dedicated 
solely  for  the  administration  of  the  Act. 

(2)  The  money  in  the  fund  does  not  revert  back  to  general  revenue  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year. 

(3)  The  interest  earned  on  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 

(4)  Creates  a  Medical  Cannabis  Program  Account  as  an  account  within  the 
medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  and  will  consist  of  all  funds  collected  by 
DHSS  under  section  195.981  that  deals  with  the  physician  and  patient  side  of 
this  act. 


195.963.2(1)  The  nonrefundable  application  fee  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  and 
a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  $12,500  each,  and  the  annual 
license  fee  is  $12,500  each  and  must  be  submitted  with  the  license  application. 


(2)  ATC  shall  establish  all  other  fees  for  processing  applications  that  are 
submitted  to  ATC,  such  as  applications; 

(a)  To  change  location. 

(b)  Transfer  of  ownership. 

(c)  License  renewal  and  expired  license  renewal  applications. 

(d)  Licenses,  i.e.  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  licenses,  occupational 
licenses  and  registrations. 

(3)  The  fees  that  ATC  charges  should  reflect  the  actual  direct  and  indirect  costs  to 
ATC  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act. 

(4)  ATC  can  charge  applicants  a  fee  for  the  cost  of  each  fingerprint  analysis  and 
background  investigation  undertaken  to  qualify  new  officers,  directors,  managers, 
or  employees. 

(5)  At  least  annually,  ATC  will  review  the  amount  of  fees  and  adjust  the  amount 
to  reflect  actual  costs. 

195.963.3  ATC  shall  establish  a  basic  subpoena  fee  that  will  include  meals,  mileage,  and 
lodging  for  each  day  of  attendance  as  a  result  of  a  subpoena. 

195.963.4  The  subpoena  fee  will  not  be  applicable  to  any  federal,  state,  or  local 
government  agency. 

195.966.1  Except  for  the  fees  charged  by  DHSS  and  the  local  licensing  authority,  all  fees 
and  fines  under  this  act  shall  be  paid  to  ATC,  who  will  credit  it  to  the  medical  cannabis 
license  cash  fund. 

195.966.2  ATC  expenditures  shall  be  paid  out  of  appropriations  from  the  medical 
cannabis  license  cash  fund. 

195.969.1  Local  licensing  authorities  can  charge  a  fee  for  applications  and  licenses  in  an 
amount  determined  by  them,  but  not  to  exceed  ten  percent  of  the  state  fees. 

195.969.2  Local  license  fees  shall  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  municipality  or  county 
where  the  licensed  premises  are  located  in  advance  of  the  approval,  denial  or  renewal  of 
the  license. 

195.972.1  ATC  and  local  licensing  authorities  may  suspend  or  revoke  a  license  for 
violations  by  the  licensee  or  any  agents  or  employees  of  the  licensee.  Licensee  must  be 
given  an  opportunity  for  a  public  hearing.  Both  have  the  power  to  administer  oaths  and 
issue  subpoenas  to  require  the  presence  of  people  or  for  the  production  of  records. 

195.972.2  ATC  or  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  provide  written  notifications  to 
licensee  regarding  the  suspension,  revocation,  fine  and  the  required  notice  of  the  hearing. 
A  suspension  shall  not  be  longer  than  six  months,  unless  a  summary  suspension.  The  fees 
will  not  be  returned  to  the  licensee.  A  license  can  be  summarily  suspended  without  notice 
pending  any  prosecution,  investigation  or  public  hearing  in  the  case  of  an  immediate  risk 


or  threat  to  public  safety  (195.984).  Nothing  in  this  section  prevents  the  summary 
suspension  of  a  license. 

195.972.3(1)  A  licensee  that  has  their  license  suspended  for  14  days  or  less  can  petition 
to  pay  a  fine  in  lieu  of  having  the  license  suspended  and  both  state  and  local  licensing 
authorities  may  stay  the  suspension,  investigate,  or  grant  the  petition  if: 

(a)  The  public  welfare  and  morals  are  not  impaired,  and  the  fine  achieves  the 
desired  disciplinary  purposes. 

(b)  The  books  and  records  are  kept  in  such  a  manner  that  the  loss  of  revenue 
had  the  licensee  suffered  if  the  suspension  had  gone  into  effect  is  known 
or  can  be  estimated  accurately. 

(c)  The  licensee  has  not  had  his  or  her  license  suspended  or  revoked,  nor  had 
any  suspension  stayed  during  the  two  years  immediately  preceding. 

(2)  The  fine  shall  not  be  less  than  $500  or  more  than  $100,000. 

(3)  Payment  of  a  fine  shall  be  by  cash,  certified  check  or  cashier’s  check. 

195.972.4  Fines  paid  to  the  local  licensing  authority  should  be  credited  to  the  general 
fund.  Fines  paid  to  ATC  shall  be  credited  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  (I 
question  the  effect  of  fines  being  credited  to  the  agency  that  is  imposing  the  fine  as  it 
could  create  the  appearance  that  a  fine  is  being  imposed  for  revenue  enhancement  as 
faced  by  the  many  St.  Louis  municipalities  as  a  result  of  traffic  violations  funding  their 
operations.) 

195.972.5  Stays  of  a  suspension  as  a  result  of  a  licensee  petitioning  to  pay  a  fine  in  lieu  of 
a  suspension  granted  are  limited  to  those  necessary  while  the  authority  completes  its 
investigation  to  determine  the  amount  of  fine,  or  if  a  fine  will  replace  the  stay. 

195.972.6  If  the  authority  does  not  find  that  a  stay  is  appropriate,  the  suspension  shall  go 
into  effect  on  the  operative  date  set  by  ATC  or  the  local  licensing  authority. 

195.972.7  Local  licensing  authorities  are  required  to  report  all  actions  taken  to  impose 
fines,  suspensions  and  revocations  to  ATC.  ATC  shall  report  the  preceding  year’s 
actions  in  which  fines,  suspensions  or  revocations  were  imposed  by  local  licensing 
authorities  and  ATC  by  January  15th  and  shall  file  a  copy  with  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  the  Senate,  and  six  copies  for  the  legislative  library. 

195.975.1  Licensees  must  keep  a  complete  set  of  records  which  shall  be  open  during  all 
business  hours  for  inspection  and  examination  by  ATC.  ATC  can  require  any  licensee  to 
furnish  information  to  determine  the  business  transactions  of  the  license  and  can  appoint 
an  auditor  to  have  access  to  such  records  which  the  licensee  will  pay  for. 

195.975.2  The  licensed  premises  shall  be  subject  to  inspection  and  investigation  by  ATC 
or  local  licensing  authorities  during  all  business  hours,  or  other  time  of  apparent  activity. 
Upon  demand,  locked  areas  must  be  made  available  for  inspection  without  delay. 


195.975.3  Licensee  must  keep  books  and  records  for  the  current  tax  year  and  the  three 
immediately  prior  tax  years. 


195.978.1  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  it  is  unlawful  for  a  person: 

(1)  To  consume  medical  cannabis  in  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  or  for  the 
licensee  to  allow  it  to  be  consumed  on  the  licensed  premise. 

(2)  To  permit  or  fail  to  prevent  the  use  of  a  registry  identification  by  any  person 
for  the  unlawful  purchasing  of  medical  cannabis. 

(3)  To  buy,  sell,  transfer,  give  away,  or  acquire  medical  cannabis  except  as 
allowed  under  this  act. 

195.978.2  It  is  unlawful  for  a  licensed  person  to: 

(1)  Be  in  a  limited-access  area  unless  the  person’s  license  badge  is  displayed. 

(2)  Fail  to  designate  areas  of  ingress  and  egress  for  limited-access  areas  and  post 
signs  as  required. 

(3)  Fail  to  report  a  transfer  of  location  or  ownership  of  license. 

(4)  Fail  to  report  the  name  of  or  a  change  in  managers. 

195.978.3  It  is  unlawful  for  any  licensee  under  this  act  to: 

(1)  Sell  more  than  two  and  one-half  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent 
during  a  sales  transaction  to  a  qualifying  patient. 

(2)  Display  any  signs  that  are  not  consistent  with  local  laws  or  regulations. 

(3)  Use  advertising  material  that  is  misleading,  deceptive,  false,  or  appeals  to 
minors. 

(4) (a)  Sell  to  a  person  not  licensed  by  DHSS  or  to  a  person  without  a  valid 
patient  registry  identification  card.  A  person  under  21  years  of  age  shall  not  be 
employed  to  sell  or  dispense  medical  cannabis,  or  grow  or  cultivate  it. 

(b)  If  a  licensee  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  a  person  is  using  a  fraudulent 
ID  card  to  obtain  medical  cannabis,  the  licensee  shall  be  authorized  to 
confiscate  the  card  if  possible.  They  shall  within  72  hours  turn  it  over  to  the 
DHSS  or  local  law  enforcement.  Failing  to  confiscate  the  ID  card  and  turning 
it  in  does  not  constitute  a  criminal  offense. 

(5)  Offer  for  sale  or  solicit  an  order  for  medical  cannabis  in  person  except  within 
the  licensed  premises. 

(6)  Have  on  the  premises  medical  cannabis  that  is  not  permitted  for  sale  by  the 
license. 

(7)  Buy  medical  cannabis  from  a  person  not  licensed  to  sell  as  provided  by  this 
act. 

(8)  Sell  medical  cannabis  except  in  the  permanent  location  designated  in  the 
license  for  sale. 

(9)  Require  a  licensee  to  make  delivery  to  any  premises  other  than  the  specific 
licensed  premises  where  it  is  to  be  sold. 

(10)  Sell,  serve,  or  distribute  medical  cannabis  at  any  time  other  than  between 
the  hours  of  8:00  a.m.  and  7:00  p.m.  seven  days  a  week. 


195.978.4  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  it  is  unlawful  for: 

(1)  A  licensee  to  sell,  deliver  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  a  licensee  any  medical 
cannabis  not  grown  upon  its  licensed  premises. 

(2)  A  licensee  to  sell,  possess  or  permit  sale  of  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon 
its  licensed  premises. 

A  violation  of  the  above  subsection  shall  be  grounds  for  immediate  revocation  of  the 
license. 

195.978.5  A  physician  who  makes  patient  referrals  may  not  receive  anything  of  value 
from  the  licensees,  and  a  licensee  cannot  offer  anything  of  value  to  a  physician  making 
patient  referrals. 

195.978.6  Violations  under  this  section  (195.978)  result  in  a  person  being  guilty  of  a 
class  A  misdemeanor. 

195.981  Relates  to  DHSS’s  role  in  ensuring  patients  who  are  suffering  legitimate 
debilitating  medical  conditions  are  able  to  gain  access  to  medical  cannabis  and  that  those 
who  aren’t  suffering  cannot  get  it  through  this  act.  They  are  responsible  for  registering 
patients  and  primary  caregivers.  (DHSS  should  respond  to  this  section). 

195.982  Provides  that  no  adverse  action  by  the  state  or  any  agency,  board,  or  subdivision 
thereof  shall  be  taken  against  any  individual  or  entity  acting  in  accordance  with  this  act. 
Nothing  in  this  section  provides  immunity  for  negligence. 

195.984.1(1)  ATC  may  summarily  suspend  a  license  prior  to  a  hearing  to  restrict 
operations  to  protect  the  public  health,  safety  or  welfare. 

(2)  If  ATC  determines  that  a  licensee  or  the  products  prepared  pose  an 
immediate  or  serious  threat  to  the  public,  based  upon  inspections,  affidavits  or 
other  evidence,  ATC  can  summarily  suspend  a  license: 

(a)  Requiring  cessation  or  restriction  of  any  or  all  licensee  operations  and 
restricting  use  of  the  medical  cannabis  produced. 

(b)  Placing  restrictions  to  the  extent  to  avert  a  continued  threat  pending 
final  investigation  results. 

(3)  The  summary  suspension  shall  be  in  effect  until  ATC  rescinds  or  amends  it 
or  they  take  final  action  on  a  pending  complaint  and  issue  a  final  decision. 

195.984.2  DHSS  may  summarily  suspend  any  registration  pending  further  proceedings 
for  denial  of  renewal  or  revocation  of  a  registration  if  they  determine  that  continued 
registration  poses  an  imminent  danger  to  the  public. 

195.985.1  Rules  promulgated  under  this  act  by  DHSS  and  ATC  will  become  effective 
only  if  they  comply  with  Chapter  536. 


195.985.2  Provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  are  severable. 


Section  195.903.1  makes  ATC  the  state  Regulatory  and  Licensing  Authority. 


Section  195.903.2  prevents  any  general  revenue  funds  from  being  used  to  fund  the 
operation  of  the  act,  and  prevents  ATC  from  expending  GR  money  for  the  operation  of 
these  sections.  ATC  will  not  have  staff  or  funds  available  to  initiate  the  operations  of  this 
act  until  funds  are  collected  by  the  user  fees  and  license  fees.  In  order  for  ATC  to  acquire 
staff  and  money  to  begin  processing  applications,  funds  will  have  to  be  appropriated  in 
some  manner  to  fund  the  start  up. 

Section  195.903.2  allows  the  state  supervisor  to  employ  such  FTE  as  may  be  necessary; 
therefore,  ATC  would  add  staff  at  four  district  offices  (Kansas  City,  St.  Louis, 
Springfield,  and  Jefferson  City)  as  follows:  1  Staff  Attorney,  7  Senior  Office  Support 
Assistants,  4  Executive  I,  4  Agricultural  Experts,  24  Special  Agents,  4  District 
Supervisors  and  4  Auditors. 

District  Supervisor  -  4  -  ATC  would  locate  a  District  Supervisor  in  each  office  to 
oversee  the  activities  of  six  Agent/Special  Agents  located  in  the  field  offices. 

Special  Agents  -  24  -  Special  Agents  would  each  be  assigned  a  specific  territory  in  the 
district  to  oversee  licensing  and  regulation.  Agents  would  be  the  key  contact  person  for 
licensees  to  contact  with  questions  and  application  problems.  Agents  would  attend  public 
hearings,  perform  inspections  and  do  background  checks.  ATC  currently  has  5  districts. 

Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  -  7  -  The  SOSA  would  be  assisting  in  the 
large  amount  of  clerical  work  related  to  the  implementation  and  ongoing  licensing  of  all 
the  medical  cannabis  centers,  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  testing 
facilities,  and  all  the  occupational  licenses.  In  addition,  this  position  would  assist  with 
the  monthly  sales  tax  reporting  duties. 

Executive  I  -  4  -  The  Executive  I’s  would  be  working  with  the  administrative  and 
licensing  sections  to  process  licenses,  data  entry,  track  statistics,  and  facilitate  the 
composition  of  the  reports  required  by  law.  They  would  in  addition  be  utilized  to  assist 
in  the  payroll  and  payables  of  processing  the  increased  transactions. 

Auditor  -  4  -  The  Auditor  would  audit  the  monthly  sales  tax  reports  of  the  medical 
cannabis  licensees,  and  be  responsible  for  auditing  licensed  premises  records  to  ascertain 
that  the  State  of  Missouri  is  receiving  all  taxes  due,  and  the  licensee  is  keeping  records 
according  to  regulatory  standards. 

Agricultural  Expert  -  4  -  ATC  would  employ  this  person  to  assist  with  the  technical 
aspects  of  the  medical  cannabis  growth  process,  cultivation,  preparation  of,  testing  of, 
storage  of  and  anything  to  do  with  the  product  itself. 

Staff  Attorney  -  1  -  This  person  would  be  responsible  for  sorting  through  the  large 
complex  language  of  the  bill,  and  interpreting  the  statutes  and  assisting  with  the 
promulgation  of  new  rules  to  implement  the  act. 


Expense  and  Equipment  would  be  necessary  for  staff  as  outlined  in  the  expense  and 
equipment  fiscal  portion  to  include  basic  office  equipment,  laptops  and  telephone 
equipment.  Agents  will  need  law  enforcement  equipment  to  include  weapons, 
ammunition,  ballistic  vests,  vehicles,  travel  expenses,  etc.  ATC  would  need  an 
identification  printer  scanner  to  create  identification  cards  for  occupational  licenses. 

In  addition  ATC  plans  to  contract  with  a  consultant  who  has  expertise  implementing  state 
medical  marijuana  laws  to  help  with  creating  the  rules  for  the  proper  regulation  and 
control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis. 
Section  195.906  sets  out  ATC’s  responsibilities  and  duties  under  this  law.  ATC  is 
responsible  for  setting  out  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches  and 
seizures.  ATC  must  create  a  range  of  administrative  penalties,  control  of  informational 
and  product  displays,  development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees  and  other  support  staff.  ATC  must  set  out  the  strict 
security  requirements  for  licensed  premises,  regulation  of  the  storage  of,  warehouse  for, 
and  transportation  of  medical  cannabis.  Sanitary  requirements  must  be  set.  ATC  must  set 
labeling  standards,  recordkeeping  standards,  licensing  procedures,  and  monthly  reporting 
and  payment  of  sales  tax.  ATC  must  prepare  rules  to  prohibit  misrepresentation  and 
unfair  practices  in  this  new  industry. 

Section  195.966.2  provides  that  ATC’s  expenditures  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  medical 
cannabis  license  cash  fund. 

TTSD  ASSUMPTIONS 

It  is  assumed  that  the  new  system  will  be  required  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
proposed  legislation.  ITSD  would  contract  for  the  development  of  a  single  system  to 
support  the  requirements  of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  and  for  the 
Department  of  Public  Safety.  The  estimated  hours  for  development  to  support  the 
requirement  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  are  based  on  a  similar  system 
implemented  for  the  Department  of  Public  Safety.  The  application  would  be  hosted  in 
the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  shared  hosting  systems  and  those  costs  are 
included  in  the  on-going  costs.  First  year  funding  is  unknown  as  section  195.903.2 
prevents  general  revenue  funds  from  being  used,  but  following  years  will  be  supported  by 
the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund.  Total  estimated  cost  of  the  system  is  $715,797 
with  $365,472  for  requirements  of  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  and 
$350,325  for  the  requirements  of  the  Department  of  Public  Safety. 

Many  states  have  a  medical  cannabis  program  that  is  similar  to  the  proposed  legislation. 
It  appears  Missouri’s  language  was  a  combination  of  Oregon,  Nevada  and  Colorado  laws. 

Oregon  (population  4.09  million)  has  a  medical  marijuana  registry  program  that  registers 
patients,  caregivers  and  grow  sites.  It  allows  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  in  Oregon 
within  specified  limits.  It  provides  legal  protections  for  qualified  patients;  requires  a 
physician- written  statement  of  the  patient’s  qualifying  debilitating  medical  condition; 
allows  for  a  caregiver  to  provide  assistance;  and  mandates  an  Oregon  Health  Authority 
registration  system.  The  Oregon  Medical  Marijuana  Program  is  totally  fee- supported.  No 


state  funds  are  used  to  support  the  program.  Beginning  in  2014,  the  state  began  to  license 
dispensaries  in  Oregon.  It  sets  out  a  schedule  of  fees  which  include  a  $4,000  annual  fee 
for  a  processors  license  and  the  same  for  a  dispensary  license.  In  January  2017  Oregon 
reported  having  307  licensed  dispensaries  collecting  $1,228,000  in  licensing  fees,  and 
121  processing  centers  collecting  $484,000  in  licensing  fees.  There  does  not  appear  to  be 
a  fee  for  a  testing  facility,  they  only  need  to  be  certified.  Oregon  also  charges  a 
registration  fee  of  $200  for  marijuana  growers  and  a  $200  registration  fee  for  patients, 
which  appears  to  be  a  one-time  fee.  The  patient  fee  can  be  reduced  if  a  patient  meets 
certain  qualifications. 

Nevada’s  (population  2.94  million)  medical  marijuana  program  seems  to  be  very  similar 
to  the  proposed  legislation.  The  initial  program  included  a  patient  and  caregiver  registry, 
but  in  2014  expanded  to  include  a  regulated  medical  marijuana  industry.  It  sets  a 
schedule  of  fees  for  medical  marijuana  dispensaries  (of  which  there  may  be  up  to  66), 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  infused  product  manufacturers,  testing 
laboratories  and  staff.  The  initial  fees  range  from  $3,000  for  a  cultivator  to  $30,000  for  a 
dispensary.  Renewal  fees  range  from  $1,000  to  $5,000.  Annual  staffs  ID  cards  are  $75. 
In  addition  to  standard  sales  tax,  there  is  also  a  2%  excise  tax  at  the  wholesale  level  and  a 
2%  excise  tax  at  the  retail  level.  Nevada’s  annual  budget  for  FY’15  for  the  medical 
marijuana  establishment  (MME)  program  budget  was  $1.1  million.  Revenue  is  as  of  yet 
unknown. 

Colorado  (population  5.54  million)  has  the  largest  state-regulated  dispensary  program  in 
the  nation.  As  of  FY’2012,  more  than  1,700  medical  marijuana  businesses  were 
operating  in  the  state  -  532  medical  marijuana  centers  and  1,459  cultivation  facilities  and 
infused  products  manufacturers.  Medical  marijuana  taxes  and  fees  have  been  quite 
lucrative,  both  at  the  city  and  state  levels.  Revenues  from  state  and  city  tax,  registry  and 
licensing  medical  marijuana  exceeded  $20  million  in  FY’12.  The  Medical  Marijuana 
Enforcement  Division  (MMED)  collected  $3.78  million  in  fees  in  FY’ll  and  FY’12. 
The  state  application  fees  for  medical  marijuana  centers  are  $7,500  for  300  or  fewer 
patients,  $12,500  for  301  to  500  patients,  and  $18,000  for  those  serving  501  or  more 
patients.  Annual  renewal  fees  are  lower,  with  center’s  fees  ranging  from  $3,750  to 
$14,000  depending  on  the  centers  size.  Cultivation  and  infused  products  manufacturers 
annual  fees  are  $2,750.  In  addition,  medical  marijuana  sales  taxes  brought  in  more  than 
$5.4  million  to  state  coffers.  It  appears  that  at  least  $6.3  million  was  collected  in  county 
and  local  sales  taxes  on  medical  marijuana  in  FY’  12. 

Colorado’s  Expenditures  for  their  Medical  Marijuana  Enforcement  Division 

Fiscal  Year  Total  Program  Expenditure  FTE 


10-11 

$1,127,118 

22 

11-12 

$5,262,020 

13 

12-13 

$2,103,341 

17 

13-14 

$9,555,599 

35 

Some  of  the  other  states  that  have  medical  marijuana  programs  including  licensing  of 
industry  for  production  and  retail  sales  are  Arizona,  California,  Connecticut,  Delaware, 
District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Illinois,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota,  New 
Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New  Mexico,  North  Dakota,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island, 
Vermont , Washington  and  West  Virginia. 

Alaska,  Arkansas,  Florida,  Michigan,  Montana  and  New  York  have  a  medical  marijuana 
law  and  registers  patients  and  caregivers,  but  there  are  not  state -registered  dispensaries. 
Washington  is  the  only  one  of  the  21  states  that  does  not  provide  for  a  registry  card. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri's  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers' 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  and  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri's  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds,  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  four  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  eight 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  proposal  amends  Chapters  192,  195,  263  and  311,  RSMo  to  legalize  medical 
marijuana.  Section  195.903.1  designates  the  Division  of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control 
within  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  as  the  state  licensing  authority  for  regulating  and 
controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing,  possession, 
and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  Missouri.  Section  195.909  authorizes  local  licensing 
authorities  (i.e.  governing  bodies  designated  by  municipal  or  county  charter  or 
ordinance),  upon  scheduling  a  public  hearing,  to  issue  local  licenses  for  medical  cannabis 
centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities.  Section  195.957.1 
designates  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  as  the  state  agency 


responsible  for  regulating  and  controlling  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused 
products.  Section  195.981.2  requires  DHSS  to  create  regulations  governing  the  issuance 
of  cannabis  registry  identification  cards  to  patients  with  qualifying  conditions. 

If  approved,  the  proposal  will  be  enacted  on  January  1,  2019.  Section  195.906.2(2) 
requires  the  division  to  file  regulations  by  March  6,  2019.  Section  195.921.2  states  the 
division  shall  make  license  application  forms  and  instructions  available  within  180  days 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section  which  would  be  July  1,  2019.  The  division  shall 
begin  accepting  license  applications  no  later  than  240  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section,  which  would  be  September  1,  2019.  Applications  shall  be  approved  or  denied  by 
the  division  no  later  than  120  days  after  their  submission,  which  would  be  January  1, 
2020. 

Section  195.918.1(1)  and  (2)  state  the  division  may  limit  the  number  of  medical  cannabis 
centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  but  that  limit  may  not 
be  less  than  one  license  per  every  100,000  inhabitants  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most 
recent  U.S.  Census.  Licenses  shall  be  valid  for  one  year  from  its  date  of  issuance  and 
shall  be  renewable.  At  least  one  medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  for  each 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  Applicants  for  a  medical 
cannabis  center  license  may  be  approved  for  an  additional  two  medical  center  licenses, 
which  will  not  be  counted  toward  the  statewide  limit.  Medical  cannabis  center  licenses 
shall  be  valid  for  one  year  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  renewable.  Section  195.918.1(3) 
states  the  division  shall  geographically  disburse,  in  consultation  with  DHSS,  licenses 
according  to  demographics  of  the  state  and  patient  demand  in  order  to  ensure  access.  If 
the  number  of  licenses  needed  to  ensure  patient  access  exceeds  the  statewide  limit,  a 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensee  may  be  approved  for  up  to 
an  additional  two  medical  cannabis  center  licenses,  subject  to  approval.  For  the  purposes 
of  this  estimate,  B&P  assumes  that  license  limits  are  adequate  to  ensure  patient  access. 


The  limits  on  facility  types  and  the  estimated  number  of  facilities  are  shown  in  Table  1 
below. 


Table  1:  Estimated  Number  of  Facilities 

Section 

Facility  License  Type 

Limit* 

Number 

195.918.1(1) 

Medical  Cannabis 

Cultivation  and 

Production  Facility 

Not  less 
than  one 
per  every 
100,000 
Missouri 
inhabitants 

60 

195.918.1(2) 

Medical  Cannabis 

Center 

Not  less 
than  one 
per  every 
100,000 
Missouri 
inhabitants 

60 

'■'■'The  number  of  inhabitants  is  based  on  the  most  recent  U.S.  Census. 


Section  195.906.1  allows  the  issuance  of  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  and  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licenses  by  the  Division  of  Alcohol  and 
Tobacco  Control.  Section  195.963.2(1)  establishes  application  and  annual  license  fees 
for  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  licenses.  These  fees  are  shown  in  Table  2  below. 


Table  2:  Facility  License  and  Annual  Fees 

Section 

Facility 

License  Type 

Initial 

Application 

Fee 

Annual 

License 

Fee 

License 

Renewal 

Period 

195.963.2 

Medical 

Cannabis 

Center 

$12,500 

$12,500 

Annual 

195.963.2 

Medical 

Cannabis 
Cultivation  and 
Production 
Facility 

$12,500 

$12,500* 

Annual 

*The  proposal  states  the  annual  license  fee  for  a  Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 
Production  Facility  is  “twelve  thousand  five  thousand  dollars”.  B&P  assumes  this  is  a 
typo  and  should  be  “twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars”. 


Table  3:  License  and  Annual  Fees  by  Facility  Type 

Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  Application  and 
License  Fees 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

FY  2022 

Medical  Cannabis  Center* 

$1,500,000 

$759,000 

$759,000 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation  and 

Production  Facility* 

$1,500,000 

$759,000 

$759,000 

Total  $3,000,000  $1,518,000  $1,518,000 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses. 


B&P  used  information  from  the  Arizona  Department  of  Health  Services  to  determine 
that,  on  average,  1.2%  of  businesses  close  per  year.  B&P  further  assumed  that  new 
facilities  would  apply  for  any  open  licenses,  and  thus  be  subject  to  the  initial  application 
fee. 

Section  195.961.1  creates  a  sales  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  cannabis  of  2%  of  the 
retail  price.  Section  195.961.2  allows  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR)  to  retain  no 
more  than  5%  for  collection  costs.  The  remainder  is  to  be  deposited  as  follows: 

•  0.5%  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund; 

•  0.5%  into  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund; 

•  0.5%  into  the  Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund;  and 

•  0.5%  into  the  Early  Childhood  Development,  Education  and  Care  Fund. 

Section  195.961.2(1)  establishes  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  in  the 
state  treasury.  The  fund  is  to  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  The 
department  is  to  receive  an  amount  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  is  to  be 
transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military 
veterans  -  capital  improvements  of  the  Missouri  Veteran’s  Homes,  mental  health 
services,  job  training,  housing  assistance,  etc. 

Section  195.961.2(2)  establishes  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund  in  the  state 
treasury.  The  fund  is  to  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  The 
department  is  to  receive  an  amount  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  is  to  be 
allocated  evenly  to  all  police  departments,  fire  protection  districts,  and  fire  departments  in 
Missouri  that  have  medical  cannabis  centers  or  cultivation  and  production  facilities 
within  their  geographic  boundaries.  The  additional  funding  provided  shall  not  replace 
existing  dedicated  funding. 

Section  195.961.2(3)  establishes  the  Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund  in  the  state 
treasury.  The  fund  is  to  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  The 
department  is  to  receive  an  amount  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  shall  be 
allocated  evenly  to  all  Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Centers  that  are  funded  by  the  State  of 
Missouri.  The  additional  funding  provided  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 


B&P  determined  that  Arizona  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law  in  terms  of  illnesses 
that  qualify  for  treatment.  Based  on  this  similarity,  B&P  was  able  to  base  some  estimates 
for  Missouri  from  trends  seen  in  Arizona  since  medical  marijuana  was  approved  in  2012. 


Table  4:  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Sales  Tax  Fund 

Revenue  Generated  by  Sales  Tax 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

Veterans  Health  Care  Fund 

$275,000 

$550,000 

$779,000 

Public  Safety  Fund 

$275,000 

$550,000 

$779,000 

Drug  Treatment  Fund 

$275,000 

$550,000 

$779,000 

Early  Childhood  Development,  Education  and  Care 
Fund 

$275,000 

$550,000 

$779,000 

Total 

$1,100,000 

$2,200,000 

$3,116,000 

*Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015. 

Section  195.963.1(1)  establishes  the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund  in  the  state 
treasury.  The  fund  shall  be  used  solely  in  the  administration  of  Sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  Section  195.963.1(4)  establishes  the  Medical  Cannabis  Program  Account 
within  the  Medical  Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund.  The  account  shall  contain  moneys 
collected  from  patients  applying  for  cannabis  registry  identification  cards.  Section 
195.981.14  allows  DHSS  to  collect  fees  from  patients  that  apply  to  the  medical  cannabis 
program  for  a  cannabis  registry  identification  card.  Section  195.981.8(4)  states  that 
patient  registry  identification  cards  shall  be  valid  for  one  year.  This  amount  is  to  be 
established  by  DHSS  through  rule;  therefore,  no  estimate  is  provided. 

Section  195.963.2(2)  allows  the  division  to  establish  other  fees  for  processing  various 
types  of  applications,  licenses,  notices,  or  reports  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  state 
licensing  authority.  Section  195.963.2(4)  allows  the  division  to  charge  applicants  a  fee 
for  the  cost  of  each  fingerprint  analysis  and  background  investigation  undertaken  to 
qualify  new  officers,  directors,  managers,  or  employees.  Section  195.963.3  requires  the 
division  to  establish  a  basic  fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  service  of  any  subpoena 
upon  the  division.  Section  195.972.3(2)  states  that  fines  related  to  the  suspension  of  a 
license  shall  not  be  less  than  $500  or  more  than  $100,000.  B&P  is  unable  to  provide  an 
estimate  of  revenues  from  these  fees  and  fines.  Section  195.966.1  states  that  except  as 
otherwise  provided,  all  fees  and  fines  shall  be  credited  to  the  Medical  Cannabis  License 
Cash  Fund. 

Table  5  provides  a  summary  of  revenue  to  be  collected  from  licensing  fees  and  sales 
tax.  Because  the  proposal  is  subject  to  voter  approval,  additional  revenues  from  the  sales 
tax  and  licensing  fees  will  not  impact  TSR  or  the  calculation  under  Article  X,  Section 
18(e)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 


Table  5:  Summary  of  Revenue  Generated  by  Medical  Marijuana  Taxes  and  Fees 


Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 


FY  2020 


FY  2021* 


Revenue  Source 


Application*  and  Annual 

License  Fees 

Medical  Cannabis  Center 

Medical  Cannabis  Cultivation 

and  Production  Facility 

Total  License  and  Annual 

Fees: 

Sales  Tax** 

Veterans  Health  Care  Fund 
Public  Safety  Fund 
Drug  Treatment  Fund 
Early  Childhood  Development, 
Education  and  Care  Fund 
Total  Sales  Tax: 


Total  Revenue  to  Medical  .  .....  ......  ,  _ , ...... 

~  T  •  ^  j  4,100,000  3,718,000 

Cannabis  License  Cash  Fund 

Total  Local  Application  and  300,000  152,000 

License  FeesA 


*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 
**  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 

A  Assumes  locals  set  fees  at  the  maximum  10%  of  state  application  and  license  fees 


FY  2022* 


1,500,000 

759,000 

759,000 

1,500,000 

759,000 

759,000 

3,000,000 

1,518,000 

1,518,000 

275,000 

550,000 

779,000 

275,000 

550,000 

779,000 

275,000 

550,000 

779,000 

275,000 

550,000 

779,000 

1,100,000 

2,200,000 

3,116,000 

4,100,000 

3,718,000 

4,634,000 

300,000 

152,000 

152,000 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated:. 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  amend  Chapters  192,  195,  263  and  311.  This 
section  would  be  known  as  the  "Missouri  Patient  Care  Act".  It  is  intended  to  make 
changes  necessary  to  protect  patients,  their  caregivers  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and 
criminal  penalties. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982. 


The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  could  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of  Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal  Services 

Fund  surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General  Revenue 
$36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation  Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All  Circuit 
Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General  Revenue 

Crime  Victims'  Compensation 
Fund  surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling  Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA  Profiling 
Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury  Fund 

Independent  Living  Center 

Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent  Living 
Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety  Trust  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle  Safety 
Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer  Standards  & 
Training  (POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace  Officer 
Standards  &  Training  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney  and 

Circuit  Attorneys'  Retirement 
Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 
Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 

Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 
surcharge  (except  21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case  Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal  Services 

Fund  surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3  County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation  Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court  Automation 
Fund 

Crime  Victims'  Compensation 
Fund  surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling  Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA  Profiling 
Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury  Fund 

Independent  Living  Center 

Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent  Living 
Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety  Trust  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle  Safety 
Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer  Standards  and 
Training  (POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace  Officer 
Standards  &  Training  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney  and 

Circuit  Attorneys'  Retirement 
Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney  Training 
Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50  County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 
surcharge  (except  21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury  Fund 
Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed  in 
Associate  Division)  Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3  County 

Court  Automation  Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court  Automation 
Fund 

Crime  Victims'  Compensation 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime  Victims' 

Fund  surcharge 

$7.50 

Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer  Standards  and 
Training  (POST)  Commission 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace  Officer 

surcharge 

$1.00 

Standards  &  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 
surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not  Included 
Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State  Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a  Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement  Arrest 

Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  many  bills  considered  by  the 
General  Assembly  include  provisions  allowing  or  requiring  agencies  to  submit  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  the  act.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a 
certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  The 
fiscal  impact  for  this  fiscal  note  to  their  office  for  Administrative  Rules  is  less  than 
$2,500.  Their  office  recognizes  that  this  is  a  small  amount  and  does  not  expect  that 
additional  funding  would  be  required  to  meet  these  costs.  However,  they  also  recognize 
that  many  such  bills  may  be  passed  by  the  General  Assembly  in  a  given  year  and  that 
collectively  the  costs  may  be  in  excess  of  what  their  office  can  sustain  with  their  core 
budget.  Therefore,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  for  the  cost  of  supporting 
administrative  rules  requirements  should  the  need  arise  based  on  a  review  of  the  finally 
approved  bills  signed  by  the  governor. 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year’s 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 


election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these 
requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures. 

In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional 
Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish.  These  measures 
filled  approximately  15  pages  of  text,  for  an  estimated  publication  cost  of  $160,000  per 
page.  The  full  text  of  petition  2018-271  occupies  49  pages  of  language.  Based  on  the 
estimated  cost  of  $160,000  per  page,  this  petition  alone  would  cost  approximately 
$3, 600,000-$3, 800,000  to  publish  in  all  necessary  local  newspapers  in  FY  2019.  This 
would  be  in  addition  to  the  cost  of  publishing  any  other  ballot  measures  which  are 
certified  for  the  2018  ballot. 

Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should 
have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements. 
Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to 
meet  the  cost  of  our  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly 
again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  It  creates  several  new  Class  A  misdemeanors  for 
which,  should  indigent  persons  be  accused  of,  public  defenders  would  be  required  to 
provide  representation.  For  the  purpose  of  the  initiative  petition  and  as  a  result  of 
excessive  caseloads,  they  CANNOT  assume  existing  staff  will  provide  competent, 
effective  representation  for  any  new  cases  where  indigent  persons  are  charged  with  the 
proposed  new  crimes  relating  to  the  legalization  of  medical  marijuana  in  the  State  of 
Missouri..  The  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  System  is  currently  providing  legal 
representation  in  caseloads  in  excess  of  recognized  standards.  The  State  Public  Defender 
will  continue  to  request  sufficient  appropriations  to  provide  competent  and  effective 
representation  in  all  criminal  cases  where  the  right  to  counsel  attaches. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  given  the  potential  source  of  the  tax 
and  fees  proposed  in  this  initiative  petition,  and  the  known  banking  issues  involving  this 
industry,  they  are  unable  to  determine  the  potential  fiscal  impact  of  this  initiative  petition 
upon  their  office. 

Even  where  cannabis  dispensaries  have  been  legalized  and  are  regulated  by  states,  federal 
authorities  still  prohibit  banks  and  credit  card  companies  from  transporting,  transmitting, 
accepting  deposits  from,  or  transacting  business  involving  funds  known  to  have  been 
derived  from  marijuana  distribution.  For  this  reason,  these  businesses  tend  to  have  great 
difficulty  obtaining  and  maintaining  traditional  bank  accounts,  and  it's  not  clear  whether 


this  difficulty  would  extend  to  the  state's  attempts  to  deposit  tax  funds  derived  from  these 
businesses  in  the  state’s  own  bank  accounts.  Further,  these  businesses  also  tend  to 
transact  their  business  in  cash,  including  when  paying  their  taxes,  so  that  instead  of 
seeing  modest  amounts  of  cash  deposits  each  day,  the  state  could  suddenly  be  faced  with 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars,  or  more.  This  would  require  considerably  altering  their 
security  practices. 

Despite  knowing  of  all  of  these  issues  in  other  states,  the  continuing  uncertainty  about 
how  or  if  these  issues  will  ultimately  be  resolved,  and  whether  they  would  face  the  same 
problems  here,  makes  it  impossible  for  them  to  even  estimate  the  potential  fiscal  impact 
of  this  initiative,  and  those  like  it. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  do  not  cultivate, 
manufacture,  store,  or  sell  marijuana  for  medical  or  other  purposes  so  this  will  not  affect 
them. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  have  no  position  on 
this  initiative  petition.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which  appropriately 
comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by  the 
Commission. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay 
County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St. 
Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the 
City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University, 
Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman 
State  University,  and  the  Missouri  Association  of  Lire  Protection  Districts. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  government  entities  estimate  initial  and  one-time  costs  of  $2.6  million,  annual  costs 
of  $10  million,  and  annual  revenues  of  at  least  $10  million.  Local  government  entities 
estimate  no  annual  costs  and  are  expected  to  have  at  least  $152,000  in  annual  revenues. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 

State  Information  Center 
f5731  751-4936 

John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 

State  of  Missouri 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

August  30.  2017 

H  hz  G  fc.  j  VE  O 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

AUG  3  0  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Rush  Loftis  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

188  (2018-270) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Rush  Loftis  on  August  29,  2017, 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6510 1 
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18-270 


County  _ 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis). 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  20IX  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  ot  the  state  ol  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and 

the  name  ot  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  niv  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title) 


RECEIVED 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUN  I  V  OF 


CIRCULATORS  AFFIDAV  IT 


AUG  2  9  2017 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  ty  pe  names  of  signers) 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

DIST 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

1  

— 

.  - . - - 

- 1 

3. 

— 

•i 

— 

5. 

6. 

7 

_ 

— 

s 

1 _ 

9 

— 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has 


stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city  ,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 


state  of  Missouri  and 


County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Mv  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 

day  of _ A.I)  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


18-270 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Miss'uri: 

A  new  section  be  added  to  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  to  be  known  as  section  188.340  and  to 
read  as  follows: 

188.340  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Fertilization,,)  the  fusion  of  a  human  spermatozoon  with  a  human  ovum. 

(2)  "Premeditated  murder",  a  murder  planned  in  advance  and  carried  out  willfully. 

(3)  "Unborn  human”,  an  individual  organism  of  the  species  homo  sapiens  from  fertilization 

until  live  birth. 

(4)  “Abortion",  The  Willing  use  of  ::  pre  ript  Lc n  of  any  instrument,  medicine,  drug,  or  any 

other  substance  or  device  to  intentionally  kill  an  unborn  human; 

2.  This  state  recognizes  that  abortion  denies  the  most  defenseless  persons  the  same  rights, 

powers,  and  privileges  as  are  secured  or  granted  by  the  laws  of  this  state  to  any  other  human 

child. 

3.  This  state  recognizes  that  all  person.-  are  created  equal  and  are  er.ti~.ed  to  equal  rights  and 

opportunity  under  the  law. 

4 . This  state  recognizes  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life  including  the  right  to  life 

of  every  unborn  human  child  at  every  stage  of  biological  development  and  shall  protect  such  life 

from  deprivation  by  the  state  or  private  action. 

5.  On  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  who  lives  in  this  state  or  has  traveled  to 

this  state  shail  perform,  pr.cuie,  or  at -omr -  - perform  an  abortion.  No  person  who  lives  in  this 

state  may  perform,  procure,  or  attempt  to  peif.’::.  an  outside  of  this  state. 

6.  Any  individual  who  violates  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  guilty  of  the  offense  of 

premeditated  murder  and  shall  be  punished  in  accordance  with  the  penalties  for  that  offense  under 

the  law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

7.  No  abortions  are  permitted  in  this  stare.  Any  :  nrerr  state  statutes  regarding  the  regulation  of 

abortions  are  void  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  :  \  ;_1  i.  ~  :-’y  i  r:.e  Missouri 

General  Assembly  to  immediately  repeal  laws  that  regulate  abortion  during  the  next  legislative  or 

extraordinary  session. 

8.  No  government  may  deprive  any  person  of  life,  without  due  process  of  law,  therefore  any  federal 

statute,  regulation,  executive  ■:  :  !■ ri,  .  r  cc.i::  derision  which  purports  to  supersede,  stay,  or 

overrule  this  Act  is  in  violation  of  the  Missouri  7onst i t ut icn  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 

States  of  America  and  is  therefore  void.  The  and  its  political  subdivisions,  and 

agents  thereof,  may  not  enter  an  appearance,  special  or  otherwise,  in  any  federal  suit  challenging 


this  Act. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  ok  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  28,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


ATS  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE: 

iij/anr.nnrjQ 


AUG  2  8  20>7 


otsonnaE/ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  VIII  (2018-269) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  August  28,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trisli  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  *  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  lysor  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  $tfev£of  ^r$g  f 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


WO. 


^iVeo 
AUG  2  8  201/ 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ •  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  Wdepsed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6''  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not . 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Missouri  That  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Missouri  Constitution  Article  VIII  Suffrage  and  Elections  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section 
to  be  known  as  section  24,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  People  of  Missouri  recommend  a  federal  Constitutional  Convention  that  will  allow  for 

national  votes  on  the  federal  level.  The  People  of  Missouri  support  and  recommenced  to  the 

President,  Congress,  and  to  the  other  states  of  the  United  States  that  a  Constitutional 

Convention  be  held  as  soon  as  possible  to  address:  approval  of  a  process  to  attain  minimal 

signatures  (1%),  of  people  in  all  states  to  place  issues  on  the  national  ballot.  Examples  of 

possible  national  ballot  issues  could  be:  term  limits  on  federal  elected  office,  campaign 

finance  limits,  limits  on  time  allowed  to  campaign  for  elective  offices,  a  balanced 

budget  amendment  be  added  t?  the  federal  constitution  and  review  and  audits  of  the  judicial 

system  concerning  what  they  were  set  up  for  by  the  Pounding  Fathers  which  is  to  protect  the 

individual  Liberties  and  Rights  of  the  People. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  24,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

AUG  2  4  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  I  lagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

374  (2018-268) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  August  23.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Chapter  374  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  'ARY °fSTatc 

Registration  374.695  to  374.755  REGULATION  OF  BAIL  BOND  AGENTS  &  374.783  to 
374.789  SURETY  RECOVERY  AGENTS  how  some  Missouri  statutes  are  broken  by  what  is 
listed  in  374.695  to  374.789,  broken  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  and 
The  United  States  Constitution. 


Missouri  Statute  374.700.  Definitions.  —  As  used  in  sections  374.695  to  374.789,  the 
following  terms  shall  mean:  (1)  "Bail  bond  agent”,  a  surety  agent  or  an  agent  of  a  property  bail 
bondsman  who  is  duly  licensed  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sections  374.695  to  374.789,  is 
employed  by  and  is  working  under  the  authority  of  a  licensed  general  bail  bond  agent;... (3) 
Depai  tment  ,  the  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration 
of  the  state  oi  Missouri;(4)  "Director”,  the  director  of  the  department  of  insurance,  financial 
institutions  and  professional  registration;^)  "General  bail  bond  agent",  a  surety  agent  or  a 
property  bail  bondsman,  as  defined  in  sections  374.700  to  374.775,  who  is  licensed  in 
accordance  with  sections  374.700  to  374.775  and  who  devotes  at  least  fifty  percent  of  Iris 
working  time  to  the  bail  bond  business  in  this  state;  (6)  "Insurer",  any  surety  insurance 
company  which  is  qualified  by  the  department  to  transact  surety  business  in  Missouri;(7) 
"Licensee",  a  bail  bond  agent  or  a  general  bail  bond  agent;  (8)  "Property  bail  bondsman",  a 
person  who  pledges  United  States  currency,  United  States  postal  money  orders  or  cashier's 
checks  or  other  property  as  security  for  a  bail  bond  in  connection  with  a  judicial  proceeding,  and 
who  receives  or  is  promised  therefor  money  or  other  things  of  value;  (9)  "Surety  bail  bond 
agent  ,  any  person  appointed  by  an  insurer  by  power  of  attorney  to  execute  or  countersign  bail 
bonds  in  connection  with  judicial  proceedings,  and  who  receives  or  is  promised  money  or  other 
things  of  value  therefor;(10)  "Surety'  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of 
a  sworn  peace  officer  w  ho  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a 
fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement,  excluding  a  bail  bond  agent  or  general 
bail  bond  agent; 

(1 1)  "Taking  a  bail"  or  "take  bail",  the  acceptance  by  a  person  authorized  to  take  bail  of  the 
undertaking  of  a  sufficient  surety-  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  undertaking  or  that  the  surety  will  pay  to  the  court  the  sum  specified.  Taking  of  bail  or  take 
bail  does  not  include  the  fixing  of  the  amount  of  bail  and  no  person  other  than  a  competent  court 
shall  fix  the  amount  of  bail. 

Points  (6)  "Insurer"  &  ;(7)  "Licensee",  a  bail  bond  agent  or  a  general  bail  bond  agent; 
are  private  citizens  who  think  they  have  more  power  than  the  Missouri  statutes,  Missouri 
Constitution  &  the  United  States  Constitution.  Who  pay  fee  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  fifty 
dollars,  as  Missouri  Statute  374.710.  States  issue  a  two-vear  license  for  the  bail  bond  agent 
or  general  bail  bond  agent. 

Missouri  Statute  374.710.  License  required  for  bail  bond  agents,  application,  qualifications 
~~  e*CePtlons-4.  Upon  completion  of  said  basic  training  or  biennial  continuing  education  and  the 
licensee  meeting  the  other  requirements  as  provided  under  sections  374.695  to  374.789.  the 
director  shall  issue  a  two-year  license  for  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  for  a  fee 
not  to  exceed  one  hundred  fifty  dollars. 

Missouri  Statute  374.717.  Prohibited  acts.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court,  or  law 
enforcement  officer  shall:  (4)  Accept  anything  of  value  from  a  principal  except  the 
premium  and  expenses  incurred,  provided  that  the  licensee  shall  be  permitted  to  accept 
collateral  security'  or  other  indemnity'  from  the  principal  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  374.719. 
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Missouri  Statute  374.719.  Collateral  security  accepted,  when  —  receipt  required _ used  to 

reimburse  costs,  when  —  records  to  be  retained.  — •  1.  A  licensee  may  accept  collateral 
security  from  the  principal  in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  which  collateral  shall  be  returned  upon 
final  termination  of  liability'  on  the  bond.  When  a  licensee  accepts  collateral,  the  licensee 
shall  provide  a  prenumbered  written  receipt,  which  shall  include  a  detailed  account  of  the 
collateral  received  by  the  licensee. 

Missouri  Statute  j  74. 75  7.  Notification  by  agent  of  intention  to  apprehend  —  local  law 
enforcement  may  accompany  agent  —  violations,  penalties.  —  1 .  Any  agent  licensed  by 
sections  374.695  to  374.775  who  intends  to  apprehend  any  person  in  this  state  shall  inform  law 
enforcement  authorities  in  the  city  or  county  in  which  such  agent  intends  such  apprehension, 
before  attempting  such  apprehension.  Such  agent  shall  present  to  the  local  law  enforcement’ 
authorities  a  certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  other  appropriate  paperwork  identifying  the 
principal  and  the  person  to  be  apprehended.  Local  law  enforcement  may  accompany  the  agent. 
Failure  of  any  agent  to  whom  tins  section  applies  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  a  class  A  misdemeanor  for  the  first  violation  and  a  class  E  felony  for  subsequent 
violations,  and  shall  also  be  a  violation  of  section  374.755  and  may  in  addition  be  punished 
pursuant  to  that  section.  2.  The  surety  recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in 
the  county  or  city  where  such  agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  Such  agent  shall  have  a 
certified  copy  of  the  bond  and  all  appropriate  paperwork  to  identify  the  principal.  Local  law 
enforcement,  when  notified,  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  that  location  to  keep 
the  peace  if  an  active  warrant  is  effective  for  a  felony  or  misdemeanor.  If  a  warrant  is  not  active, 
the  local  law  enforcement  officers  may  accompany  the  surety  recovery  agent  to  such  location. 
Failure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor.  For  any 
subsequent  violations,  fai  lure  to  report  to  the  local  law  enforcement  agency  is  a  class  B  felony. 
374.700point  (10)  states  surety  recover}'  agent  can’t, 

Missouri  Statute  374.783.  Surety  recovery  agents,  license  required  —  director  to  license, 
powers.  1 .  No  person  shall  hold  himselt  or  herself  out  as  being  a  surety  recovery  agent  in  this 
state,  unless  such  person  is  licensed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.783  to 
374.789.  Licensed  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  boud  agents  may  perform  fugitive 
recovery  without  being  licensed  as  a  surety  recoven’  agent.  2.  The  director  shall  have 
authority'  to  license  all  surety  recovery  agents  in  this  state.  The  director  shall  have  control 
aud  supervision  over  the  licensing  of  such  agents  and  the  enforcement  of  the  terms  and 
provisions  of  sections  374.783  to  374.789.  3.  The  director  shall  have  the  power  to:  (1)  Set  and 
determine  the  amount  of  the  fees  authorized  and  required  pursuant  to  sections  374.783  to 
374.789.  The  fees  shall  be  set  at  a  level  sufficient  to  produce  revenue  which  shall  not 
substantially  exceed  the  cost  and  expense  of  administering  sections  374.783  to  374.789. 

However,  such  fees  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  fifty  dollars  for  a  two-year  license;  and  (2) 
Determine  the  sufficient  qualifications  of  applicants  for  a  license.  4.  The  director  shall  license 
for  a  period  of  two  years  all  surety  recover)'  agents  in  this  state  who  meet  the  requirements  of 
sections  374.783  to  374.789. 

So  Missouri  Statute  374.783.  Surety  recovery  agents,  The  Last  sentence  of  point  1 
Licensed  bail  bond  agents  and  general  bail  bond  agents  may  perform  fugitive  recovery 
without  being  licensed  as  a  surety  recovery'  agent. 

Missouri  Statute  374.789.  Prohibited  acts.  —  1.  A  person  is  guilty  of  a  class  E  felony  if  he  or 
she  does  not  hold  a  valid  surety  recovery  agent  license  or  a  bail  bond  license  and  commits  any  of 
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the  lollowing  acts:(l)  Holds  himself  or  herself  out  to  be  a  licensed  surety  recovery  agent  within 
this  state;(2)  Claims  that  he  or  she  can  render  surety  recovery  agent  sendees;  or  (3)  Engages  in 
fugitive  recovery  in  this  state.2.  Any  person  who  engages  in  fugitive  recovery  in  this  state  and 
wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  unlawful 
apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for  such  damages  and  may  be 
liable  for  punitive  damages,  Just  because  Missouri  Statutes  374.710Point  (10),  374,757, 
374.783  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent,  Think  they  have  the  same  power  as 
a  police  office,  then  The  surety  recovery  agent  have  to  be  person  licensed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  sections  374.783-374.789,  then  in  374.700  point  (10)  Surety  recovery 
agent  ,  a  person  not  performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down, 
captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive,  So  in  374,757  2.  surety 
recovery  agent  shall  inform  the  local  law  enforcement  in  the  county  or  city  where  such 
agent  is  planning  to  enter  a  residence.  So  this  can’t  happen  because  of  the  above  statement 
of  374.700(10),  a  surety  recovery  agent  can  somehow  have  a  warrant  as  stated  in  374.757  2. 
&  Local  law  enforcement  may  accompany. 

So  What  is  the  purpose  of  Missouri  Statutes  374.789  Prohibited  acts  if  they  are  licensed 
somehow  they  can  arrest  people  if  they  have  a  warrant  if  you’re  a  surety  recovery  agent  so 
what  is  the  need  for  a  criminal  justice  education  to  be  a  policeman  or  law  enforcement 
agent  since  you  let  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  &  surety  recovery  agent  act  as  law 
enforcement  agents  with  just  24  hours  of  training  and  150  dollars  they  are  License  as  stated 
in  374.710.  So  the  Director  of  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and 
Professional  Registration  has  his  own  bail  bond  agent,  general  bail  bond  &  surety  recovery 
agent  act  as  law  enforcement  agents 

374.700  point  (10)  “Surety  recovery  agent”,  &  374.757  2.  surety  recovery'  agent 
contradict  each  other. 

In  374.789  Prohibited  acts  2.  wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any  person  or  property,  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  unlawful  apprehension,  unlawful  detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for 
such  damages  and  may  be  liable  for  punitive  damages.  I’M  being  unlawful  detained  & 
assaulted  with  this  ankle  monitor  ever  day  it  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the 
general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty’,  the 
pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons 
are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to 
give  security'  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when 
government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty'  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  certain 
remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and  that  right  and 
justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That  the  people  shall 
be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic  communications  and  data, 
from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  warrant  to  search  any  place,  or  seize  any 
person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication,  shall  issue  without  describing 
the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized,  or  the  data  or  communication 
to  be  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  be;  nor  without  probable  cause,  supported  by  written  oath 
or  affirmation.  Section  19.  That  no  person  shall  be  compelled  to  testily  against  himself  in  a 


PQ  39Vd 


\P%ZQL3L\P\ 


Sg:t>I  LWZ/ZZ,/Q% 


18-268 


criminal  cause,  nor  shall  any  person  be  put  again  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  liberty  for  the  same 
offense,... 

It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be 
secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or 
things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  sliall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  sendee  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  iu  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  oi'life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use,  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  aud  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Amendment  XIV  Section  1.AI1  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  w'ithout  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny'  to  any'  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  uo  law 
respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or 
abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

Missouri  Statute  374.755.  Complaint  by  department,  procedure  —  grounds  —  disciplinary' 
action  alternate  procedure  additional  remedy  (4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any 
compensation  as  a  member  of  the  profession  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  by 
means  of  fraud,  deception  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Violation  of  any  provision  of  or  any 
obligation  imposed  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions 
and  professional  registration  rules  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to 
violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules  or  regulations,  or  subpoenas; 

Violations  have  taken  place  taking  of  money  from  people  who  arc  gps/electronie 
monitored  no  were  in  the  chapter  of  374  does  it  state  taking  of  money  for  gps/electronic 
monitored  w  hich  a  lot  of  people  have  been  put  on  iu  Missouri  for  just  being  charged  for  a 
crime,  and  noncouvicted  are  paying  a  excessive  fines  imposed,  which  violates  United  States 
Constitution  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Also  says  Missouri  Statute  374.755.  Complaint  by  department,  procedure  —  grounds _ 

disciplinary  action  —  alternate  procedure  —  additional  remedy 

2.  After  the  filing  of  such  complaint,  the  proceedings  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  chapter  621.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing 
commission  that  one  or  more  of  the  causes  stated  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  have  been 
met,  the  director  may  suspend  or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant  to  section  374.280. 
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3.  In  lieu  of  filing  a  complaint  at  the  administrative  hearing  commission,  the  director 
and  the  bail  bond  agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  may  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a 
monetary  or  other  penalty-  pursuant  to  section  374.280. 

4.  In  addition  to  any  other  remedies  available,  the  director  may  issue  a  cease  and  desist 
order  or  may  seek  an  injunction  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  374.046  whenever  it  appears  that  any  person  is  acting  as  a  bail  bond 
agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent  without  a  license  or  violating  any  other  provisions  of 
sections  374.695  to  374.789. 

Violations  have  taken  place  and  somehow  filing  of  such  complaint  the  provisions  of  chapter 
621.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  administrative  hearing  commission  the  director  may  suspend 
or  revoke  the  license  or  enter  into  an  agreement  for  a  monetary  or  other  penalty  pursuant 
to  section  374.280. 

Missouri  Statute  621.015.  Administrative  hearing  commission,  number  of  commissioners  — 
qualifications,  appointment,  terms,  compensation.  —  The  "Administrative  Hearing  Commission" 
is  assigned  to  the  office  of  administration.  It  shall  consist  of  no  more  than  five  commissioners. 
The  commissioners  shall  be  appointed  by  the  governor  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate. 
The  term  of  each  commissioner  shall  be  for  six  years  and  until  his  successor  is  appointed, 
qualified  and  sworn.  The  commissioners  shall  be  attorneys  at  law  admitted  to  practice  before  the 
supreme  court  of  Missouri,  but  shall  not  practice  law  during  their  term  of  office.  Each 
commissioner  shall  receive  annual  compensation  of  fifty-one  thousand  dollars  plus  any  salary 
adjustment  provided  pursuant  to  section  105.005.  Each  commissioner  shall  also  be  entitled  to 
actual  and  necessary  expenses  in  the  performance  of  his  duties.  The  office  of  the  administrative 
hearing  commission  shall  be  located  in  the  City  of  Jefferson  and  it  may  employ  necessary- 
clerical  assistance,  compensation  and  expenses  of  the  commissioners  to  be  paid  from 
appropriations  made  for  that  purpose. 

Missouri  Statute  621 . 1 1 0.  Commission's  findings  and  recommendations  —  hearing  by 
agency  on  disciplinary  action.  —  Upon  a  finding  in  any  cause  charged  by  the  complaint  for 
which  the  license  may  be  suspended  or  revoked  as  provided  in  the  statutes  and  regulations 
relating  to  the  profession  or  vocation  of  the  licensee  and  within  one  hundred  twenty  days  of 
the  date  the  case  became  ready  for  decision,  the  commission  shall  deliver  or  transmit  by  mail  to 
the  agency  which  issued  the  license  the  record  and  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  before  the 
commission  together  with  the  commission's  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law.  The 
commission  may  make  recommendations  as  to  appropriate  disciplinary  action  but  any  such 
recommendations  shall  not  be  binding  upon  the  agency....  Statute  continues.  So  how  can  the 
commission’s  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  even  as  provided  in  the  statutes  not  be 
binding  upon  the  agency,  which  is  just  about  this  374  bail/bondsman  companies.  The  two 
parts  ot  621.110  contradict  each  other. 

Missouri  Statute  374.280.  Civil  penalty  or  forfeiture  ordered  when,  how  enforced  —  1  The 
director  may,  after  a  hearing  under  section  374.046,  order  a  civil  penalty  or  forfeiture  payable  to 
the  state  ot  Missouri  authorized  by  section  374.049,  which  penalty  or  forfeiture,  if  unpaid  within 
ten  days,  may  be  recovered  by  a  civil  action  brought  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  director  under 
section  374.048.  The  civil  action  may  be  brought  in  the  county  which  has  venue  of  an  action 
against  the  person,  partnership  or  corporation  under  other  provisions  of  law.  The  director  may 
also  suspend  or  revoke  the  license  or  certificate  of  authority  of  such  person  for  any  willful 
violation. 
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2.  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the  director  and  any  person 
subject  to  an  investigation,  examination,  or  other  proceeding  from  agreeing  to  a  voluntary 
forfeiture  of  the  sum  mentioned  herein  without  civil  proceedings  being  instituted.  Any  sum  so 
agreed  upon  shall  be  paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  other  fines  and  penalties. 

In  Missouri  Statute  374.280  2.  in  last  sentence  how  is“Any  sum  so  agreed  upon  shall  be 
paid  into  the  school  fund  as  provided  by  law  for  other  fines  and  penalties”.  What  law  tells 
them  to  paid  into  the  school  fund?  So  why  is  this  statute  trying  to  tell  the  director  to  just 
act  with  civil  penalty  and  civil  action  or  agreed  sum  to  be  paid  into  the  school  fund?  when 
State  statutes  are  broken  the  rest  of  the  public  is  ticketed  or  arrested,  put  in  jail,  and  put 
through  the  criminal  justice  system. 

So  how  does  the  director  not  tell  the  Attorney  General  of  Missouri,  a  state  or  local  law 
enforcement  that  the  law  has  been  broken  and  should  issue  a  warrant  for  arrest  not  take 
place,  where  is  equal  protection  under  the  law  for  the  person  or  people  who  had  their 
constitutional  protected  rights  taken  from  them  which  are  in  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2.,  Section  10.,  Section  14.,  Section  15.,  Section  19.  and  The  United 
States  Constitution  Amendment  IV,  Amendment  V,  Amendment  VIII,  Amendment  XIV 
Section  1.,  Amendment  I 


With  the  above  proof  of  what  house  arrest  and  electronic  monitoring  is  as  listed  in  the 
Missouri  Statutes,  and  the  proof  that  bail/bond  companies  pay  S150  for  a  license  from 
Depai  tment  oi  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration.  For 
nouconvicted  the  illegally  electronic  monitor  by  private  bail/bond  companies  which  are 
listed  in  statute  374.700.1.,  Which  have  violated  the  Missouri  Statute  374.717  Prohibited 
acts.  —  No  insurer  or  licensee,  court,  or  law  enforcement  officer  shall:  (4)  Accept  anything 
of  value  from  a  principal  except  the  premium  and  expenses  incurred,  broke  this  missouri 
statue  forcing  nonconvicted  to  pay  illegally  electronic  monitor  line.  Missouri  Statute 
374.755.number  (4)  and  (6),  (4)  Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a 
member  of  the  profession  licensed  by  sections  374.695  to  374.775  by  means  of  fraud, 
deception  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Violation  of  any  provision  of  or  any  obligation  ’ 
imposed  by  the  law's  of  this  state,  department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and 
professional  registration  rules  and  regulations,  or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to 
violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules  or  regulations,  or  subpoenas;  broke  (4)  of  this  missouri 
statue  forcing  nonconvicted  to  pay  illegally  electronic  monitor  fine,  deception  and 
misrepresentation  nonconvicted  illegally  electronic  monitor/GPS  tracking  and  (6)  laws  of 
the  state  374.717, 374.755(4),  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not 
performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  nonconvicted  illegally 
electronic  monitor/GPS  tracking  and  Broken  the  laws  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of 
Rights  Article  I  Section  2„  Section  10.,  Section  15.  and  broken  the  law  s  as  stated  iu 
Constitution  of  the  I  nited  States  Amendment  I,  Amendment  IV,  Amendment  V, 
Amendment  VII,  Amendment  VIII,  Amendment  XIV. 
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Missouri  Statute  374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure.  —  1.  The  director 
shall  examine  and  inquire  into  all  alleged  violations  or  complaints  filed  with  the  department  of 
insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registr  ation  of  the  bail  bond  law  of  the  state,  and 
inquire  into  and  investigate  the  bail  bond  business  transacted  in  the  state  by  any  bail  bond  agent, 
general  bail  bond  agent,  or  surety  recovery  agent. 

2.  The  director  or  any  of  his  or  her  duly  appointed  agents  may  compel  the  attendance  before 
him  or  her,  and  may  examine,  under  oath,  the  directors,  officers,  bail  bond  agents,  general  bail 
bond  agents,  surety  recovery  agents,  employees,  or  any  other  person  in  reference  to  the 
condition,  affairs,  management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery  business,  or  any  matters 
relating  thereto.  He  or  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and  shall  have  power  to 
summon  and  compel  the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of 
records,  books,  papers,  contracts,  or  other  documents  if  necessary. 

3.  The  director  may  make  and  conduct  the  investigation  in  person  or  the  director  may  appoint 
one  or  moie  persons  to  make  and  conduct  the  investigation.  If  made  by  a  person  other  than  the 
diiector,  the  person  duly  appointed  by  the  director  shall  have  the  same  powers  as  granted  to  the 
director  pursuant  to  this  section.  A  certificate  of  appointment  under  the  official  seal  of  the 
director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof  for  the  person  to  act.  For  the  purpose 
ot  making  the  investigations,  or  having  the  same  made,  the  director  may  employ  the  necessary 
clerical,  actuarial,  and  other  assistance.  In  Missouri  Statute  374.764  2.  Can  act  as  a  judge  now 
and  as  stated  compel  the  attendance  before  him  or  her,  and  may  examine,  under  oath,  He 
oi  she  may  administer  oaths  or  affirmations  and  shall  have  power  to  summon  and  compel 
the  attendance  of  witnesses  and  to  require  and  compel  the  production  of  records,  books, 
papers,  contracts,  or  other  documents  if  necessary.  So  he  does  this  in  his  office  not  in  a  ’ 
courtroom?  In  3.  If  director  appoints  people  they  just  need  A  certificate  of  appointment 
under  the  official  seal  of  the  director  shall  be  sufficient  authority  and  evidence  thereof  for 
the  person  to  act.  Each  of  these  appointed  people  can  act  as  judge  and  any  law  enforcement 
agent  and  require  &  compel  any  other  persou  iu  reference  to  the  condition,  affairs, 
management  of  the  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery  business,  or  any  matters  relating  thereto. 

Missouri  Statute  374.764.  Alleged  violations  and  complaints,  procedure,  it  violates  the 
United  States  Constitution  Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  iu  their 
persons,  houses,  papers,  and  cfiects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  shall  not 
be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  bv  oath  or 

affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be 
seized. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime, 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  ot  a  grand  jury,  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval 
forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in  actual  service  in  time  of  w'ar  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  subject  for  the  same  offense  to  be  twice  put  iu  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall 
be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be  a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty',  or  property',  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public 
use,  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  uor 
excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Amendment  I 
Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free 
exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the 
people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
Amendment  VI  Iu  all  criminal  prosecutions,  the  accused  shall  enjoy  the  right  to  a  speedy  and 
public  tnal,  by  an  impartial  jury  of  the  state  and  district  wherein  the  crime  shall  have  been 
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committed,  which  district  shall  have  been  previously  ascertained  by  law,  and  to  be  informed  of  the 
nature  and  cause  of  the  accusation;  to  be  confronted  with  the  witnesses  against  him;  to  have 
compulsory  process  for  obtaining  witnesses  in  his  favor,  and  to  have  the  assistance  of  counsel  for  his 
delense.  Amendment  Vil  In  suits  at  common  law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed 
twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  preserved,  and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,  shall  be 
otherwise  reexamined  in  any  court  of  the  United  States,  than  according  to  the  'rules  of  the  common 
law.  Amendment  XIV  Section  I. All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Missouri  Statute  374.785.  License  issued,  when  —  reciprocity  —  apprehension  of  defendant, 
permitted  where  fee.  1.  The  director  shall  issue  a  license  for  a  period  of  two  years  to  any 
surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  jurisdiction  and  who: 

(1)  Has  no  violations,  suspensions,  or  revocations  of  a  license  to  engage  in  fugitive  recovery 
in  any  jurisdiction;  and 

(2)  Is  licensed  in  a  jurisdiction  whose  requirements  are  substantially  equal  to  or  greater  than 
the  requirements  for  a  surety  recovery  agent  license  in  Missouri  at  the  time  the  applicant  applies 
for  a  license. 

2.  Any  surety  recovery  agent  who  is  licensed  in  another  state  shall  also  be  subject  to  the  same 
training  requirements  as  in-state  surety  recovery  agents  prescribe  to  under  section  374.784. 

3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  of  the  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may  apprehend  the 
defendant  anywhere  within  the  state  of  Missouri  before  or  after  the  forfeiture  of  the  undertaking 
without  personal  liability  lor  false  imprisonment  or  may  empower  any  surety  recovery  agent  to 
make  apprehension  by  providing  written  authority  endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the 
undertaking  and  paying  the  lawful  fees. 

4.  Every  applicant  for  a  license  pursuant  to  this  section,  upon  making  application  and 
showing  the  necessary  qualifications  as  provided  in  this  section,  shall  be  required  to  pay  the 
same  fee  as  required  of  resident  applicants.  Within  the  limits  provided  in  this  section,  the 
director  may  negotiate  reciprocal  compacts  with  licensing  entities  of  other  states  for  the 
admission  of  licensed  surety  recovery  agents  from  Missouri  in  other  states.  Missouri  Statue 
374.785.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  surrender  of  the  defendant,  a  surety  recovery  agent  may 
apprehend  the  defendant  anywhere  within  the  state  of  Missouri  before  or  after  the 
forfeiture  of  the  undertaking  without  personal  liability'  for  false  imprisonment  or  may 
empower  any  surety  recovery'  agent  to  make  apprehension  by  providing  written  authority 
endorsed  on  a  certified  copy  of  the  undertaking  and  paying  the  lawful  fees.  This  violates 
another  Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not  performing 
the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the 
custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  w  ho  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement,  excluding  a  bail  bond 
agent  or  general  bail  bond  agent;  so  if  a  Missouri  statute  is  violated  a  law  is  violated  so  are 
more  Missouri  Constitutional  rights  and  United  States  Constitutional  rights,  the  last 
sentence  in374,785  3.  Paying  what  lawful  fees  the  only  fees  in  374.700  those  (8), (9)  and  (11) 
(8)  Property  bail  bondsman",  a  person  who  pledges  United  States  currency,  United  States 
postal  money  orders  or  cashier's  cheeks  or  other  property'  as  security  for  a  bail  bond  in 
connection  with  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  who  receives  or  is  promised  therefor  money  or 
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other  things  of  value;  (9)  "Surety  bail  bond  agent",  any  person  appointed  by  an  insurer  by 
power  of  attorney  to  execute  or  countersign  bail  bonds  in  connection  with  judicial  proceedings, 
and  who  receives  or  is  promised  money  or  other  things  of  value  therefore  1  1)  "Taking  a  bail" 
or  "take  bail",  the  acceptance  by  a  person  authorized  to  take  bail  of  the  undertaking  of  a 
sufficient  surety  for  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  according  to  the  terms  of  the  undertaking 
or  that  the  surety  will  pay  to  the  court  the  sum  specified. 

Missouri  Statute  374.787.  Complaint  procedure.  —  1.  The  director  may  cause  a  complaint  to 
be  filed  with  the  administrative  hearing  commission  as  provided  by  chapter  621  against  any 
surety  recovery  agent  or  any  person  who  has  failed  to  renew  or  has  surrendered  his  or  her  license 
for  any  one  or  tmy  combination  of  the  following  causes: 

(1)  Violation  of  any  provisions  of.  or  any  obligations  imposed  by,  the  laws  of  this  state,  the 
department  of  insurance,  financial  institutions  and  professional  registration  rules  and  regulations, 
or  aiding  or  abetting  other  persons  to  violate  such  laws,  orders,  rules,  or  regulations;  (4) 

Obtaining  or  attempting  to  obtain  any  compensation  as  a  surety  recovery  agent  by  means  of 
fraud,  deception,  or  misrepresentation;  (6)  Incompetence,  misconduct,  gross  negligence,  fraud, 
or  misrepresentation  in  the  performance  of  the  functions  or  duties  of  a  surety  recovery  agent; 

\  iolations  have  taken  place  taking  ol  money  Ironi  people  who  are  gps/electronic  monitored 
no  were  in  the  chapter  of  374  does  it  state  taking  of  money  for  gps/electronic  monitored 
which  a  lot  of  people  have  been  put  on  in  Missouri  for  just  being  charged  for  a  crime,  and 
uonconvicted  are  paying  a  excessive  fines  imposed,  which  violates  United  States 
Constitution  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  hail  shall  not  be  reejuired,  nor  excessive  lines 
imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted. 

Missouri  Statute  374.788.  Apprehension  standards  for  breach  of  surety  agreement  or 
absconding.  —  l.A  bail  bond  agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  a  subject  free  on  his  or 
her  bond  has  failed  to  appear  as  directed  by  a  court,  has  breached  tire  terms  of  the  subject’s  surety 
agreement,  or  has  taken  a  substantial  step  toward  absconding  may  utilize  all  lawful  means  to 
apprehend  the  subject.  To  surrender  a  subject  to  a  court,  a  licensed  bail  bond  or  surety  recovery 
agent  having  probable  grounds  to  believe  the  subject  is  free  on  his  or  her  bond  may: 

(1)  Detain  the  subject  in  a  lawful  manner,  for  a  reasonable  time,  provided  that  in  the  event 
travel  from  another  state  is  involved,  the  detention  period  may  include  reasonable  travel  time  not 
to  exceed  seventy-two  hours; 

(z.)  Transport  a  subject  in  a  lawful  manner  from  state  to  state  and  county  to  county  to  a  place 
of  authorized  surrender;  and 

(3)  Enter  upon  private  or  public  property  in  a  lawful  manner  to  execute  apprehension  of  a 
Subject. 

2.  A  surety  recovery  agent  who  apprehends  a  subject  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
1  of  this  section  shall  surrender  custody  of  the  subject  to  the  court  of  jurisdiction. 

3.  When  a  surety  recovery  agent  is  in  the  process  of  performing  fugitive  recovery,  a 
photographic  identification  card  shall  be  prominently  displayed  on  his  or  her  person 

This  violates  another  Missouri  Statute  374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  not 
performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace  officer  w'ito  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders 
to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  who  has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement. 

Missouri  Statute  374.785  number  3.,  374.788  has  broken  the  Missouri  statute  374.700(1 0) 
and  Missouri  Statute  374.789.  Prohibited  acts.  2.  each  stated  hereafter  Missouri  Statute 
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374.700  (10)  "Surety  recovery  agent",  a  person  uot  performing  the  duties  of  a  sworn  peace 
officer  who  tracks  down,  captures  and  surrenders  to  the  custody  of  a  court  a  fugitive  who 
has  violated  a  bail  bond  agreement.  Missouri  Statute  374.789.  Prohibited  acts.  2.  Any 
person  who  engages  in  fugitive  recovery  in  this  state  and  wrongfully  causes  damage  to  any 
person  or  property,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  unlaw'ful  apprehension,  unlawful 
detainment,  or  assault,  shall  be  liable  for  such  damages  and  may  be  liable  for  punitive 
damages.  It  violates  the  Missouri  Constitution  Bill  of  Rights  Article  I  Section  2.  That  all 
constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all 
persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of 
the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal 
rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is  the  principal 
office  of  government,  and  that  when  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its 
chief  design.  Section  10.  That  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law.  Section  14.  That  the  courts  ol  justice  shall  be  open  to  every 
person,  and  certain  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to  person,  property  or  character,  and 
that  right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  without  sale,  denial  or  delay.  Section  15.  That 
the  people  shall  be  secure  in  their  persons,  papers,  homes,  effects,  and  electronic 
communications  and  data,  from  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures;  and  no  warrant  to 
search  any  place,  or  seize  any  person  or  thing,  or  access  electronic  data  or  communication, 
shall  issue  w  ithout  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  or  the  person  or  thing  to  be  seized,’ 
or  the  data  or  communication  to  be  accessed,  as  nearly  as  may  be;  nor  without  probable 
cause,  supported  by  written  oath  or  affirmation.  It  violates  The  United  States  Constitution 
Amendment  IV  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and 
effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants 
shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly 
describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be  seized. 

Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Amendment  XIV  Section  l.AH  persons  born  or 
naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall 
any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor 
deny  to  any  person  w  ithiu  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  Amendment  I 
Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or  prohibiting  the  free 
exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of  the 
people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 
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No  wei  e  in  chapter  374.695  to  374.789  does  in  state  gps/electronic  monitoring,  nor  paving 
line  for  gps/electronic  monitoring. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  22,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


received 

AUG  2  2  2017 

state  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

559(2018-267) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Brian  Hagg  on  August  18,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  rui.es  •  Business  services  .  Elections  •  puui.ications  •  securities  •  state  Archives  •  State  I.iiirary  •  Wolener  ijrrarv 
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Missouri  Statute  559.026  Detention  condition  of  probation.  Any  person  placed  ompi^^tkm  '  '• 
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in  a  county  of  the  first  class  or  second  class  or  in  any  city  with  a  population  of  five  hundred  '  ARV 
thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of  section 
221.170,  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.(l)  In 
misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  shorter  of 
thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  authorized  for  the  misdemeanor  by 
chapter  558.  (2)  In  felony  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  one 
hundred  twenty  days.... Not  the  Whole  Missouri  Statute  its  Screen  printed  on  the  next  page. 

Missouri  Statute  558.011.  Sentence  of  imprisonment,  terms  —  conditional  release.  — 

1.  The  authorized  terms  of  imprisonment,  including  both  prison  and  conditional  release  terms,  are: 

(1)  For  a  class  A  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  ten  years  and  not  to  exceed  thirty  years,  or  life 
imprisonment;(2)  For  a  class  B  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  five  years  and  not  to  exceed  fifteen 
years;{3)  For  a  class  C  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  three  years  and  not  to  exceed  ten 
years;  (4)  For  a  class  D  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  to  exceed  seven  years;(5)  For  a  class  E  felony,  a  term 
of  years  not  to  exceed  four  years;  (6)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  one 
year;  (7)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  six  months;  (8)  For  a  class  C 
misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  fifteen  days. ..Not  the  whole  Missouri  Statute  its  Screen 
printed  on  the  next  page. 

In  the  Last  paragraph  of  559.026the  first,  second  class  city  or  a  population  of  five  hundred 
thousand  or  more  and  detained  as  herein  provided  shall  be  subject  to  all  provisions  of  section 
221.170,  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  How  can 
someone  not  convicted  <&  sentenced  be  placed  in  detention?  Was  not  convicted  &  and 
sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse.  Then  Missouri  Statute  559.012  Did  not  take  place  so 
points  (1)  and  (2)  is  the  reason  probation  is  given.  So  what  probation  is  the  not  convicted  on 
that  they  get  detention?  Missouri  Statute  559.012.  Eligible  for  probation,  when.  — The  court 
may  place  a  person  on  probation  for  a  specific  period  upon  conviction  of  any  offense  or 
upon  suspending  imposition  of  sentence  if,  having  regard  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of 
the  offense  and  to  the  history  and  character  of  the  defendant,  tire  court  is  of  the  opinion  that: 

(1)  Institutional  confinement  of  the  defendant  is  not  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public; 
and  (2)  The  defendant  is  in  need  of  guidance,  training  or  other  assistance  which,  in  his  or  her 
case,  can  be  effectively  administered  tlirough  probation  supervision. 

Point  1  of  Missouri  Statute  559.26  Detention  condition  of  probation  not  exceed  the  shorter  of 
thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  of  imprisonment  authorized  for  the  misdemeanor  by 
chapter  558,  the  Statute  give  a  misdemeanor  offender  more  imprisonment  than  a  Felony 
offender.  Missouri  Statute  559.26  also  violates  the  class  C  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to 
exceed  fifteen  days  stated  in  558.011,  by  giving  them  not  exceed  the  shorter  of  thirty  days. 
Violates  the  United  States  Constitutional  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be 
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required,  nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inflicted.  Also 
Amendment  XIVSection  1.A11  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject 
to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  wherein  they 
reside.  No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  Ian  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 
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The  screen  prints  of  tire  whole  Missouri  Statute  559.26  &  558.011 
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539.W^  Dotcjitlon  condition  of  probation.  -  fctfepk  in  infection  cas«.  when  probation  is  granted,  tta  court,  in  addition  to  conditions  imposed  pursuant  to  section  559  021,  may  requite  », 
as  a  condition  of  probated  ttac  die  offender  submit  to  a  period  Of  detention  up  to  forty-eight  hours  after  the  ddcrmimtlori  by  a  probation  or  parole  officer  that  the  offender  violated  a  •. 
condition  of  continued  probation  or  parole  In  ail  appropriate  institution  at  whatever  time  or  intervals  within  the  period  of  prob ation,  consecutive  or  noncoosecuave,  the  court  shall  designate,  N 
or  die  beard  of  probation  and  pwole  shall  direct  Any  person  placed  on  probation  in  a  county  of  the  first  class  o:  second  class  or  in  any  city  with  a  population  oi  five  hundred  thousand  or  }' 
tniiic  and  detained  as  herein  provided  stall  be  subject  to  aQ  provisions  of  section  221.170,  even  though  he  was  not  convicted  and  sentenced  to  a  jail  or  workhouse 

0)  Ih  misdemeanor  cases,  the  period  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  shorter  of  thirty  days  or  the  maximum  term  oi'  imprisonment  authorized  (or  the  misdemeanor  by 
chapter  555.  i‘; 


(2)  In  felony  cases,  the  penod  of  detention  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  tv.-enty  days.  £ 

(3)  If  probation  Is  revoked  and  a  term  of  imprisonment  is  served  by  reason  thwco;,  the  time  spent  in  a  jaii,  half-way  house,  honor  center,  workhouse  or  other  institution  *s  *  detention  s 

condition  of  probation  stall  be  credited  against  the  prison  o:  jail  term  served  for  the  ottense  in  connection  with  which  the  detentior.  condition  was  imposed. 

(L.  1977  SB  60,  A  L 1995  H.0.  424.  A.L  2003  SJJ.  5.  A.L.  2004  5.1k  1211)  _  _ _ 
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55B.OU.  Sentence  of  imprisonment.  Items  -  conditional  release.  -  1.  The  authotued  terms  of  Imprisonment,  including  both  prison  and  condMcnal  jalease  terms,  are: 

(1)  lor  a  class  A  felony,  a  term  of  years  not  less  than  ton  wars  ind  not  to  exceed  thirty  years,  or  life  imprisonment 

t2)  For  a  dais  B  felony,  a  term  or  years  not  lass  titan  rive  years  and  not  to  exceed  fifteen  years; 

13)  For  a  class  C  felony,  a  fenri  o:  years  not  less  than  three  years  and  not  to  exceed  ten  years; 

(а)  For  a  dass  D  telcny,  a  term  of  years  not  to  etxcaed  seven  yeejs: 

(5)  For  a  dass  E  isfony,  a  term  of  years  not  to  oxned  four  years; 

(б)  For  a  class  A  misdemeanor,  a  term  not  to  exceed  one  year; 

(7)  For  a  class  B  misdemeanor,  a  terns  not  to  exceed  six  months, 

(8;  For  a  class  C  misdemeanor  a  term  not  to  exceed  fifteen  days. 

2.  In  cates  of  dass  D  and  E  felonies,  tire  court  shall  have  dtsnnfion  to  imprison  for  a  spedal  letm  not  to  exceed  one  year  tr.  tha  county  jail  or  other  authorized  penal  intntution.  and  the 
place  ot  confinement  shall  be  fixed  by  the  court.  If  the  court  imposes  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  for  a  term  longer  (hart  ons  year  upon  a  person  convicted  of  a  class  D  or  I  felony,  it  shall 
commit  tiic  p*jSOfl  to  lb#  custody  oi  the  department  of  corrections 

3.  (1)  When  a  regular  (enter we  of  imprisonment  for  a  felony  is  imposed,  the  court  shall  commit  the  person  to  the  custody  oi  the  department  of  corrections  for  the  term  imposed  under 
samon  557.03d.  ot  until  released  urrder  procedures  es  tablished  elsewhere  by  law. 

(2)  A  sentence  of  imprisonment  for  a  misdemeanor  shall  be  for  a  definite  term  and  the  court  shall  commit  the  person  to  the  county  jad  or  other  authorized  penal  Institution  for  the  term  of 
his  or  her  sentence  or  until  released  under  procedure  established  elsewhere  by  law 

A.  (1)  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  tor  a  term  of  years  for  felonies  other  than  dangerous  felonies  as  defined  insertion  556  t>ol,  and  other  than  sentences  of 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560,021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county' jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jav)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 

shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself 

or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


AUG  1  5  2017 
secretary  of  state 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

.  A.D.  20 

Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires _ 


RECEIVED 

MG  1  5  2017 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows:  „ 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

Section  A.  Sections  192.005,  263.250,  31 1.610,  31 1.620,  31 1.630  and  31 1.660  RSMo, 
are  amended  and  thirty-three  new  sections  are  enacted  to  be  known  as  sections  195.018,  195.900, 
195.903,  195.906,  195.909,  195.912,  195.915,  195.918,  195.921,  195.924,  195.927,  195.930, 
195.933,  195.936,  195.939,  195.942,  195.945,  195.948,195.951,  195.954,  195.957,  195.960, 
195.961,  195.963,  195.966,  195.969,  195.972,  195.975,  195.978,  195.981,  195.982,  195.984  and 
195.985  to  read  as  follows: 

192.005.  There  is  hereby  created  and  established  as  a  department  of  state  government  the 
“Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services”.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall 
supervise  and  manage  all  public  health  functions  and  programs.  The  department  shall  be 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974,  Appendix  B, 

RSMo,  unless  otherwise  provided  in  sections  192.005  to  192.014.  The  division  of  health  of  the 
department  of  social  services,  chapter  191,  this  chapter,  and  others,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
such  agencies  and  functions  as  the  state  health  planning  and  development  agency,  the  crippled 
children’s  service*,  chapter  201 ,  the  bureau  and  the  program  for  the  prevention  of  developmental 
disability,  the  hospital  subsidy  program,  chapter  189,  the  state  board  of  health,  section  191.400, 
the  student  loan  program,  sections  191.500  to  191.550,  the  family  practice  residency  program, 
the  licensure  and  certification  of  hospitals,  chapter  197,  the  Missouri  chest  hospital,  sections 
199.010  to  199.070**,  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  by  a 
type  I  transfer,  and  the  state  cancer  center  and  cancer  commission,  chapter  200,  is  hereby 
transferred  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  sendees  by  a  type  III  transfer  as  such  transfers 
arc  defined  in  section  1  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974,  Appendix  B,  RSMo 
Supp.  1984.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974, 
Appendix  B,  RSMo  Supp.  1984,  relating  to  the  manner  and  procedures  for  transfers  of  state 
agencies  shall  apply  to  the  transfers  provided  in  this  section.  The  division  of  health  of  the 
department  of  social  services  is  abolished.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall 
have  the  duties  and  powers  set  forth  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.018.  The  provisions  of  section  195.017  shall  not  apply  to  any  product  used  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.900.  1.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  known  and  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Missouri  Patient  Care  Act”. 


2.  (1)  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  deemed  an  exercise  of  the  police  powers  of 
the  state  for  the  protection  of  the  economic  and  social  welfare  and  the  health,  peace,  and  morals 
of  the  people  of  this  state. 

(2)  It  shall  be  unlawful  under  state  law  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  test,  possess¬ 
or  sell  medical  cannabis,  except  in  compliance  with  the  terms,  conditions,  limitations,  and 
restrictions  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(3)  This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  certify  that  a  patient  has 
a  qualifying  medical  condition  and  that  the  physician  is  treating  or  managing  treatment  of  the 
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patient's  qualifying  medical  condition  in  the  course  of  a  bona  fide  phvsician-patient  relationship, 
after  the  physician  has  completed  an  assessment  of  the  qualifying  patient's  medical  history, 
reviewed  relevant  records  related  to  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  conducted  a 
physical  examination. 

(4)  This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are 
necessary  to  protect  patients,  their  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal 
penalties,  and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale,  possession,  and 
purchase  of  cannabis  for  medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and 
criminal  laws  governing  the  use  of  cannabis  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow 
for  the  public  use  of  cannabis  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  cannabis. 

3.  As  used  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  the  following  tenns  shall  mean: 

Cl)  “Adequate  supply”.  2.5  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in  cannabis 
concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  period  of  fourteen  days  and  that  is  derived  solely  from  a 
licensed  intrastate  source.  Subject  to  the  rules  of  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services,  a 
patient  may  apply  for  a  waiver  to  possess  more  than  2.5  ounces  for  a  fourteen-day  period  if  a 
physician  provides  a  substantial  medical  basis  in  a  signed  written  statement  asserting  that,  based 
on  the  patient’s  medical  history'  and  in  the  physician’s  professional  judgment.  2.5  ounces  is  an 
insufficient  adequate  supply  for  a  fourteen-day  period  to  properly  alleviate  the  patient’s 
qualifying  medical  condition  or  symptoms  associated  with  the  qualifying  medical  condition.  A 
qualifying  patient  may  possess  no  more  than  a  sixtv-dav  supply  of  cannabis  flower  or  its 
equivalent  in  cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product. 

(2)  “Administer”,  the  direct  application  of  cannabis  to  a  qualifying  patient  by  way  of  any 
of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  cannabis-infused  products: 

(b)  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or  oils; 

(c)  Application  of  ointments  or  balms: 

(d)  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories; 

fe)  Consuming  cannabis-infused  food  products;  or 

(f)  Any  other  method  recommended  by  a  qualifying  patient’s  physician. 

(3)  “Cannabis”,  all  parts  of  the  plant  genus  Cannabis  in  any  species  or  form  thereof, 
including,  but  not  limited  to.  Cannabis  Sativa  L„  Cannabis  Indica.  Cannabis  Americana. 
Cannabis  Ruderalis.  and  Cannabis  Gigantea.  whether  growing  or  not,  the  seeds  thereof,  the  resin 
extracted  from  any  part  of  the  plant:  and  every  compound,  manufacture,  derivative,  mixture,  or 
preparation  of  the  plant,  its  seeds  or  resin.  It  does  not  include  the  mature  stalks  of  the  plant:  fiber 
produced  from  the  stalks:  oil  or  cake  made  from  the  seeds  of  the  plant;  anv  other  compound. 
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manufacture,  salt,  derivative,  mixture,  or  preparation  of  the  mature  stalks  except  the  resin 
extracted  therefrom;  fiber,  oil,  or  cake;  or  the  sterilized  seed  of  the  plant  which  is  incapable  of 
germination. 

(4)  “Cannabis  plant  monitoring  system”,  an  electronic  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that 
includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  testing  and  data  collection  established  and  maintained  by  the 
licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  and  the  medical  cannabis  center 
and  available  to  the  division  for  the  purposes  of  documenting  each  cannabis  plant  and  for 
monitoring  plant  development  throughout  the  life  cycle  of  a  cannabis  plant  cultivated  for  the 
intended  use  by  a  qualifying  patient  from  seed  planting,  cloning,  or  other  method  of  propagation, 
to  final  packaging  and  sale  to  a  Qualifying  patient. 

(5)  “Cannabis  products”,  concentrated  cannabis,  cannabis  extracts,  and  products  that  are 
infused  with  cannabis  or  an  extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption.  The  term 
includes,  without  limitation,  edible  cannabis  products,  beverages,  topical  products,  ointments. 
oils,  and  tinctures. 


(6)  “Caregiver”,  a  natural  person,  other  than  the  qualifying  patient  or  the  qualifying 
patient's  physician,  who  is  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  and  has  significant  responsibility  for 
managing  the  well-being  of  a  qualifying  patient  and  who  is  designated  as  such  on  the  caregiver’s 
application  for  an  identification  card  under  this  section. 

(7)  ‘'Department”,  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(8)  “Division”,  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  within  the  department  of 
public  safety. 

(9)  “Entity”,  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust,  limited  liability 
company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership,  joint  venture,  or  any  other 
entity. 


(10)  “Good  cause”,  for  purposes  of  refusing  or  denying  a  license  renewal,  reinstatement. 
or  initial  license  issuance: 


(a)  The  license  applicant  has  violated,  does  not  meet,  or  has  failed  to  comply  with  any  of 
the  terms,  conditions,  or  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  any  rules  promulgated 
thereunder,  or  any  supplemental  local  law,  rules,  or  regulations: 

(b)  The  licensee  or  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  anv  special  terms  or  conditions 
that  were  placed  on  its  license  under  an  order  of  the  state  or  local  licensing  authority;  or 

(c)  The  licensed  premises  have  been  operated  in  a  manner  that  adversely  affects  the 
public  health  or  welfare  or  the  safety  of  the  immediate  neighborhood  in  which  the  establishment 
is  located. 


j 
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(11)  "License”,  a  license  or  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(12)  “Licensed  premises”,  the  premises  specified  in  an  application  for  a  license  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985.  which  are  owned  or  in  possession  of  the  licensee  and  within  which 
the  licensee  is  authorized  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  test,  possess,  or  sell  medical 
cannabis  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(13)  “Licensee”,  a  person  licensed  or  registered  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(14)  “Limited  access  area”,  a  building,  room,  or  other  contiguous  area  upon  the  licensed 
premises  where  medical  cannabis  is  grown,  cultivated,  stored,  weighed,  displayed,  packaged, 
sold,  or  possessed  for  sale,  under  control  of  the  licensee,  with  limited  access  to  only  those 
persons  licensed  bv  the  division,  and  visitors  and  vendors  as  provided  bv  rule.  All  areas  of 
ingress  or  egress  to  limited  access  areas  shall  be  clearly  identified  as  such  by  a  sign  as  designated 
by  the  division. 

(15)  ‘'Local  licensing  authority”,  an  authority  designated  bv  municipal  or  countv  charter 
or  ordinance. 


(16)  ‘'Medical  cannabis”,  cannabis  that  is  grown  and  sold  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  for  a  purpose  authorized  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(17)  “Medical  cannabis  center’,  a  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to 
operate  a  business  as  described  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  that  acquires,  possesses,  stores, 
delivers,  transfer,  transports,  sells,  supplies  or  dispenses  cannabis,  cannabis  products,  medical 
cannabis,  paraphernalia  or  related  supplies  to  registered  qualifying  patients  or  caregivers,  or 
other  licensed  medical  cannabis  centers. 


(18)  “Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility”,  a  person  licensed  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  operate  a  business  as  described  in  section  195.954. 

(19)  “Medical  cannabis-infused  product”,  a  product  infused  with  medical  cannabis  that  is 
intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking,  including,  but  not  limited  to  edible 
cannabis  products,  beverages,  topical  products,  ointments,  oils,  and  tinctures  or  smokeless 
vaporizing  devices.  Such  products,  when  manufactured  or  sold  bv  a  licensed  medical  cannabis 
center,  shall  not  be  considered  a  drug  for  the  purposes  of  chapter  196. 

(20)  “Medical  cannabis  testing  facility”,  an  independent  entity  licensed,  approved,  and 
certified  bv  the  division  pursuant  to  this  act  to  analyze  the  safety  and  potency  of  cannabis  and  as 
otherwise  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(21)  “Medical  use*’,  the  production,  possession,  distribution,  transportation,  or 
administration  of  cannabis  or  a  cannabis-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a  qualifying  patient 
to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition. 


JEF-287522-1 


4 


(22)  ‘'Person”,  a  natural  person,  partnership,  association,  company,  corporation,  limited 
liability  company,  or  organization,  or  a  manager,  agent,  owner,  director,  servant,  officer,  or 
employee  thereof. 

(23)  “Premises”,  a  distinct  and  definite  location,  which  may  include  a  building,  a  part  of  a 
building,  a  room,  or  any  other  definite  contiguous  area. 

(24)  “Qualify  ing  medical  condition”,  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy; 

(c)  Glaucoma; 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment; 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent  muscle 
spasms,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  those  associated  with  multiple  sclerosis,  seizures. 
Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourette’s  syndrome: 

(f)  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  post-traumatic  stress 
disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist: 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription  medication 
that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a  physician  determines  that 
medical  use  of  cannabis  could  be  effective  in  treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer 
alternative  to  the  prescription  medication; 

(i)  Any  terminal  illness:  or 


(i)  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  any  other  chronic,  debilitating  or  other 
medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C.  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  (ALS). 
inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn’s  disease.  Huntington’s  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle 
cell  anemia,  agitation  of  Alzheimer’s  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome, 

(25)  “Qualifying  patient”,  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


(26)  “Smokeless  vaporizing  device”,  a  medical-grade  vaporizer  delivery  device  capable 
of  administering  the  active  ingredients  of  a  metered  dose  of  medical  cannabis  via  inhalation 
without  combustion  by-products. 
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(27)  ‘'State  licensing  authority”,  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  which  is 
responsible  for  regulating  and  controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture, 
distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  this  state. 

(28)  “Written  certification",  a  document  dated  and  signed  by  a  physician,  statins: 

(a)  That  the  qualifying  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  and  specifying  the 
qualifying  medical  condition  the  qualifying  patient  has;  and 

(b)  That  the  physician  is  treating  or  managing  treatment  of  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


195.903.  1 .  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  and  controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  this  state,  the 
division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  is  hereby  designated  as  the  state  licensing  authority. 

2.  The  state  supervisor  of  the  division  may  employ  such  officers  and  employees  as  may 
be  determined  to  be  necessary,  with  such  officers  and  employees  being  part  of  the  division.  No 
moneys  shall  be  appropriated  to  the  division  from  the  general  revenue  fund  for  the  operation  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985.  nor  shall  the  division  expend  any  general  revenue  fund  moneys  for 
the  operation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  the 
division,  the  Commissioner  of  Administration,  and  the  State  Treasurer  are  authorized  to  receive 
and  disburse  funds  from  any  source,  public  or  private,  as  may  assist  the  prompt  implementation 
of  this  Act. 


195.906.  1.  The  division  shall: 


(1)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing- 
possession.  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  as  provided  by  law:  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke 
such  licenses  upon  a  violation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  or  a  rule  promulgated  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985;  and  impose  anv  penalty  authorized  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 
or  anv  rule  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  The  division  may  take  anv  action 
with  respect  to  a  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  it  mav  with  respect  to  a 
license  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985: 


(2)  Establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the 
provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985; 

(3)  Upon  denial  of  a  state  license,  provide  written  notice  of  the  grounds  for  such  denial  of 
a  state  license  to  the  applicant  and  to  the  local  authority  and  the  right  of  the  applicant  to  a  hearing 
before  the  administrative  hearing  commission  under  subsection  2  of  section  195.924; 

(4)  Maintain  the  confidentiality  of  patient  records,  reports  obtained  from  licensees 
showing  the  sales  volume  or  quantity  of  medical  cannabis  sold,  or  anv  other  records  that  are 
exempt  from  inspection  under  state  law; 
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(5)  Develop  such  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as  are  necessary 
in  the  discretion  of  the  division  for  the  administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  or  any  of 
the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985;  and 

(6)  Prepare  and  submit  an  annual  report  accounting  to  the  governor  for  the  efficient 
discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  by  law  or  directive  to  the  state  licensing  authority. 

2.  (1)  Rules  promulgated  under  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  the  following: 

(a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement,  or  violation  of  any  provision  of  sections  1 95.900  to 
195.985.  or  anv  rule  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  including  procedures  and  grounds 
for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a  state  license  issued  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985: 


fb)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  division; 

(c)  Instructions  for  local  licensing  authorities  and  law  enforcement  officers; 

(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such  additional 
activities  as  may  become  necessary  from  time  to  time; 

(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the  division: 

(f)  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices: 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises: 

(hi  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers,  managers. 
contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  including  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  check  as  may  be  required  bv  the  division 
prior  to  issuing  a  card: 

(i)  Identification  of  state  licensees  and  their  owners,  officers,  managers,  and  employees; 

fil  Security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 
including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video,  alarm  requirements,  and  other 
minimum  procedures  for  internal  control  as  deemed  necessary  bv  the  division  to  properly 
administer  and  enforce  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  including  reporting 
requirements  for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

(k)  Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of  medical  cannabis; 
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(1)  Sanitary  requirements  for  medical  cannabis  centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation 
and  production  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  sanitary  requirements  for  the  preparation 
of  medical  cannabis-infused  products: 

Cm)  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a  medical 
cannabis  center  may  accept  when  verifying  a  sale: 

(n)  Labeling  standards,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  serving  size  of  active  THC  per 
serving  and  total  servings  per  package: 

(o)  Testing  standards; 

fp)  Records  to  be  kept  by  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the  records: 

(q)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals,  reinstatements,  initial 
licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees: 

(r)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  monthly  sales  tax  payments  by  medical  cannabis 
centers; 

(s)  Authorization  for  the  department  of  revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing  information  to 
ensure  sales  and  income  tax  payment  and  effective  administration  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985; 

(t)  Authorization  for  the  division  to  impose  administrative  penalties  and  procedures  of 
issuing,  appealing,  and  creating  a  violation  list  and  schedule  of  administrative  penalties;  and 

fu)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 
comprehensive  administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(2)  The  prompt  implementation  of  this  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  is  necessary  to  avoid 
immediate  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety  and  welfare.  The  division  is  authorized  to  use  the 
emergency  rulemaking  procedures  set  out  in  section  536.025,  and  shall  promulgate  emergency 
mles  by  March  6.  2019.  and  also  to  file  a  notice  of  rulemaking  as  provided  in  section  536.025  bv 
March  6.  2019. 


(3)  Nothing  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  construed  as  delegating  to  the 
division  the  power  to  fix  prices  for  medical  cannabis. 

195.909.  1 .  A  local  licensing  authority  mav  issue  only  the  following  medical  cannabis 
licenses  upon  payment  of  the  fee  and  compliance  with  all  local  licensing  requirements  to  be 
determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority: 


(1) A  medical  cannabis  center  license:  and 

(2)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license. 


JHI--287522-1 


8 


2.  (1)  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  local  license  within  a  municipality  or 
the  unincorporated  portion  of  a  county  unless  the  governing  body  of  the  municipality  has 
adopted  an  ordinance  or  the  governing  body  of  the  county  has  adopted  a  resolution  containing 
specific  standards  for  license  issuance,  or  if  no  such  ordinance  or  resolution  is  adopted  prior  to 
June  1.  2019.  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  consider  the  minimum  licensing  requirements  of 
this  section  when  issuing  a  license. 


(2)  In  addition  to  all  other  standards  applicable  to  the  issuance  of  licenses  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985.  the  local  governing  body  mav  adopt  additional  standards  for  the  issuance  of 
medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licenses 
consistent  with  the  intent  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  that  mav  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 


(a)  Distance  restrictions  between  premises  for  which  local  licenses  are  issued:  and 

(b)  Any  other  requirements  necessary  to  ensure  the  control  of  the  premises  and  the  ease 
of  enforcement  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  license. 


3.  Local  governments  mav  limit  the  use  ofland  for  operation  of  medical  cannabis  centers 
and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  to  specified  areas  as  to  time,  place,  and 
manner  of  such  facilities.  Local  zoning  approval  shall  be  made  by  the  governing  bodv  of  the 
municipality  if  the  premises  are  located  in  the  municipality,  or  bv  the  governing  body  of  the 
county  if  the  premises  are  located  in  the  unincorporated  portion  of  the  countv.  The  operation  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  statewide  unless  a  municipality,  county,  or  city,  bv  a  two- 
thirds  majority  of  the  registered  voters  votimz  at  a  regular  election  or  special  election  called  in 
accordance  with  state  law,  vote  to  prohibit  the  operation  of  medical  cannabis  centers  and  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  in  the  municipality,  county,  or  citv. 

4.  An  application  for  a  license  specified  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  be  filed  with 
the  appropriate  local  licensing  authority  on  forms  provided  by  the  state  licensing  authority  and 
shall  contain  such  information  as  the  state  licensing  authority  mav  require  and  anv  forms  as  the 
local  licensing  authority  mav  require.  Each  application  shall  be  verified  bv  the  oath  or 
affirmation  of  the  persons  prescribed  bv  the  state  licensing  authority. 

5.  An  applicant  shall  file  with  the  application  for  a  local  license,  plans  and  specifications 
for  the  interior  of  the  building  if  the  building  to  be  occupied  is  in  existence  at  the  time.  If  the 
building  is  not  in  existence,  the  applicant  shall  file  a  plot  plan  and  a  detailed  sketch  for  the 
interior  and  submit  an  architect’s  drawing  of  the  building  to  be  constructed.  In  its  discretion,  the 
local  or  state  licensing  authority  mav  impose  additional  requirements  necessary  for  the  approval 
of  the  application. 

195.912.  1.  Upon  receipt  of  an  application  for  a  local  license,  except  an  application  for 
renewal  or  for  transfer  of  ownership,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  schedule  and  hold  a  public 
hearing  upon  the  application  to  be  held  not  less  than  thirty  davs  after  the  date  of  the  application. 
but  not  more  than  ninety  davs  from  the  date  of  the  application.  If  the  local  licensing  authority 
fails  to  hold  a  public  hearing  within  such  time  lines,  the  application  shall  be  considered 
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approved.  If  the  local  licensing  authority  schedules  a  hearing  for  a  medical  cannabis  center 
application  and/or  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  application,  it  shall  post 
and  publish  public  notice  thereof  not  less  than  ten  davs  prior  to  the  hearing.  The  local  licensing 
authority  shall  give  public  notice  by  the  posting  of  a  sign  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  medical 
cannabis  center  premises  and/or  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility 
premises  for  which  application  has  been  made  and  bv  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general 
circulation  in  the  county  in  which  the  medical  cannabis  center  premises  and/or  the  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  premises  are  located. 

2.  Public  notice  given  bv  posting  shall  include  a  sign  of  suitable  material,  not  less  than 
twentv-two  inches  wide  and  twenty-six  inches  high,  composed  of  letters  not  less  than  one  inch  in 
height  and  stating  the  type  of  license  applied  for,  the  date  of  the  hearing,  the  name  and  address  of 
the  applicant,  and  such  other  information  as  mav  be  required  to  fully  apprise  the  public  of  the 
nature  of  the  application.  The  sign  shall  contain  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers, 
directors,  or  manager  of  the  facility  to  be  licensed. 

3.  Public  notice  given  by  publication  shall  contain  the  same  information  as  that  required 
for  signs. 

4.  If  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  manufactured,  distributed- 
possessed.  or  sold  is  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  application,  a  sign  posted  as  required  in 
subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  placed  so  as  to  be  conspicuous  and  plainly  visible  to 
the  general  public.  If  the  building  is  not  constructed  at  the  time  of  the  application,  the  applicant 
shall  post  a  sign  at  the  premises  upon  which  the  building  is  to  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner 
that  the  notice  shall  be  conspicuous  and  plainly  visible  to  the  general  public. 

5.  (11  A  local  licensing  authority,  or  a  license  applicant  with  the  authorization  of  the  local 
licensing  authority,  mav  request  that  the  state  licensing  authority  conduct  a  concurrent  review  of 
a  new  license  application  prior  to  the  local  licensing  authority’s  final  approval  of  the  license 
application.  Local  licensing  authorities  who  permit  concurrent  review  shall  continue  to 
independently  review  the  applicant’s  license  application. 

(2)  When  conducting  a  concurrent  application  review,  the  state  licensing  authority  may 
advise  the  local  licensing  authority  of  any  items  it  finds  that  mav  result  in  the  denial  of  the 
license  application.  Upon  correction  of  the  noted  discrepancies  if  the  correction  is  permitted  bv 
the  state  licensing  authority,  the  state  licensing  authority  shall  notify  the  local  licensing  authority 
of  its  conditional  approval  of  the  license  application  subject  to  the  final  approval  bv  the  local 
licensing  authority.  The  state  licensing  authority  shall  then  issue  the  applicant’s  state  license 
upon  receiving  evidence  of  final  approval  bv  the  local  licensing  authority. 

(3)  All  applications  submitted  for  concurrent  review  shall  be  accompanied  bv  all 
applicable  state  license  and  application  fees.  Any  applications  which  are  later  denied  or 
withdrawn  mav  allow  for  a  refund  of  license  fees  only.  All  application  fees  provided  bv  an 
applicant  shall  be  retained  by  the  respective  licensing  authority. 
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195.915.  1.  Not  less  than  five  days  prior  to  the  date  of  the  public  hearing  authorized  in 
section  195.912,  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  make  known  its  findings,  based  on  its 
investigation,  in  writing  to  the  applicant  and  other  parties  of  interest.  The  local  licensing 
authority  has  authority  to  refuse  to  issue  a  license  provided  for  in  this  section  for  good  cause- 
subject  to  judicial  review. 

2.  Before  entering  a  decision  approving  or  denying  the  application  for  a  local  license,  the 
local  licensing  authority  may  consider,  except  where  sections  195.900  to  195.985  specifically 
provides  otherwise,  the  facts  and  evidence  adduced  as  a  result  of  its  investigation,  as  well  as  any 
other  facts  pertinent  to  the  type  of  license  for  which  application  has  been  made,  including  the 
number,  type,  and  availability  of  medical  cannabis  outlets  located  in  or  near  the  premises  under 
consideration,  and  anv  other  pertinent  matters  affecting  the  qualifications  of  the  applicant  for  the 
conduct  of  the  type  of  business  proposed.  A  local  licensing  authority  mav  only  issue  a  medical 
cannabis  center  license  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  upon 
payment  of  the  fee  and  compliance  with  all  local  licensing  authority. 

3.  Within  thirty  days  after  the  public  hearing  or  completion  of  the  application 
investigation,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  issue  its  decision  approving  or  denying  an 
application  for  local  licensure.  The  decision  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  state  the  reasons  for  the 
decision.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  send  a  copy  of  the  decision  by  certified  mail  to  the 
applicant  at  the  address  shown  on  the  application. 

4.  After  approval  of  an  application,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  local 
license  until  the  building  in  which  the  business  to  be  conducted  is  ready  for  occupancy  with  such 
furniture,  fixtures,  and  equipment  in  place  as  are  necessary  to  comply  with  the  applicable 
provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  and  then  only  after  the  local  licensing  authority  has 
inspected  the  premises  to  determine  that  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  architect’s  drawing 
and  the  plot  plan  and  detailed  sketch  for  the  interior  of  the  buildings  submitted  with  the 
application. 

5.  After  approval  of  an  application  for  local  licensure,  the  local  licensing  authority 
shall  notify  the  state  licensing  authority  of  such  approval,  who  shall  investigate  and  either 
approve  or  disapprove  the  application  for  state  licensure. 

195.918.  1 .  (T)  The  division  mav  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  for  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  provided,  however,  that  number  mav  not  be 
limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the  United  States.  Each  facility  in  operation 
shall  require  a  separate  license  but  multiple  licenses  mav  be  utilized  in  a  premises.  The  license 
shall  be  valid  for  one  year  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good 
cause.  No  more  than  three  medical  cannabis  and  production  facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to 
anv  person  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management.  At  least  one 
medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  for  each  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  license. 
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(2)  The  division  may  restrict  the  numbers  of  licenses  granted  for  medical  cannabis 
centers,  provided,  however,  that  number  may  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every 
one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of 
the  United  States,  except  that,  an  applicant  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  may  be 
approved  for  an  additional  two  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  in  accordance  with  subdivision 
(3)  of  this  subsection.  Such  additional  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  shall  not  be  counted 
toward  the  statewide  limit  for  medical  cannabis  centers.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  one  year 
from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause. 

(3)  Licenses  shall  be  geographically  disbursed  bv  the  division,  in  consultation  with  the 
department  of  health  and  senior  services,  based  on  the  demographics  of  the  state  and  patient 
demand  to  ensure  statewide  access  for  patients.  If  more  than  the  statewide  limit  for  medical 
cannabis  centers  are  necessary  to  provide  sufficient  patient  access,  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation 
and  production  facility  licensee  may  be  approved  for  up  to  an  additional  two  medical  cannabis 
center  licenses,  subject  to  approval  by  the  local  licensing  authority  and  the  division. 

2.  Before  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  issues  a  state  license  to  an 
applicant,  the  applicant  shall  procure  and  file  with  the  division  evidence  of  a  good  and 
sufficient  bond  in  the  amount  of  five  thousand  dollars  with  corporate  surety  thereon  duly 
licensed  to  do  business  with  the  state,  approved  as  to  form  bv  the  state  attorney  general,  and 
conditioned  that  the  applicant  shall  report  and  nav  all  sales  and  use  taxes  due  to  the  state,  or 
for  which  the  state  is  the  collector  or  collecting  agent,  in  a  timely  manner,  as  provided  in 
law. 


3.  A  corporate  surety  shall  not  be  required  to  make  payments  to  the  state  claiminu 
under  such  bond  until  a  final  determination  of  failure  to  pay  taxes  due  to  the  state  has  been 
made  bv  the  division  or  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

4.  All  bonds  required  under  this  section  shall  be  renewed  at  such  time  as  the 
bondholder’s  license  is  renewed.  The  renewal  may  be  accomplished  through  a  continuation 
certificate  issued  bv  the  surety. 

195.921.  1.  Applications  for  a  state  license  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900 
to  195.985  shall  be  made  to  the  division  on  forms  prepared  and  furnished  bv  the  division 
and  shall  set  forth  such  information  as  the  division  mav  require  to  enable  the  division  to 
determine  whether  a  state  license  shall  be  granted.  The  information  shall  include  the  name  and 
address  of  the  applicant,  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers,  directors,  or  managers,  and  all 
other  information  deemed  necessary  bv  the  division.  Each  application  shall  be  verified  by  the 
oath  or  affirmation  of  such  person  or  persons  as  the  division  mav  prescribe. 

2.  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  division  shall 
make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  center  facilities,  and  medical 
cannabis  testing  facilities.  The  division  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification 
applications  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  davs  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
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Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  shall  be  approved  or  denied  bv  the  division  no  later 
than  one  hundred  twenty  days  after  their  submission. 


3.  The  division  shall  not  issue  a  state  license  under  this  section  until  the  local  licensing 
authority  has  approved  the  application  for  a  local  license  and  issued  a  local  license  as  provided 
for  in  sections  195.909  to  195.918. 


4,  Nothing  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  preempt  or  otherwise  impair  the  power  of 
a  local  government  to  enact  ordinances  or  resolutions  concerning  matters  authorized  to  local 
governments. 


1 95.924.  1 .  The  division  shall  deny  a  state  license  if  the  premises  on  which  the  applicant 
proposes  to  conduct  its  business  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  If  the  division  denies  a  state  license  under  subsection  1  of  this  section,  the  applicant 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  hearing  before  the  administrative  hearing  commission.  The  division  shall 
provide  written  notice  of  the  grounds  for  denial  of  the  state  license  to  the  applicant  and  to  the 
local  licensing  authority  at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to  the  hearing. 

195.927.  1.  A  license  provided  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  not  be  issued  to  or 
held  by: 

(DA  person  until  the  annual  fee  has  been  paid: 

(21  A  person  under  twentv-one  years  of  age: 

(31  A  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  who  during  a  period  oflicensure 
or  who  at  the  time  of  application  has  failed  to: 

(al  Provide  a  surety  bond,  proof  of  assets,  or  file  any  tax  return  with  a  taxing  agency; 

(bl  Avoid  delinquency  in  the  payment  of  anv  state  income  taxes,  personal  property  taxes, 
municipal  taxes,  or  real  property  taxes: 

(cl  Pay  anv  judgments  due  to  a  government  agenev: 

(dl  Stay  out  of  default  on  a  government-issued  student  loan; 

(el  Pav  child  support:  or 

(f)  Remedy  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  taxes  owed,  an  outstanding  delinquency  for 
judgments  owed  to  a  government  agency,  or  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  child  support. 

(41  A  person  who  has  discharged  a  sentence  in  the  ten  years  immediately  preceding  the 
application  date  for  a  conviction  of  a  felony  or  a  person  who  at  anv  time  has  been  convicted  of  a 
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felony  under  any  state  or  federal  law  regarding  the  possession,  distribution,  or  use  of  a  controlled 
substance; 

(5)  A  person  who  employs  another  person  at  a  medical  cannabis  center,  a  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility,  or  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  who  has  not 
passed  a  criminal  background  check; 

(6)  A  sheriff,  deputy  sheriff,  police  officer,  or  prosecuting  officer,  or  anv  officer  or 
employee  of  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority; 

(7~)  A  person  whose  authority  to  be  a  caregiver  as  defined  in  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985 
has  been  revoked  bv  the  department;  or 

(8)  A  person  who  holds  a  license  for  a  location  that  is  currently  licensed  as  a  retail  food 
establishment  or  wholesale  food  registrant. 

2.  The  provisions  of  section  324.010.1  shall  apply  to  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

3.  All  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensees  and  all  medical 
cannabis  center  licensees  shall  be  held  bv  entities  that  are  sixty  percent  or  more  owned  bv  natural 
persons  who  have  been  bona  fide  residents  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  three  years 
continuously  immediately  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  of  application  for  such  licenses. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensees 
and  medical  cannabis  center  licensees  mav  be  held  bv  entities  with  no  greater  than  a  forty 
percent  interest  owned  bv  natural  persons  who  have  not  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for 
at  least  three  years  continuously  immediately  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  of  application  for  such 
licenses. 


4.  (] )  In  investigating  the  qualifications  of  an  applicant  or  a  licensee,  the  division  shall 
have  access  to  criminal  background  check  information  furnished  bv  a  criminal  justice  agency 
subject  to  anv  restrictions  or  costs  imposed  bv  such  agency.  In  addition  to  considering  the 
applicant’s  criminal  background  check  information,  the  division  shall  also  consider  anv 
information  provided  by  the  applicant  regarding  such  criminal  background  check,  including,  but 
not  limited  to.  evidence  of  rehabilitation,  character  references,  and  educational  achievements, 
especially  those  items  pertaining  to  the  period  of  time  between  the  applicant’s  last  criminal 
conviction  and  the  consideration  of  the  application  for  a  state  license. 

(2)  As  used  in  subdivision  (1)  of  this  subsection,  “criminal  justice  agency”  means  any 
federal,  state,  or  municipal  court  or  any  governmental  agency  or  subunit  of  such  agency  that 
administers  criminal  justice  under  a  statute  or  executive  order  and  that  allocates  a  substantial  part 
of  its  annual  budget  to  the  administration  of  criminal  justice. 

(3)  At  the  time  of  filing  an  application  for  issuance  or  renewal  of  a  state  medical  cannabis 
center  license,  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license,  or  a  medical 
cannabis  testing  facility  license,  an  applicant  shall  submit  a  set  of  his  or  her  fingerprints  and  file 
personal  history  information  concerning  the  applicant's  qualifications  for  a  state  license  on  forms 
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prepared  by  the  division.  The  division  shall  submit  the  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri  state  highway 
patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 
check.  The  Missouri  state  highway  patrol  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check. 
Fingerprints  shall  be  submitted  in  accordance  with  section  43.543,  and  fees  shall  be  paid  in 
accordance  with  section  43.530.  The  division  may  acquire  a  name-based  criminal  background 
check  for  an  applicant  or  a  license  holder  who  has  twice  submitted  to  a  fingerprint-based 
criminal  background  check  and  whose  fingerprints  are  unclassifiable.  The  division  shall  use  the 
information  resulting  from  the  fingerprint-based  criminal  history  record  check  to  investigate  and 
determine  whether  an  applicant  is  qualified  to  hold  a  state  license  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  The  division  may  verify  any  of  the  information  an  applicant  is  required  to  submit. 

195.930.  The  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  receive  or  act  upon  an 
application  for  the  issuance  of  a  state  or  local  license  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(1)  If  the  application  for  a  state  or  local  license  concerns  a  particular  location  that  is  the 
same  as  or  within  one  thousand  feet  of  a  location  for  which,  within  the  two  years  immediately 
preceding  the  date  of  the  application,  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  denied  an 
application  for  the  same  class  of  license  due  to  the  nature  of  the  use  or  other  concern  related  to 
the  location; 

(21  Until  it  is  established  that  the  applicant  is  or  shall  be  entitled  to  possession  of  the 
premises  for  which  application  is  made  under  a  lease,  rental  agreement,  or  other  arrangement  for 
possession  of  the  premises  or  by  virtue  of  ownership  of  the  premises; 

(31  For  a  location  in  an  area  where  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  and  sale  of  medical 
cannabis  as  contemplated  is  not  permitted  under  the  applicable  local  zoning  laws  of  the 
municipality  or  county;  or 

(41  (al  If  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold  is 
located  within  one  thousand  feet  of  the  real  property  comprising  a  public  or  private  elementary, 
vocational,  or  secondary  school  or  a  public  or  private  college,  junior  college,  or  university,  or  a 
playground,  or  housing  facility  owned  bv  a  public  housing  authority,  or  a  licensed  child  care 
facility,  or  within  1 00  feet  of  a  public  or  private  youth  center,  public  swimming  pool,  or  video 
arcade  facility.  The  provisions  of  this  subdivision  shall  not  affect  the  renewal  or  reissuance  of  a 
license  once  granted  nor  shall  the  provisions  of  this  subdivision  apply  to  a  license  in  effect  and 
actively  doing  business  before  such  school,  college,  university,  playground,  housing  facility, 
licensed  child  care  facility,  youth  center,  public  swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  was 
constructed. 


(b)  The  distances  referred  to  in  this  subdivision  are  to  be  computed  by  direct 
measurement  from  the  nearest  property  line  of  the  land  used  for  a  school,  college, 
university,  playground,  housing  facility,  licensed  child  care  facility,  youth  center,  public 
swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  to  the  nearest  portion  of  the  building  in  which  medical 
cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold. 
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(c)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  section  195.909.  the  local  licensing  authority 
shall  consider  the  evidence  and  make  a  specific  finding  of  fact  as  to  whether  the  building  in 
which  the  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold  is  located  within  the 
distance  restrictions  established  by  or  under  this  subdivision. 


195.933.  1.  A  state  or  local  license  granted  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900 
to  195.985  shall  not  be  transferable  except  as  provided  in  this  section,  but  this  section  shall 
not  prevent  a  change  of  location  as  provided  in  subsection  13  of  section  195.936. 

2.  For  a  transfer  of  ownership,  a  license  holder  shall  apply  to  the  division  and  the 
local  licensing  authority  on  forms  prepared  and  furnished  by  the  division.  In  determining 
whether  to  permit  a  transfer  of  ownership,  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  shall 
consider  only  the  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  anv  rules  promulgated  bv  the 
division,  and  anv  other  local  restrictions.  The  local  licensing  authority  may  hold  a  hearing 
on  the  application  for  transfer  of  ownership.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  hold  a 
hearing  under  this  subsection  until  the  local  licensing  authority  has  posted  a  notice  of 
hearing  in  the  manner  described  in  section  195.912  on  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center 
premises  and/or  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  for  a  period  of  ten 
days  and  has  provided  notice  of  the  hearing  to  the  applicant  at  least  ten  davs  prior  to  the 
hearing.  Any  transfer  of  ownership  hearing  by  the  division  shall  be  held  in  compliance  with 
the  requirements  specified  in  section  195.912. 

195.936.  1 .  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  authorize  a  county  or  municipality  to  enact 
reasonable  regulations  or  other  restrictions  applicable  to  licenses  of  medical  cannabis 
centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  based  on  local  zoning, 
health,  safety,  and  public  welfare  laws  for  the  distribution  of  medical  cannabis  that  are  more 
restrictive  than  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  not  operate  unless  licensed  by  the  local  licensing  authority  and  the  state 
licensing  authority  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  In  connection  with  a  license,  the 
applicant  shall  provide  a  complete  and  accurate  list  of  all  owners,  officers,  and  employees 
who  work  at,  manage,  own,  or  are  otherwise  associated  with  the  operation  and  shall  provide 
a  complete  and  accurate  application  as  required  bv  the  division. 

3.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  notify  the  division  in  writing  within  ten  days  after  an  owner,  officer,  or 
employee  ceases  to  work  at.  manage,  own,  or  otherwise  be  associated  with  the  operation. 
The  owner,  officer,  or  employee  shall  surrender  his  or  her  identification  card  to  the  division 
on  or  before  the  date  of  the  notification. 


4.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  notify  the  division  in  writing  of  the  name,  address,  and  date  of  birth  of  an 
owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  before  the  new  owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee 
begins  working  at.  managing,  owning,  or  begins  an  association  with  the  operation.  The 
owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  shall  pass  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 
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check  as  required  by  the  division  and  obtain  the  required  identification  prior  to  being 
associated  with,  managing,  owning,  or  working  at  the  operation. 


5.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  not  acquire,  possess,  cultivate,  deliver,  transfer,  transport,  supply,  or  dispense 
cannabis  for  anv  purpose  except  to  assist  patients  with  qualifying  medical  conditions  or  to 
test  the  product  at  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility,  or  as  otherwise  provided  in  section 


195.900  to  195.985. 


6.  All  owners  of  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  licensed  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  be  authorized  to  do  business  in  Missouri.  A  local 
licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  license  provided  for  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  until 
that  share  of  the  license  application  fee  due  to  the  state  has  been  received  by  the  division. 

All  licenses  granted  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  valid  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  one  year  from  the  date  of  issuance  unless  revoked  or  suspended  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985  or  the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

7.  Before  granting  a  local  or  state  license,  the  respective  licensing  authority  may 
consider,  except  where  sections  195.900  to  195.985  specifically  provide  otherwise,  the 
requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  anv  rules  promulgated  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985.  and  all  other  reasonable  restrictions  that  are  or  may  be  placed  upon  the 
licensee  by  the  licensing  authority.  With  respect  to  a  second  or  additional  license  for  the 
same  licensee  or  the  same  owner  of  another  licensed  business  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  each  licensing  authority  shall  consider  the  effect  on  competition  of  granting  or 
denying  the  additional  licenses  to  such  licensee  and  shall  not  approve  an  application  for  a 
second  or  additional  license  that  has  the  effect  of  restraining  competition. 

8.  (1)  Each  license  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  is  separate  and  distinct. 
It  is  unlawful  for  a  person  to  exercise  any  of  the  privileges  granted  under  a  license  other  than 
the  license  that  the  person  holds  or  for  a  licensee  to  allow  anv  other  person  to  exercise  the 
privileges  granted  under  the  licensee’s  license.  A  separate  license  shall  be  required  for  each 
specific  business  or  business  entity  and  each  geographical  location. 

(2)  At  all  times,  a  licensee  shall  possess  and  maintain  possession  of  the  premises  for 
which  the  license  is  issued  by  ownership,  lease,  rental,  or  other  arrangement  for  possession  of  the 
premises. 

9.  (Q  The  licenses  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  specify  the  date  of 
issuance,  the  period  of  licensure,  the  name  of  the  licensee,  and  the  premises  licensed.  The 
licensee  shall  conspicuously  display  the  license  at  all  times  on  the  licensed  premises. 

(2)  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  transfer  location  of  or  renew  a  license  to  sell 
medical  cannabis  until  the  applicant  for  the  license  produces  a  license  issued  and  granted  by  the 
state  licensing  authority  covering  the  whole  period  for  which  a  license  or  license  renewal  is 
sought. 
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10.  In  computing  any  period  of  time  prescribed  bv  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985.  the  day 
of  the  act,  event,  or  default  from  which  the  designated  period  of  time  begins  to  run  shall  not  be 
included.  Saturdays.  Sundays,  and  legal  holidays  shall  be  counted  as  any  other  day. 

1 1 .  A  licensee  shall  report  each  transfer  or  change  of  financial  interest  in  the  license  to 
the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  thirty  days  prior  to  anv  transfer  or  change  under 
subsection  1 3  of  this  section.  A  report  shall  be  required  for  transfers  of  capital  stock  of  any 
corporation,  regardless  of  size- 

12.  Each  licensee  shall  manage  the  licensed  premises  himself  or  herself  or  employ  a 
separate  and  distinct  manager  on  the  premises  and  shall  report  the  name  of  the  manager  to  the 
division  and  the  local  licensing  authority.  The  licensee  shall  report  anv  change  in  manager  to  the 
division  and  local  licensing  authority  thirty  days  prior  to  such  change- 

13.  (1)A  licensee  may  move  his  or  her  permanent  location  to  anv  other  place  in  the  same 
municipality  for  which  the  license  was  originally  granted,  or  in  the  same  county  if  the  license 
was  granted  for  a  place  outside  the  corporate  limits  of  a  municipality,  but  it  shall  be  unlawful  to 
cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  possess,  or  sell  medical  cannabis  at  anv  such  place  until 
permission  to  do  so  is  granted  bv  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  provided  for  in 
sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(2)  In  permitting  a  change  of  location,  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  shall 
consider  all  reasonable  restrictions  that  are  or  mav  be  placed  upon  the  new  location  bv  the 
governing  body  or  local  licensing  authority  of  the  municipality  or  county:  anv  such  change  in 
location  shall  be  in  accordance  with  all  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  rules 
promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.939.  1 .  (1)  Ninety  days  prior  to  the  expiration  date  of  an  existing  license,  the  division 
shall  notify  the  licensee  of  the  expiration  date  bv  first  class  mail  at  the  licensee’s  address  of 
record  with  the  division.  A  licensee  shall  apply  for  the  renewal  of  an  existing  license  to  the  local 
licensing  authority  not  less  than  forty-five  days  and  to  the  division  not  less  than  thirty  days  prior 
to  the  date  of  expiration.  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  accept  an  application  for  renewal  of 
a  license  after  the  date  of  expiration,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section.  The 
division  may  extend  the  expiration  date  of  the  license  and  accept  a  late  application  for  renewal  of 
a  license;  provided  that,  the  applicant  has  filed  a  timely  renewal  application  with  the  local 
licensing  authority.  All  renewals  filed  with  the  local  licensing  authority  and  subsequently 
approved  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  next  be  processed  bv  the  division.  The  division  or 
the  local  licensing  authority,  in  its  discretion,  subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 
based  upon  reasonable  grounds,  mav  waive  the  forty- five-day  or  thirty-day  time  requirements  set 
forth  in  this  subsection.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  hold  a  hearing  on  the  application  for 
renewal  only  if  the  licensee  has  had  complaints  filed  against  it.  has  a  history  of  violations,  or 
there  are  allegations  against  the  licensee  that  constitute  good  cause. 

(2)  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  hold  a  renewal  hearing  provided  for  bv  this 
subsection  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  until  it  has  posted  a  notice  of  hearing  on  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  premises 
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and  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  premises  in  the  manner  described  in 
section  195.912  for  a  period  of  ten  davs  and  provided  notice  to  the  applicant  at  least  ten  days 
prior  to  the  hearing.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  refuse  to  renew  any  license  for  good 
cause,  subject  to  judicial  review. 

2.(1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  this  section,  a  licensee  whose 
license  has  been  expired  for  not  more  than  ninety  davs  mav  file  a  late  renewal  application  upon 
the  payment  of  a  nonrefundable  late  application  fee  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  the  local  licensing 
authority.  A  licensee  who  files  a  late  renewal  application  and  pavs  the  requisite  fees  mav 
continue  to  operate  until  both  the  state  and  local  licensing  authorities  have  taken  final  action  to 
approve  or  deny  the  licensee's  late  renewal  application. 

(2)  The  state  and  local  licensing  authorities  shall  not  accept  a  late  renewal  application 
more  than  ninety  davs  after  the  expiration  of  a  licensee's  permanent  annual  license.  A  licensee 
whose  permanent  annual  license  has  been  expired  for  more  than  ninety  davs  shall  not  cultivate. 
manufacture,  distribute,  possess,  or  sell  anv  medical  cannabis  until  all  required  licenses  have 
been  obtained. 


195.942.  The  division  or  local  licensing  authority  may,  in  its  discretion,  revoke  or  elect 
not  to  renew  anv  license  if  it  determines  that  the  licensed  premises  have  been  inactive  without 
good  cause  for  at  least  one  year. 

195.945.  1 .  The  division,  bv  rule,  shall  require  a  complete  disclosure  of  all  persons 
having  a  direct  or  indirect  financial  interest  and  the  extent  of  such  interest  in  each  license  issued 
under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  A  person  shall  not  have  an  unreported  financial  interest  in  a  license  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  unless  such  person  has  undergone  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 
check  as  provided  for  bv  the  division  in  its  rules:  except  that,  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to 
banks,  savings  and  loan  associations,  or  industrial  banks  supervised  and  regulated  bv  an  agency 
of  the  state  or  federal  government,  or  to  FHA-approved  mortgagees,  or  to  stockholders,  directors. 
or  officers  thereof. 


3.  This  section  is  intended  to  prohibit  and  prevent  the  control  of  the  outlets  for  the  sale  of 
medical  cannabis  bv  a  person  or  party  other  than  the  persons  licensed  under  the  provisions  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.948.  1.  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution, 
testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis,  the  division  mav.  in  its  discretion  and  upon 
application  on  the  prescribed  form  made  to  it.  issue  and  grant  to  the  applicant  a  license  or 
registration  from  anv  of  the  following  classes,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  restrictions  provided 
bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 


(T)  Medical  camiabis  center  license: 

(2)  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license: 
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(3)  Medical  cannabis  testing  facility  license; 


(4)  Occupational  licenses  and  registrations  for  owners,  managers,  operators,  employees, 
contractors,  and  other  support  staff  employed  by.  working  in.  or  having  access  to  restricted  areas 
of  the  licensed  premises  as  determined  bv  the  division.  The  division  may  take  any  action  with 
respect  to  a  registration  under  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985  as  it  may  with  respect  to  a  license 
under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  In  order  to  do  business  in  Missouri  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  a  medical 
cannabis  business  shall  hold  both  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  and  a  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  license  and  shall  be  operated  as  a  vertically  integrated 
business. 


3.  A  medical  cannabis  business  shall  use  a  cannabis  plant  monitoring  system  as  the 
primary  inventory  tracking  system  of  records. 

4.  A  state-chartered  bank  or  a  credit  union  may  loan  money  to  anv  person  licensed  under 
sections  1 95.900  to  195.985  for  the  operation  of  a  licensed  business. 

5.  A  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  shall  be  licensed,  approved,  and  certified  bv  the 
division  in  order  to  test  medical  cannabis.  A  person  who  is  an  owner  of  a  medical  cannabis 
cultivation  and  production  facility  or  a  medical  cannabis  center  facility  is  prohibited  from  having 
a  financial  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  An  owner  of  a  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility  is  prohibited  from  having  a  financial  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  or  a  medical  cannabis  center  facility. 

1 95.95 1 .  1 .  A  medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  only  to  a  person  selling 
medical  cannabis  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of  this  section,  a  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  may 
also  sell  medical  cannabis-infused  products  that  are  prepackaged  and  labeled  under  subsection  7 
of  this  section. 


3.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  every  person  selling 
medical  cannabis  as  provided  for  in  this  section  shall  sell  medical  cannabis  grown  in  its  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

4.  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  shall  not  purchase  more  than  thirty  percent  of  its 
total  on-hand  inventory  of  medical  cannabis  flower  from  another  licensed  medical  cannabis 
center  licensee  in  Missouri.  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  shall  not  sell  more  than  thirty 
percent  of  its  total  on-hand  inventors'  of  medical  cannabis  flower  to  another  Missouri  medical 
cannabis  licensee.  At  least  seventy  percent  of  the  medical  cannabis  flower  sold  at  a  medical 
cannabis  center  shall  be  grown  at  its  cultivation  and  production  facility. 
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5.  Prior  to  initiating  a  sale,  the  employee  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  making  the  sale 
shall  verify  that  the  purchaser  has  a  valid  registration  card  issued  under  section  195.981  and  a 
valid  picture  identification  card  that  matches  the  name  on  the  registration  card. 

6.  A  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  provide  an  amount  of  its  medical  cannabis 
established  by  rule  of  the  division  for  testing  to  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility. 

7.  All  medical  cannabis  sold  at  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  be  labeled  as 
follows: 


(11  The  medical  cannabis  center  shall  place  a  legible,  firmly  affixed  label  on  medical 
cannabis,  excluding  medical  cannabis-infused  products,  on  which  the  wording  is  no  less  than 
one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on  each  package  of  medical  cannabis  that  it  prepares  for  dispensing 
and  which  contains  at  a  minimum  the  following  information: 

(al  The  registered  qualifying  patient’s  name: 

(bl  The  name  and  registration  number  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  that  produced  the 
cannabis,  together  with  the  medical  cannabis  center’s  telephone  number  and  mailing  address,  and 
website  information,  if  any; 

(cl  The  quantity  of  usable  medical  cannabis  contained  within  the  package; 

(d)  The  date  that  the  medical  cannabis  center  packaged  the  contents: 

(el  A  batch  number,  sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used,  to  identify  the 
batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing: 

(f)  'l'he  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  medical  cannabis  contained  within  the  package, 
including  tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC)  level:  and 

(gl  A  statement  that  the  product  has  been  tested  for  contaminants,  that  there  were  no 
adverse  findings,  and  the  date  of  testing,  and  the  following  statement,  including  capitalization: 
'This  product  has  not  been  analyzed  or  approved  by  the  FDA.  There  is  limited  information  on 
the  side  effects  of  using  this  product,  and  there  may  be  associated  health  risks.  Do  not  drive  or 
operate  machinery  when  under  the  influence  of  this  product.  KEEP  THIS  PRODUCT  AWAY 
FROM  CHILDREN.” 


(21  The  medical  cannabis  center  shall  place  a  legible,  firmly  affixed  label  on  medical 
cannabis-infused  products  on  which  the  wording  is  no  less  than  one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on 
each  medical  cannabis-infused  product  that  it  prepares  for  dispensing  and  which  contains  at  a 
minimum  the  following  information: 

(al  The  registered  qualifying  patient’s  name: 
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(bl  The  name  and  registration  number  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  that  produced  the 
medical  cannabis-infused  product,  together  with  the  medical  cannabis  center’s  telephone  number 
and  mailing  address,  and  website  information,  if  anv: 

(cl  The  name  of  the  product: 

(dl  The  quantity  of  usable  cannabis  contained  within  the  product  as  measured  in  ounces; 

(el  A  list  of  ingredients,  including  the  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  cannabis  contained 
within  the  product,  including  the  tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC1  level: 

(f)  The  date  of  product  creation  and  the  recommended  “use  by”  or  expiration  date: 

(el  To  identify  the  batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing,  a  batch  number- 
sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used: 

(hi  Directions  for  use  of  the  product  if  relevant: 

(il  A  statement  that  the  product  has  been  tested  for  contaminants,  that  there  were  no 
adverse  findings,  and  the  date  of  testing; 

(il  A  warning  if  known  allergens  are  contained  in  the  product:  and 

(kl  The  following  statement,  including  capitalization:  “This  product  has  not  been 
analyzed  or  approved  by  the  FDA.  There  is  limited  information  on  the  side  effects  of  using  this 
product,  and  there  mav  be  associated  health  risks.  Do  not  drive  or  operate  machinery  when  under 
the  influence  of  this  product.  KEEP  THIS  PRODUCT  AWAY  FROM  CHILDREN.” 

(31  Cannabis  shall  be  packaged  in  plain,  opaque,  tamperproof,  and  child-resistant 
containers  without  depictions  of  the  product,  cartoons,  or  images  other  than  the  medical  cannabis 
center’s  logo. 

8.  A  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  comply  with  all  provisions  of  law  as  such 
provisions  relate  to  persons  with  disabilities. 

195.954.  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  shall  only  be 
issued  to  a  person  licensed  under  this  section  who  grows  and  cultivates  medical  cannabis  and 
who  manufactures  medical  cannabis  or  medical  cannabis-infused  products  under  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.957.  1.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  is  the  designated  state  agency 
for  regulating  and  controlling  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

2.  (1)  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  be  prepared  on  a  cultivation  and 
production  facility  licensed  premises  that  is  used  for  the  manufacture  and  preparation  of  medical 
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cannabis-infused  products  and  which  uses  equipment  that  is  used  for  the  manufacture  and 
preparation  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 


(2)  Only  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  permitted  to 
produce  medical  cannabis-infused  products.  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  may  produce  medical  cannabis-infused  products  for  the  facility’s  medical  cannabis 
centers  and  mav  sell  the  medical  cannabis-infused  products  it  produces  to  any  other  licensed 
medical  cannabis  centers  in  the  state. 


(3)  The  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  have  all  cannabis 
cultivated  by  such  facility  tested  by  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  in  accordance 
with  the  following: 


(a)  Cannabis  shall  be  tested  for  the  cannabinoid  profile  and  for  contaminants  as  specified 
by  the  department,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  mold,  mildew,  heavy  metals,  plant- growth 
regulators,  and  the  presence  of  nonorganic  pesticides.  The  department  mav  require  additional 
testing; 


(b)  The  facility  shall  maintain  the  results  of  all  testing  for  no  less  than  one  year; 

(c)  The  facility  shall  have  and  follow  a  policy  and  procedure  for  responding  to  results 
indicating  contamination,  which  shall  include  destruction  of  contaminated  product  and 
assessment  of  the  source  of  contamination.  Such  policy  shall  be  available  to  registered  qualifying 
patients  and  primary  caregivers; 

(d)  All  testing  shall  be  conducted  by  an  independent  laboratory  that  is: 

a.  Accredited  to  International  Organization  for  Standardization  (ISO)  17025  by  a  third- 
partv  accrediting  body  such  as  A2LA  or  ACLASS;  or 

b.  Certified,  registered,  or  accredited  by  an  organization  approved  bv  the  department. 

(e~)  The  facility  shall  arrange  for  testing  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  frequency 
required  by  the  department: 

(f)  A  facility  shall  have  a  contractual  arrangement  with  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility 
for  the  purposes  of  testing  cannabis,  including  a  stipulation  that  those  individuals  responsible  for 
testing  at  the  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  be  licensed; 

(g)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  prohibited  from  having  any 
financial  or  other  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  providing  testing  services  for  any 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility; 

(If)  No  individual  employee  of  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  providing  testing 
services  for  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  shall  receive  direct  financial 
compensation  from  any  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility; 
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( i)  All  transportation  of  cannabis  to  and  from  laboratories  providing  cannabis  testing 
services  shall  comply  with  rules  promulgated  under  any  rulemaking  authority  granted  in  sections 


195.900  to  195.985; 


(0  All  storage  of  cannabis  at  a  laboratory  providing  cannabis  testing  services  shall 
comply  with  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection:  and 

(k)  All  excess  cannabis  shall  be  returned  to  the  source  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  and  be  disposed  of  under  paragraph  (e)  of  subdivision  (6)  of  this  subsection. 

(4) fa)  All  cannabis  in  the  process  of  cultivation,  production,  preparation,  transport,  or 
analysis  shall  be  housed  and  stored  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  diversion,  theft,  or  loss. 

(b)  Such  items  shall  be  accessible  only  to  the  minimum  number  of  specifically  authorized 
dispensary  agents  essential  for  efficient  operation. 

(c)  Such  items  shall  be  returned  to  a  secure  location  immediately  after  completion  of  the 
process  or  at  the  end  of  the  scheduled  business  dav. 

(d)  If  a  manufacturing  process  cannot  be  completed  at  the  end  of  a  working  dav.  the 
processing  area  or  tanks,  vessels,  bins,  or  bulk  containers  containing  cannabis  shall  be  securely 
locked  inside  an  area  or  building  that  affords  adequate  security. 

(5)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  process  cannabis  in  a  safe 
and  sanitary  manner.  A  facility  shall  process  the  leaves  and  flowers  of  the  female  cannabis  plant 
only,  which  shall  be: 

(a)  Well  cured  and  free  of  seeds  and  stems; 

(b)  Free  of  dirt,  sand,  debris,  and  other  foreign  matter: 

(cl  Free  of  contamination  by  mold,  rot,  other  fungus,  and  bacterial  diseases; 

fd)  Prepared  and  handled  on  food-grade  stainless  steel  tables:  and 

(e)  Packaged  in  a  secure  area- 

lb)  All  facilities,  including  those  that  develop  or  process  nonedible  medical  cannabis- 
infused  products,  shall  comply  with  the  following  sanitary  requirements: 

(a)  Any  dispensary  agent  whose  job  includes  contact  with  cannabis  or  nonedible  medical 
cannabis-infused  products,  including  cultivation,  production,  or  packaging,  is  subject  to  the 
requirements  for  food  handlers  under  state  law  and  in  accordance  with  rules  of  the  department  of 
health  and  senior  services: 
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(b)  Any  dispensary  agent  working  in  direct  contact  with  preparation  of  cannabis  or 
nonedible  medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  conform  to  sanitary  practices  while  on  duty, 
including: 

a.  Maintaining  adequate  personal  cleanliness:  and 

b.  Washing  hands  thoroughly  in  an  adequate  hand-washing  area  before  starting  work,  and 
at  any  other  time  when  hands  may  have  become  soiled  or  contaminated. 


(c)  Hand-washing  facilities  shall  be  adequate  and  convenient  and  shall  be  furnished  with 
running  water  at  a  suitable  temperature.  Hand-washing  facilities  shall  be  located  in  the  facility  in 
production  areas  and  where  good  sanitary  practices  require  employees  to  wash  and  sanitize  their 
hands,  and  shall  provide  effective  hand  cleaning  and  sanitizing  preparations  and  sanitary  towel 
service  or  suitable  drying  devices: 

(d)  There  shall  be  sufficient  space  for  placement  of  equipment  and  storage  of  materials  as 
is  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  sanitary  operations: 

(e)  Litter  and  waste  shall  be  properly  removed,  disposed  of  so  as  to  minimize  the 
development  of  odor,  and  shall  minimize  the  potential  for  the  waste  attracting  and  harboring 
pests.  The  operating  systems  for  waste  disposal  shall  be  maintained  in  an  adequate  manner: 

ff)  Floors,  walls,  and  ceilings  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  that  they  may  be 
adequately  kept  clean  and  in  good  repair; 

(g)  There  shall  be  adequate  safety  lighting  in  all  processing  and  storage  areas,  as  well  as 
areas  where  equipment  or  utensils  are  cleaned: 

(h)  Buildings,  fixtures,  and  other  physical  facilities  shall  be  maintained  in  a  sanitary 
condition: 


fi)  All  contact  surfaces,  including  utensils  and  equipment,  shall  be  maintained  in  a  clean 
and  sanitary  condition.  Such  surfaces  shall  be  cleaned  and  sanitized  as  frequently  as  necessary  to 
protect  against  contamination,  using  a  sanitizing  agent  registered  bv  the  United  States 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  in  accordance  with  labeled  instructions.  Equipment 
and  utensils  shall  be  so  designed  and  of  such  material  and  workmanship  as  to  be  adequately 
cleanable: 

(i)  All  toxic  items  shall  be  identified,  held,  and  stored  in  a  manner  that  protects  against 
contamination  of  cannabis  and  medical  cannabis-infused  products: 

(k)  A  facility's  water  supply  shall  be  sufficient  for  necessary  operations.  Any  private 
water  source  shall  be  capable  of  providing  a  safe,  potable,  and  adequate  supply  of  water  to  meet 
the  facility’s  needs: 
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(l)  Plumbing  shall  be  of  adequate  size  and  design,  and  adequately  installed  and 
maintained  to  carry  sufficient  quantities  of  water  to  required  locations  throughout  the  facility. 
Plumbing  shall  properly  convey  sewage  and  liquid  disposable  waste  from  the  facility.  There  shall 
be  no  cross-connections  between  the  potable  and  waste  water  lines: 

(m)  A  facility  shall  provide  its  employees  with  adequate,  readily  accessible  toilet 
facilities  that  are  maintained  in  a  sanitary  condition  and  in  good  repair; 

(n~)  Products  that  may  support  the  rapid  growth  of  undesirable  microorganisms  shall  be 
held  in  a  manner  that  prevents  the  growth  of  such  microorganisms:  and 

to)  Storage  and  transportation  of  finished  products  shall  be  under  conditions  that  shall 
protect  them  against  physical,  chemical,  and  microbial  contamination  as  well  as  against 
deterioration  of  them  or  their  container. 


3.  (1)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  provide  adequate 
lighting,  ventilation,  temperature,  humidity,  space,  and  equipment. 

(2)  A  facility  shall  have  separate  areas  for  storage  of  cannabis  that  is  outdated,  damaged, 
deteriorated,  mislabeled,  or  contaminated,  or  whose  containers  or  packaging  have  been  opened 
or  breached,  until  such  products  are  destroyed. 

(3)  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  a  clean  and  orderly  condition. 

(4)  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  free  from  infestation  by  insects,  rodents,  birds,  and 
pests  of  any  kind. 

(5)  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  the  security 
requirements  promulgated  under  the  authority  granted  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.960.  1.  Until  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility’s  cultivation  or 
production  process  has  been  validated,  such  facility  shall  not  wholesale,  transfer,  or  process  into 
a  medical  cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  any  medical  cannabis,  medical 
cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  unless  samples  from  the  harvest  batch  or 
production  batch  from  which  such  medical  cannabis,  medical  cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical 
cannabis  product  was  derived  were  tested  by  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  for  contaminants 
and  passed  all  contaminant  tests  required  by  subsection  3  of  this  section. 

2.  (1)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility’s  cultivation  process  shall 
be  deemed  valid  if  every  harvest  batch  that  it  produced  during  a  twelve-week  period  passed  all 
contaminant  tests  required  by  subsection  3  of  this  section,  including  at  least  twelve  test  batches 
that  were  submitted  at  least  six  davs  apart  and  contained  samples  from  entirely  different  harvest 
batches. 


(2)  A  facility's  production  process  shall  be  deemed  valid  if  every  production  batch 
that  it  produced  during  a  four-week  period  passed  all  contaminant  tests  required  by 
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subsection  3  of  this  section,  including  at  least  four  test  batches  that  were  submitted  at  least 
six  davs  apart  which  contained  samples  from  entirely  different  production  batches. 


3.  ( 1 1  Each  harvest  batch  of  medical  cannabis  and  production  batch  of  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  and  medical  cannabis  product  shall  be  tested  for  microbial 
contamination  by  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  The  microbial  contamination  test  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  testing  to  determine  the  presence  of  and  amounts  present  of 
salmonella  sp..  escherichia  coli.  and  other  bile-tolerant  bacteria.  Each  harvest  batch  of 
medical  cannabis  and  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  and  medical 
cannabis  product  shall  be  tested  for  mold  contamination  by  a  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility.  The  mold  contamination  test  shall  include,  but  shall  be  limited  to.  testing  to 
determine  presence  and  the  level  of  aspergillus  sp„  mucor  sp..  penicillium  sp..  and 
thermophilic  actinomvcetes  sp. 

(21  Each  harvest  batch  of  medical  cannabis  produced  bv  a  facility  shall  be  tested  for 
filth  and  other  visible  contamination  by  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  The  filth 
contamination  test  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to.  the  detection,  separation, 
quantification,  identification,  and  interpretation  of  extraneous  materials,  including  insects, 
rodent  droppings,  visible  adulterants,  and  other  contaminants,  in  medical  cannabis  flowers 
and  trim. 


(31  Each  production  batch  of  solvent-based  medical  cannabis  concentrate  produced 
by  a  facility  shall  be  tested  for  residual  solvent  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility.  The  residual  solvent  contamination  test  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  testing 
to  determine  the  presence  of.  and  amounts  present  of.  butane,  propane,  ethanol,  isopropanol, 
acetone,  and  heptane. 

4.  (11  The  division  may  require  additional  tests  to  be  conducted  on  a  harvest  batch  or 
production  batch  prior  to  a  facility  wholesaling,  transferring,  or  processing  into  a  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  any  medical  cannabis,  medical  cannabis 
concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  from  such  harvest  batch  or  production  batch. 
Additional  tests  mav  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  screening  for  pesticides,  harmful 
chemicals,  adulterants,  or  other  types  of  microbials,  molds,  filth,  or  residual  solvents. 

(21  (al  A  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  shall  be  considered 
exempt  from  subdivision  (11  of  this  subsection  if  the  facility  that  produced  it  does  not 
wholesale  or  transfer  anv  portion  of  the  production  batch  and  it  uses  the  entire  production 
batch  to  manufacture  medical  cannabis  product:  except  that,  a  solvent-based  medical 
cannabis  concentrate  produced  using  butane,  propane,  ethanol,  isopropanol,  acetone,  heptane 
shall  still  be  submitted  for  a  residual  solvent  contaminant  test. 


(bl  A  facility  shall  not  be  required  to  have  residual  solvent  testing  conducted  on  the 
product  batch  of  a  solvent-based  medical  cannabis  concentrate  if  only  C02  was  used  during  the 
production  of  the  medical  cannabis  concentrate. 
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5.  (0  (a)  If  a  facility  makes  a  material  change  to  its  cultivation  or  production  process, 
such  facility  shall  have  the  first  five  harvest  batches  or  production  batches  produced  using  the 
new  standard  operating  procedures  tested  for  all  of  the  contaminants  required  by  subsection  3  of 
this  section  regardless  of  whether  its  process  has  been  previously  validated.  If  any  such  tests  fail, 
such  facility’s  process  shall  be  revalidated. 

(b)  It  shall  be  considered  a  material  change  if  a  facility  begins  using  a  new  or  different 
pesticide  during  its  cultivation  process,  and  the  first  five  harvest  batches  produced  using  the  new 
or  different  pesticide  shall  also  be  tested  for  pesticide. 

(c)  It  shall  be  considered  a  material  change  if  a  facility  begins  using  a  new  or  different 
solvent  or  combination  of  solvents. 


(d)  A  facility  that  makes  a  material  change  shall  notify  the  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility  that  conducts  contaminant  testing  on  the  first  five  harvest  batches  or  production  batches 
produced  using  the  new  standard  operating  procedures. 

(e)  When  a  harvest  batch  or  production  batch  is  required  to  be  submitted  for  testing  under 
this  subsection,  the  facility  that  produced  it  shall  not  wholesale,  transfer,  or  process  into  a 
medical  cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  any  of  the  medical  cannabis,  medical 
cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  from  such  harvest  batch  or  production  batch. 

(2)  If  six  of  the  ten  most  recently  tested  test  batches  produced  by  a  facility  fail 
contaminant  testing,  the  facility  shall  be  required  to  revalidate  its  process. 

6.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  state  law,  sales  of  medical  cannabis-infused 
products  shall  not  be  exempt  from  state  or  local  sales  tax. 

195.961.1.  A  tax  is  hereby  levied  and  imposed  upon  the  retail  sale  of  cannabis  for 
medical  use  sold  at  medical  cannabis  centers  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  equivalent  to  two 
percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  purpose  and  intent  of  the  tax  is  to  impose  a  tax  upon  the  privilege 
of  engaging  in  the  business,  in  this  state,  of  selling  medical  cannabis.  The  primary  tax  burden  is 
placed  on  making  taxable  sales  of  medical  cannabis.  All  sellers  of  medical  cannabis  shall  be 
required  to  report  to  the  director  of  revenue,  on  such  forms  and  in  such  manner  as  the  director  of 
revenue  shall  prescribe.  Their  “gross  receipts  from  the  sale  of  medical  cannabis.”  defined  to 
mean  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  sales  price  of  all  sales  at  retail  of  medical  cannabis,  and  remit 
to  the  director  of  revenue  two  percent  of  their  gross  receipts  from  the  sales  of  medical  cannabis. 

2.  After  retaining  no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  one-half 
percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  by  the 
department  of  revenue  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund,  one-half  percent  of  the 
amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this  section  will  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of 
revenue  into  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund,  one-half  percent  of  the  amount  generated  by  the 
tax  imposed  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of  revenue  into  the  Missouri 
Drug  Treatment  Fund,  and  one-half  percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this 
section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of  revenue  into  the  Early  Childhood  Development. 
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Education  and  Care  Fund  created  by  section  161 .125.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 
the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the  returned 
item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(1)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.”  which  shall  consist  of  certain  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the 
same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments 
shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining 
in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The 
commissioner  of  administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for 
purposes  of  meeting  the  cash  requirements  of  the  department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual 
application,  licensing,  and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  by  law. 
The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action 
as  follows: 


(a)  First,  to  the  department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 
agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 
fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans 
Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including  the  following  purposes: 
operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the  Missouri  Veteran's  Homes,  the 
Missouri  Service  Officer’s  Program,  and  other  services  for  veterans  approved  bv  the 
Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug 
rehabilitation  services,  housing  assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance 
to  prevent  homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other  public 
agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

fc)  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 
dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund”,  which 
shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  be  custodian 
of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  arc 
invested.  Anv  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 
Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a 
biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of 
Administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting 
the  cash  requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application,  licensing. 
and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law.  The  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action  as  follows: 
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(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry'  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  any  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 
agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 
fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  police  departments. 
fire  protection  districts,  and  fire  departments  in  the  State  of  Missouri  that  have  medical  cannabis 
centers  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  within  their  geographic 
boundaries. 


(c)  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 
dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 

(3)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  "Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund.” 
which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  be 
custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other 
funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the 
fund.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end 
of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of 
Administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting 
the  cash  requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application,  licensing, 
and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law.  The  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 
agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 
fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  earn  ing  out  this  section. 

rb)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  Missouri  Drug 
Treatment  Centers  that  are  funded  by  the  State  of  Missouri. 


(c)  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 
dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 
funding. 

(4)  The  department  of  revenue  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish,  revise,  and  amend 
rules  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  and  to  issue  all  forms. 
instructions  and  other  documents  necessary  for  the  collection  of  the  tax. 


3.  The  provisions  of  sections  144,010  through  144.527  shall  apply  to  the  administration 
of  the  tax  imposed  bv  this  section. 

195.963.  1 .  ( 1)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Medical  Cannabis 
License  Cash  Fund,”  which  shall  consist  of  all  moneys  collected  by  the  division  under  sections 
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195.900  to  195.985.  The  state  treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund.  In  accordance  with 
sections  30. 1 70  and  30. 1 80.  the  state  treasurer  may  approve  disbursements.  The  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and,  upon  appropriation,  moneys  in  the  fund  shall  be  used  solely  for  the 
administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  any  moneys 
remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  the  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general 
revenue  fund. 


(3)  The  state  treasurer  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds 
are  invested.  Any  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 

(4)  There  is  hereby  created  the  “Medical  Cannabis  Program  Account”  as  an  account 
within  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund.  The  account  shall  consist  of  all  moneys  collected 
by  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  under  section  195.981.  The  account  shall  be  a 
dedicated  account  and,  upon  appropriation,  moneys  in  the  account  shall  be  used  solely  for  the 
administration  of  section  1 95.981 . 


2,  (1)  The  division  shall  require  all  applicants  for  initial  state  licenses  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  to  submit  a  nonrcfundable  application  fee  of  twelve  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license,  and  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  a 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  The  division  shall  require  all 
applicants  for  initial  state  licenses  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  submit  an  annual  license 
fee  of  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license,  and  twelve 
thousand  five  thousand  dollars  for  a  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  All  applications 
submitted  shall  be  accompanied  bv  all  applicable  state  license  and  application  fees.  Any 
applications  which  are  later  denied  or  withdrawn  may  allow  for  a  refund  of  license  fees  only.  All 
application  fees  provided  bv  an  applicant  shall  be  retained  bv  the  division. 

(2)  The  division  shall  establish  all  other  fees  for  processing  the  following  types  of 
applications,  licenses,  notices,  or  reports  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  state  licensing  authority: 

(a)  Applications  to  change  location  under  subsection  13  of  section  195.936  and  rules 
promulgated  thereunder; 

(b)  Applications  for  transfer  of  ownership  under  section  1 95.933  and  rules  promulgated 
thereunder: 


(c)  License  renewal  fees,  application  fees  for  renewals,  and  expired  license  renewal 
applications  under  section  195.939:  and 

fd)  Licenses  as  listed  in  section  195.948. 

(3)  The  amounts  of  the  fees  under  subdivisions  (11  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  when  added 
to  the  other  fees  transferred  to  the  fund  under  this  section,  shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and 
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indirect  costs  of  the  division  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985. 


(4)  The  division  may  charge  applicants  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  a  fee 
for  the  cost  of  each  fingerprint  analysis  and  background  investigation  undertaken  to  qualify  new 
officers,  directors,  managers,  or  employees. 

(5)  At  least  annually,  the  division  shall  review  the  amounts  of  the  fees  and,  if  necessary, 
adjust  the  amounts  to  reflect  the  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  division. 

3.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  the  division  shall  establish  a  basic 
fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  service  of  anv  subpoena  upon  the  division,  plus  a  fee  for 
meals  and  a  fee  for  mileage  at  the  rate  prescribed  for  state  officers  and  employees,  for  each  mile 
actually  and  necessarily  traveled  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the  place  named  in  the  subpoena, 
If  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena  is  required  to  attend  the  place  named  in  the  subpoena  for 
more  than  one  day,  there  shall  be  paid,  in  advance,  a  sum  to  be  established  bv  the  division 
for  each  day  of  attendance  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena. 

4.  The  subpoena  fee  established  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  anv  federal,  state,  or  local  governmental  agency. 

195.966.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  all  fees  and  fines  provided  for  bv  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  paid  to  the  division,  which  shall  transmit  the  fees  to  the  state 
treasurer.  The  state  treasurer  shall  credit  the  fees  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund 
created  in  section  195.963. 


2.  The  expenditures  of  the  division  shall  be  paid  out  of  appropriations  from  the 
medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in  section  195.963. 


195.969.  1.  Each  application  for  a  local  license  provided  for  in  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  filed  with  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  be  accompanied  bv  an  application  fee  and 
a  license  fee  in  an  amount  determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  not  to  exceed  ten 
percent  of  the  state  application  fee  and  license  fee, 

2.  License  fees  as  determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  be  paid  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  municipality  or  county  where  the  licensed  premises  is  located  in  advance  of 
the  approval,  denial,  or  renewal  of  the  license. 

195.972.  1.  In  addition  to  anv  other  sanctions  prescribed  bv  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  or  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  the  division  or  a  local 
licensing  authority  has  the  power,  on  its  own  motion  or  on  complaint,  after  investigation  and 
opportunity  for  a  public  hearing  at  which  the  licensee  shall  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard,  to  suspend  or  revoke  a  license  issued  bv  the  respective  authority  for  a  violation  bv  the 
licensee  or  bv  anv  of  the  agents  or  employees  of  the  licensee  of  the  provisions  of  sections 
195.900  to  195.985.  or  anv  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  or 
of  anv  of  the  terms,  conditions,  or  provisions  of  the  license  issued  bv  the  division  or  local 
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licensing  authority.  The  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  has  the  power  to  administer 
oaths  and  issue  subpoenas  to  require  the  presence  of  persons  and  the  production  of  papers, 
books,  and  records  necessary  to  the  determination  of  a  hearing  that  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority  is  authorized  to  conduct. 

2.  The  division  or  local  licensing  authority  shall  provide  notice  of  suspension, 
revocation,  fine,  or  other  sanction,  as  well  as  the  required  notice  of  the  hearing  under 
subsection  1  of  this  section  bv  mailing  the  same  in  writing  to  the  licensee  at  the  address 
contained  in  the  license.  Except  in  the  case  of  a  summary  suspension  under  section 

195.984,  a  suspension  shall  not  be  for  a  longer  period  than  six  months.  If  a  license  is 
suspended  or  revoked,  a  part  of  the  fees  paid  therefore  shall  not  be  returned  to  the  licensee. 
Anv  license  or  permit  may  be  summarily  suspended  bv  the  issuing  licensing  authority  without 
notice,  pending  any  prosecution,  investigation,  or  public  hearing  under  the  terms  of  section 

195.984,  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  the  summary  suspension  of  a  license  under  section 

195.984. 


3.  (1)  Whenever  a  decision  of  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  suspending  a 
license  for  fourteen  days  or  less  becomes  final,  the  licensee  may,  before  the  operative  date  of  the 
suspension,  petition  for  permission  to  pay  a  fine  in  lieu  of  having  the  license  suspended  for  all  or 
part  of  the  suspension  period.  Upon  the  receipt  of  the  petition,  the  division  or  local  licensing 
authority  may,  in  its  sole  discretion,  stay  the  proposed  suspension  and  cause  anv  investigation  to 
be  made  which  it  deems  desirable  and  may,  in  its  sole  discretion,  grant  the  petition  if  the  division 
or  local  licensing  authority  is  satisfied  that: 

(a)  The  public  welfare  and  morals  shall  not  be  impaired  bv  permitting  the  licensee  to 
operate  during  the  period  set  for  suspension  and  that  the  payment  of  the  fine  shall  achieve  the 
desired  disciplinary  purposes: 

(b)  The  books  and  records  of  the  licensee  are  kept  in  such  a  manner  that  the  loss  of  sales 
that  the  licensee  would  have  suffered  had  the  suspension  gone  into  effect  may  be  determined 
with  reasonable  accuracy;  and 

fc)  The  licensee  has  not  had  his  or  her  license  suspended  or  revoked,  nor  had  anv 
suspension  staved  bv  payment  of  a  fine,  during  the  two  years  immediately  preceding  the  date  of 
the  motion  or  complaint  that  resulted  in  a  final  decision  to  suspend  the  license  or  permit. 

(2)  The  fine  accepted  shall  be  not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  one 
hundred  thousand  dollars. 


(3)  Payment  of  a  fine  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  in  the  form  of  cash 
or  in  the  form  of  a  certified  check  or  cashier’s  check  made  payable  to  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority,  whichever  is  appropriate. 

4.  Upon  payment  of  the  fine  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority  shall  enter  its  further  order  permanently  staving  the  imposition  of  the 
suspension.  If  the  fine  is  paid  to  a  local  licensing  authority,  the  governing  body  of  the  authority 
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shall  cause  the  moneys  to  be  paid  into  the  general  fund  of  the  local  licensing  authority.  Fines 
paid  to  the  division  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  state  treasurer 
who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in  section  195.963. 


5.  In  connection  with  a  petition  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  the  authority  of  the 
division  or  local  licensing  authority  is  limited  to  the  granting  of  such  stays  as  are  necessary  for 
the  authority  to  complete  its  investigation  and  make  its  findings  and,  if  the  authority  makes  such 
findings,  to  the  granting  of  an  order  permanently  staving  the  imposition  of  the  entire  suspension 
or  that  portion  of  the  suspension  not  otherwise  conditionally  staved. 

6.  If  the  division  or  local  licensing  authority  does  not  make  the  findings  required  in 
subdivision  0)  of  subsection  3  of  this  section  and  does  not  order  the  suspension  permanently 
staved,  the  suspension  shall  go  into  effect  on  the  operative  date  finally  set  bv  the  division  or  local 
licensing  authority. 


7.  Each  local  licensing  authority  shall  report  all  actions  taken  to  impose  fines, 
suspensions,  and  revocations  to  the  division  in  a  manner  required  bv  the  division.  No  later  than 
January  fifteenth  of  each  year,  the  division  shall  compile  a  report  of  the  preceding  year's  actions 
in  which  fines,  suspensions,  or  revocations  were  imposed  bv  local  licensing  authorities  and  bv 
the  division.  The  division  shall  fde  one  copy  of  the  report  with  the  chief  clerk  of  the  house  of 
representatives,  one  copy  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate,  and  six  copies  in  the  legislative  library. 

195.975.  1 .  Each  licensee  shall  keep  a  complete  set  of  all  records  necessary  to  show  fully 
the  business  transactions  of  the  licensee,  all  of  which  shall  be  open  at  all  times  during  business 
hours  for  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  division  or  its  duly  authorized  representatives. 
The  division  may  require  any  licensee  to  furnish  such  information  as  it  considers  necessary  for 
the  proper  administration  of  this  section  and  mav  require  an  audit  to  be  made  of  the  books  of 
account  and  records  on  such  occasions  as  it  mav  consider  necessary  bv  an  auditor  to  be  selected 
bv  the  division  who  shall  likewise  have  access  to  all  books  and  records  of  the  licensee,  and  the 
expense  thereof  shall  be  paid  bv  the  licensee. 

2.  The  licensed  premises,  including  any  places  of  storage  where  medical  cannabis  is 
grown,  stored,  cultivated,  sold,  or  dispensed,  shall  be  subject  to  inspection  bv  the  division  or 
local  licensing  authorities  and  their  investigators,  during  all  business  hours  and  other  times  of 
apparent  activity,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  or  investigation.  For  examination  of  any 
inventory  or  books  and  records  required  to  be  kept  bv  the  licensees,  access  shall  be  required 
during  business  hours.  Where  any  part  of  the  licensed  premises  consists  of  a  locked  area,  upon 
demand  to  the  licensee,  such  area  shall  be  made  available  for  inspection  without  delay,  and,  upon 
request  bv  authorized  representatives  of  the  division  or  local  licensing  authority,  the  licensee 
shall  open  the  area  for  inspection. 

3.  Each  licensee  shall  retain  all  books  and  records  necessary  to  show  fully  the 
business  transactions  of  the  licensee  for  a  period  of  the  current  tax  year  and  the  three 
immediately  prior  tax  years. 
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195.978.  1.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  it  is 
unlawful  for  a  person: 

(11  To  consume  medical  cannabis  in  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center,  and  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  a  medical  cannabis  licensee  to  allow  medical  cannabis  to  be  consumed  upon 
its  licensed  premises: 

(21  With  knowledge,  to  permit  or  fail  to  prevent  the  use  of  such  person's  registry 
identification  by  anv  other  person  for  the  unlawful  purchasing  of  medical  cannabis;  or 

(31  To  buy,  sell,  transfer,  give  away,  or  acquire  medical  cannabis,  except  as  allowed 
under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  It  is  unlawful  for  a  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(11  To  be  within  a  limited-access  area  unless  the  person’s  license  badize  is  displayed 
as  required  by  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(21  To  fail  to  designate  areas  of  ingress  and  egress  for  limited-access  areas  and  post 
signs  in  conspicuous  locations  as  required  by  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(31  To  fail  to  report  a  transfer  required  by  section  195.933:  or 

(41  To  fail  to  report  the  name  of  or  a  change  in  managers  as  required  bv  section 
195.936. 


3.  It  is  unlawful  for  anv  person  licensed  to  sell  medical  cannabis  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985: 


(11  To  sell  more  than  two  and  one-half  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in 
cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  sales  transaction  to  a  qualifying  patient: 

(21  To  display  anv  signs  that  are  inconsistent  with  local  laws  or  regulations: 

(31  To  use  advertising  material  that  is  misleading,  deceptive,  or  false,  or  that  is 
designed  to  appeal  to  minors: 

(41(a)  To  sell  medical  cannabis  to  a  person  not  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  or  to  a  person  not  able  to  produce  a  valid  patient  registry  identification  card. 
Notwithstanding  anv  provision  in  this  paragraph  to  the  contrary,  a  person  under  twenty-one 
years  of  age  shall  not  be  employed  to  sell  or  dispense  medical  cannabis  at  a  medical 
cannabis  center  or  grow  or  cultivate  medical  cannabis  at  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility; 

(b)  If  a  licensee  or  a  licensee’s  employee  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a 
person  is  exhibiting  a  fraudulent  patient  registry  identification  card  in  an  attempt  to  obtain 
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medical  cannabis,  the  licensee  or  employee  shall  be  authorized  to  confiscate  the  fraudulent 
patient  registry  identification  card,  if  possible,  and  shall,  within  seventy-two  hours  after  the 
confiscation,  turn  it  over  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  or  local  law 
enforcement  agency.  The  failure  to  confiscate  the  fraudulent  patient  registry  identification 
card  or  to  turn  it  over  to  the  department  or  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  agency  within 
seventy -two  hours  after  the  confiscation  shall  not  constitute  a  criminal  offense; 

(51  To  offer  for  sale  or  solicit  an  order  for  medical  cannabis  in  person  except  within  the 
licensed  premises; 

(6)  To  have  in  possession  or  upon  the  licensed  premises  any  medical  cannabis,  the  sale  of 
which  is  not  permitted  by  the  license; 

(71  To  buv  medical  cannabis  from  a  person  not  licensed  to  sell  as  provided  by  sections 
195.900  to  195.985: 


(81  To  sell  medical  cannabis  except  in  the  permanent  location  specifically  designated  in 
the  license  for  sale; 

(91  To  require  a  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  to  make  delivery  to  any  premises  other  than  the  specific  licensed  premises  where  the 
medical  cannabis  is  to  be  sold,  except  as  otherwise  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985; 
or 


(101  To  sell,  serve,  or  distribute  medical  cannabis  at  any  time  other  than  between  the 
hours  of  8:00  a.m.  and  7:00  p.m.  Monday  through  Sunday. 

4.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  it  is  unlawful  for: 

( 1 1  A  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  to 
sell,  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  a  licensee  any  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon  its 
licensed  premises;  or 

(21  A  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  to 
sell,  possess,  or  permit  sale  of  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon  its  licensed  premises.  A 
violation  of  this  subsection  bv  a  licensee  shall  be  grounds  for  the  immediate  revocation  of  the 
license  granted  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

5.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  physician  who  makes  patient  referrals  to  a  licensed  medical 
cannabis  center  to  receive  anything  of  value  from  the  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  or  its 
agents,  servants,  officers,  or  owners  or  anyone  financially  interested  in  the  licensee,  and  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  a  licensee  licensed  under  sections  1 95.900  to  195.985  to  offer  anything  of  value 
to  a  physician  for  making  patient  referrals  to  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center. 

6.  A  person  who  commits  any  acts  that  are  unlawful  under  this  section  is  guiltv  of  a 
class  A  misdemeanor. 
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195.981 .1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 


( 1 )  “Bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship”,  for  purposes  of  the  medical  cannabis 
program: 

(a)  A  physician  and  a  patient  have  a  treatment  or  counseling  relationship,  in  the  course  of 
which  the  physician  has  completed  a  full  assessment  of  the  patient’s  medical  history  and  current 
medical  condition,  including  an  appropriate  personal  physical  examination: 

(b)  The  physician  has  consulted  with  the  patient  with  respect  to  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition  before  the  patient  applies  for  a  registry  identification  card:  and 

fc)  The  physician  is  available  to  or  offers  to  provide  follow-up  care  and  treatment  to  the 
patient,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  patient  examinations,  to  determine  the  efficacy  of  the  use  of 
medical  cannabis  as  a  treatment  of  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition¬ 
al  “Department'’,  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(S')  “Director’,  the  director  of  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(4)  “In  good  standing”,  with  respect  to  a  physician’s  license: 

fat  The  physician  holds  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  doctor  of  osteopathic  medicine  degree 
from  an  accredited  medical  school: 


fbt  The  physician  holds  a  valid  license  to  practice  medicine  in  Missouri  that  does  not 
contain  a  restriction  or  condition  that  prohibits  the  recommendation  of  medical  cannabis:  and 

fet  The  physician  has  a  valid  and  unrestricted  United  States  Department  of  Justice 
Federal  Drug  Enforcement  Administration  controlled  substances  registration. 

(51  “Medical  cannabis  program”,  the  program  established  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985. 


(61  “Nonresident  cardholder”,  a  person  who:  (1 1  has  been  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying 
medical  condition,  or  is  the  parent,  guardian,  conservator,  or  other  person  with  authority  to 
consent  to  the  medical  treatment  of  a  person  who  has  been  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical 
condition:  (2)  is  not  a  resident  of  Missouri:  (31  was  issued  a  currently  valid  registry  identification 
card  or  its  equivalent  under  the  laws  of  another  state,  district,  territory,  commonwealth,  insular 
possession  of  the  United  States,  or  country  recognized  bv  the  United  States  that  allows  the 
person  to  use  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  the  jurisdiction  of  issuance:  and  (41  has  submitted 
documentation  required  bv  the  department  and  has  received  confirmation  of  registration. 

(71  “Caregiver”,  the  same  meaning  as  such  term  is  defined  in  section  195.900. 
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(8)  “Registry  identification  card”,  the  nontransferable  confidential  registry  identification 
card  issued  bv  the  department  to  patients  and  caregivers  under  this  section. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules 
and  regulations  as  follows: 

O')  To  ensure  that  patients  suffering  from  qualifying  medical  conditions  are  able  to  safely 
gain  access  to  medical  cannabis  and  to  ensure  that  such  patients: 

(a)  Are  not  subject  to  criminal  prosecution  for  their  use  of  medical  cannabis  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  and  the  rules  of  the  department;  and 

(b)  Arc  able  to  establish  an  affirmative  defense  to  their  use  of  medical  cannabis  in 
accordance  with  this  section,  and  the  rules  of  the  department. 

(2)  To  prevent  persons  who  do  not  suffer  from  qualifying  medical  conditions  from  using 
this  section  as  a  means  to  sell,  acquire,  possess,  produce,  use,  or  transport  cannabis  in  violation 
of  state  and  federal  laws: 


O)  The  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  confidential  registry  of  patients  who  have 
applied  for  and  are  entitled  to  receive  a  registry  identification  card; 

(4)  The  development  bv  the  department  of  an  application  form  and  making  such  form 
available  to  residents  of  this  state  seeking  to  be  listed  on  the  confidential  registry  of  patients  who 
are  entitled  to  receive  a  registry  identification  card: 

(5)  The  verification  bv  the  department  of  medical  information  concerning  patients  who 
have  applied  for  a  confidential  registry  card  or  for  renewal  of  a  registry  identification  card; 

(6)  The  development  bv  the  department  of  a  written  certification  form  that  shall  be  used 
bv  a  physician  to  certify  that  a  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition: 

(1)  The  conditions  for  issuance  and  renewal,  and  the  form,  of  the  registry  identification 
cards  issued  to  patients,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  standards  for  ensuring  that  the  department 
issues  a  registry  identification  card  to  a  patient  only  if  such  patient  has  a  bona  fide  physician- 
patient  relationship  with  a  physician  in  good  standing  and  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the 
state  of  Missouri: 


(8)  Communications  with  law  enforcement  officials  about  registry  identification  cards 
that  have  been  suspended  when  a  patient  is  no  longer  diagnosed  as  having  a  qualifying  medical 
condition; 


(9)  A  waiver  process  to  allow  a  homebound  patient  who  is  on  the  registry  to  have  a 
caregiver  transport  the  patient's  medical  cannabis  from  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  to  the 
patient;  and 
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(101  To  regulate  and  control  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 


_ 3.  The  department  shall  conduct  a  public  review  hearing  to  receive  public  input  on  any 

emergency  rules  adopted  bv  the  department  and  be  provided  with  an  update  from  the  industry- 
caregivers,  patients,  and  other  stakeholders  regarding  the  industry’s  current  status.  The 
department  shall  provide  at  least  five  business  davs’  notice  prior  to  the  hearing. 

4.  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying 
patient  and  caregiver  identification  cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  davs  of  the  effective  date  of 
this  section,  the  department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  qualifying  patient  and 
caregiver  identification  cards. 


5.  A  physician  who  certifies  a  qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the 
medical  cannabis  program  shall  comply  with  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(11  The  physician  shall  have  a  valid  and  active  license  to  practice  medicine  in  this  state. 
which  license  is  in  good  standing: 

(21  After  a  physician,  who  has  a  bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship  with  the  patient. 
determines  that  the  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition,  the  physician  shall  certify  to  the 
department  that  the  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  after  the  physician  has  completed 
an  assessment  of  the  qualifying  patient’s  medical  history,  reviewed  relevant  records  related  to  the 
patient's  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  conducted  a  physical  examination.  The  physician 
shall  specify  the  qualifying  medical  condition  and,  if  known,  the  cause  or  source  of  the 
qualifying  medical  condition: 

(31  The  physician  shall  maintain  a  record-keeping  system  for  all  patients  for  whom  the 
physician  has  determined  have  a  qualifying  medical  condition; 

(41  A  physician  shall  not: 

(al  Accept,  solicit,  or  offer  any  form  of  pecuniary  remuneration  from  or  to  a  caregiver- 
distributor.  or  any  other  provider  of  medical  cannabis; 

(bl  Offer  a  discount  or  any  other  thing  of  value  to  a  patient  who  uses  or  agrees  to  use  a 
particular  caregiver,  distributor,  or  other  provider  of  medical  cannabis  to  procure  medical 
cannabis; 


(cl  Examine  a  patient  for  purposes  of  diagnosing  a  qualifying  medical  condition  at  a 
location  where  medical  cannabis  is  sold  or  distributed; 


(dl  Hold  an  economic  interest  in  an  enterprise  that  provides  or  distributes  medical 
cannabis  if  the  physician  certifies  the  qualifying  medical  condition  of  a  patient  for  participation 
in  the  medical  cannabis  program;  or 
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fe)  Issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying 
patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the  qualifying  patient’s  parent  or 
legal  guardian.  The  department  shall  not  issue  a  qualifying  patient  registry  identification  card  on 
behalf  of  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  qualifying  patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  registry  identification  card  shall 
be  issued  to  one  of  the  parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or 
guardian  may  serve  as  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of 
eighteen.  Only  the  qualifying  patient’s  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or  possess  medical 
cannabis  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen.  A  parent  or 
guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical  cannabis  to  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying 
patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen. 

(5)  If  the  department  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a  physician  has  violated 
subdivision  (If  (2).  or  (3)  of  subsection  4  of  this  section,  or  the  rules  promulgated  bv  the 
department,  the  department  mav  refer  the  matter  to  the  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing 
arts. 


6.  (1)  A  caregiver  shall  not  delegate  to  any  other  person  his  or  her  authority  to  provide 
medical  cannabis  to  a  patient  nor  mav  a  caregiver  engage  others  to  assist  in  providing  medical 
cannabis  to  a  patient. 

(2)  A  caregiver  shall  not  cultivate  cannabis.  Only  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 
production  facility  may  cultivate  cannabis  and  only  for  medical  use. 

(3)  A  caregiver  shall  provide  to  a  law  enforcement  agency,  upon  inquiry,  the  registry 
identification  card  number  of  each  of  his  or  her  patients.  The  department  shall  maintain  a  registry 
of  such  information  and  make  it  available  twentv-four  hours  per  day  and  seven  days  a  week  to 
law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 

7.  A  registered  patient  or  caregiver  shall  not: 

( 1 )  Purchase  medical  cannabis  from  unauthorized  sources;  or 

(2)  Obtain  medical  cannabis  from  other  registered  patients  or  caregivers. 

8.  ( U  To  be  considered  in  compliance  with  this  section  and  the  rules  of  the  department,  a 
patient  or  caregiver  shall  have  his  or  her  registry  identification  card  in  his  or  her  possession  at  all 
times  that  he  or  she  is  in  possession  of  any  form  of  medical  cannabis  and  produce  the  same  upon 
request  of  a  law  enforcement  officer  to  demonstrate  that  the  patient  or  caregiver  is  not  in 
violation  of  the  law.  A  person  who  violates  this  section  or  the  rules  promulgated  bv  the 
department  mav  be  subject  to  criminal  prosecution. 

(2)  The  department  shall  maintain  a  registry  of  such  information  and  make  available 
twentv-four  hours  a  day  and  seven  days  a  week  to  law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 
Authorized  employees  of  state  or  local  law  enforcement  agencies  shall  be  granted  access  to  the 
information  contained  within  the  state  health  agency’s  confidential  registry  only  for  the  purpose 
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of  verifying  that  an  individual  who  has  presented  a  registry  identification  card  to  a  state  or  local 
law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession  of  such  card.  The  department  may  promulgate 
rules  to  implement  this  subsection. 

(3)  The  department  may  deny  a  patient’s  application  for  a  registry  identification  card  or 
revoke  the  card  if  the  department  determines  that  the  physician  w'ho  diagnosed  the  patient’s 
qualifying  medical  condition,  the  patient,  or  the  caregiver  violated  this  section,  or  the  rules 
promulgated  by  the  department  under  this  section:  except  that,  when  a  physician’s  violation  is 
the  basis  for  adverse  action,  the  department  may  only  deny  or  revoke  a  patient’s  application  or 
registry  identification  card  w'hen  the  physician's  violation  is  related  to  the  issuance  of  a  medical 
cannabis  recommendation. 


(4)  A  registry  identification  card  shall  be  valid  for  one  year  and  shall  contain  a  unique 
identification  number.  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  patient  to  apply  to  renew  his  or  her 
registry  identification  card  prior  to  the  date  on  winch  the  card  expires.  The  department  shall 
develop  a  form  for  a  patient  to  use  in  renew  ing  his  or  her  registry  identification  card. 

(5)  If  the  department  grants  a  patient  a  wraiver  to  allowf  a  caregiver  to  transport  the 
patient’s  medical  cannabis  from  a  medical  cannabis  center  to  the  patient,  the  department  shall 
designate  the  w’aiver  on  the  patient’s  registry  identification  card. 

lb)  A  homebound  patient  w'ho  receives  a  waiver  from  the  department  to  allowf  a  caregiver 
to  transport  the  patient’s  medical  cannabis  to  the  patient  from  a  medical  cannabis  center  shall 
provide  the  caregiver  writh  the  patient’s  registry  identification  card,  which  the  caregiver  shall 
carry  when  the  caregiver  is  transporting  the  medical  cannabis.  A  medical  cannabis  center  may 
provide  the  medical  cannabis  to  the  caregiver  for  transport  to  the  patient  if  the  caregiver 
produces  the  patient’s  registry  identification  card. 

9.  fl)  The  State  of  Missouri  and  the  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  which  hold 
valid  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  wall  recognize  a  nonresident  card  under  the  following 
circumstances: 


(a)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  grants  an  exemption  from  criminal  prosecution  for  the  medical  use  of  cannabis: 

(b)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  requires,  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  issuance  of  such  a  card,  that  a  physician  advise  the  person 
that  the  person  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  recognized  by  the  state  of  Missouri: 

(c)  The  nonresident  card  has  an  expiration  date  and  has  not  vet  expired; 

(d)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  maintains  a  database  which  preserves  such  information  as  mav  be  necessary  to  verify  the 
authenticity  or  validity  of  the  nonresident  card: 
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fe")  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 
card  allows  the  division  and  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  to  access  the  database 
described  in  paragraph  (d); 

(f)  The  division  determines  that  the  database  described  in  paragraph  I'd)  is  able  to 
provide  to  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  information  that  is  sufficiently  accurate,  current 
and  specific  as  to  allow  those  centers  to  verify  that  a  person  who  holds  or  bears  a  nonresident 
card  is  entitled  lawfully  to  do  so:  and 

(g)  The  holder  or  bearer  of  the  nonresident  card  agrees  to  abide  by.  and  does  abide  by. 
the  legal  limits  on  the  possession  of  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  this  State,  as  set  forth  in 
195.900.3fn. 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  the  reciprocity  described  in  this  section: 

(a)  The  amount  of  medical  cannabis  that  the  holder  or  bearer  of  a  nonresident  card  is 
entitled  to  possess  in  his  or  her  state  or  jurisdiction  of  residence  is  irrelevant:  and 

(b)  Under  no  circumstances,  while  in  this  State,  may  the  holder  or  bearer  of  a 
nonresident  card  possess  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  excess  of  the  limits  set  forth  in 
195.900.3m. 

(31  As  used  in  this  section,  “nonresident  card”  means  a  card  or  other  identification  that: 

(a)  Is  issued  by  a  state  or  jurisdiction  other  than  Missouri:  and 

(b)  Is  the  functional  equivalent  of  a  registry  identification  card  or  letter  of  approval,  as 
determined  bv  the  division. 


10.  (1)  The  use  of  medical  cannabis  is  allowed  under  state  law  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
carried  out  in  accordance  with  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  the  rules  of  the  department. 

(2)  A  patient  or  caregiver  shall  not: 

fa')  Engage  in  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  in  a  wav  that  endangers  the  health 
and  well-being  of  a  person; 

(b)  Engage  in  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  in  plain  view  or  in  a  place  open  to  the  general 

public; 


(cl  Undertake  any  task  while  under  the  influence  of  medical  cannabis,  when  doing  so 
would  constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice; 

(d)  Possess  medical  cannabis  or  otherwise  engage  in  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  in  or  on 
the  grounds  of  a  school  or  in  a  school  bus; 
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(el  Engage  in  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  while: 


a.  In  a  correctional  facility: 

b.  Subject  to  a  sentence  to  incarceration:  or 

c.  In  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  or  motorboat. 

(f)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  vehicle,  aircraft,  or 
motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  medical  cannabis;  or 


(g~)  Use  medical  cannabis  if  the  person  does  not  have  a  qualifying  medical  condition  as 
diagnosed  by  the  person’s  physician  in  the  course  of  a  bona  fide  physician-patient  relationship 
that  has  been  certified  to  the  department. 

(3)  A  person  shall  not  establish  a  business  to  permit  patients  to  congregate  and  smoke 
medical  cannabis. 


1 1.  Only  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  mav  cultivate 
medical  cannabis. 


12.  If  a  patient  raises  an  affirmative  defense  to  prosecution  under  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  the  patient’s  physician  shall  certify  the  specific  amounts  in  excess  of  an  adequate 
supply  that  are  necessary  to  address  the  patient’s  qualifying  medical  condition  and  why  such 
amounts  are  necessary.  A  patient  who  asserts  this  affirmative  defense  shall  waive  confidentiality 
privileges  related  to  the  condition  or  conditions.  If  a  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician  raises  an 
exception  to  the  state  criminal  laws,  the  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician  waives  the 
confidentiality  of  his  or  her  records  related  to  the  qualifying  medical  condition  or  conditions 
maintained  by  the  department  for  the  medical  cannabis  program.  Upon  request  of  a  law 
enforcement  agency  for  such  records,  the  department  shall  only  provide  records  pertaining  to  the 
individual  raising  the  exception,  and  shall  redact  all  other  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician 
identifying  information. 

13.  (1 )  Except  as  provided  in  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  department  shall 
establish  a  basic  fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  service  of  any  subpoena  upon  the 
department,  plus  a  fee  for  meals  and  a  fee  for  mileage  at  the  rate  prescribed  for  state  officers  and 
employees,  for  each  mile  actually  and  necessarily  traveled  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the 
place  named  in  the  subpoena.  If  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena  is  required  to  attend  the 
place  named  in  the  subpoena  for  more  than  one  day,  there  shall  be  paid,  in  advance,  a  sum 
to  be  established  by  the  department  for  each  dav  of  attendance  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the 
person  named  in  the  subpoena. 

(21  The  subpoena  fee  established  under  subdivision  (1)  of  the  subsection  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  federal,  state,  or  local  governmental  agency. 

14.  The  department  mav  collect  fees  from  patients  who  apply  to  the  medical 
cannabis  program  for  a  cannabis  registry  identification  card  for  the  purpose  of  offsetting  the 
department's  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  administering  the  program.  The  amount  of  such 
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fees  shall  be  set  bv  rule  of  the  department.  The  amount  of  the  fees  set  under  this  section 
shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  department  in  the  administration  and 
enforcement  of  this  section.  All  fees  collected  bv  the  department  through  the  medical 
cannabis  program  shall  be  transferred  to  the  state  treasurer  who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the 
medical  cannabis  program  account  within  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in 
section  195.963. 


195.982.  1.  No  individual  or  health  care  entity  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state 
shall  be  subject  to  anv  adverse  action  bv  the  state  or  any  agency,  board,  or  subdivision 
thereof,  including  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  the 
imposition  of  a  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 
accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  if  such  individual  or  employee  or  agent  of 
the  health  care  facility,  in  its  normal  course  of  business  and  within  its  applicable  licenses 
and  regulations,  certifies  a  qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the  medical 
cannabis  program  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  bv  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing  Arts,  or  its 
successor  agency,  for  issuing  a  physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying 
medical  condition  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional 
conduct. 

3.  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of 
anv  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 
accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  for  providing  health  care  services  that  involve  the 
medical  use  of  cannabis  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

4.  A  testing  laboratory  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  any 
right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any 
accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  for  providing  laboratory  testimz  services  that 
relate  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal 
standards  of  professional  conduct. 

5.  A  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  cannabis  for  medical  use  bv  a 
qualifying  patient  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

6.  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subject  to  disciplinary  action  bv  the  state  bar  association  or 
other  professional  licensing  body  for  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  productive  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  medical 
cannabis  testing  facilities,  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers,  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law  pursuant  to 
this  section. 


7.  Actions  and  conduct  bv  dulv  registered  or  licensed  qualifying  patients,  caregivers, 
medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  and  medical 
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cannabis  testing  facilities  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted  bv  this  section  and  in 
compliance  with  division  and  department  regulations  and  other  standards  of  legal  conduct,  shall 
not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  except  as  provided 
for  bv  this  section. 


8.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law  or 
statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  dangerous  device,  or 
navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  cannabis. 

9.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  cannabis  for 
medical  use  that  are  entered  into  bv  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  medical  cannabis  cultivation 
and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  or  medical  cannabis  testing  facilities  and 
those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  bv  those  entities,  shall  be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered  into  bv  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  medical  cannabis  testing 
facilities,  or  bv  a  person  who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state 
criminal  penalties  bv  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 
medical  cannabis  may  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

10.  Real  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  testing,  distribution,  sale- 
possession  and  administration  of  cannabis  for  medical  use  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 
solely  because  of  that  use. 


195.984.1 .  (1)  The  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  may  summarily  suspend 
a  license  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  prior  to  a  hearing  in  order  immediately 
to  stop  or  restrict  operations  bv  a  licensee  to  protect  the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare. 

The  division  mav  rescind  or  amend  a  summary  suspension. 

(2)  If  based  upon  inspection,  affidavits,  or  other  evidence,  the  division  determines 
that  a  licensee  or  the  products  prepared  bv  a  licensee  pose  an  immediate  or  serious  threat  to 
the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare,  the  division  mav  summarily  suspend  a  license: 

ta)  Requiring  cessation  or  restriction  of  anv  or  all  licensee  operations  and 
prohibiting  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  produced  bv  such  licensee:  or 

(b)  Placing  restrictions  on  a  licensee  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avert  a  continued 
threat,  pending  final  investigation  results. 

O)  The  requirements  of  the  summary  suspension  shall  remain  in  effect  until  the 
division  rescinds  or  amends  such  requirements  or  until  such  time  as  the  division  takes  final 
action  on  anv  related  pending  complaint  and  issues  a  final  decision. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  mav  summarily  suspend  anv 
registration  issued  under  section  195.981,  pending  further  proceedings  for  denial  of  renewal 
or  revocation  of  a  registration,  whenever  the  department  finds  that  the  continued 
registration  poses  an  imminent  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare. 
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195.985.  1 .  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010. 
that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  become 
effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and, 
if  applicable,  section  536.028.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable. 
and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to 
delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional. 
then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  November  6.  2018. 
shall  be  invalid  and  void. 


2.  If  any  provision  of  sections  195.900  to  1 95.985  or  its  application  to  anv  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  invalidity  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  which  can  be  given  full  effect  without  the  invalid  provision  or 
application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  are  severable. 

263.250.  1 .  The  plant  “marijuana”,  botanically  known  as  cannabis  sativa,  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  noxious  weed  and  all  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  shall  destroy  all  such  plants 
growing  upon  their  land.  Any  person  who  knowingly  allows  such  plants  to  grow  on  his  land  or 
refuses  to  destroy  such  plants  after  being  notified  to  do  so  shall  allow  any  sheriff  or  such  other 
persons  as  designated  by  the  county  commission  to  enter  upon  any  land  in  this  state  and  destroy 
such  plants. 

2.  Entry  to  such  lands  shall  not  be  made,  by  any  sheriff  or  other  designated  person  to 
destroy  such  plants,  until  fifteen  days’  notice  by  certified  mail  shall  be  given  the  owner  or 
occupant  to  destroy  such  plants  or  a  search  warrant  shall  be  issued  on  probable  cause  shown.  In 
all  such  instances,  the  county  commission  shall  bear  the  cost  of  destruction  and  notification. 

3.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  authorized  cultivation  and 
production  of  cannabis  plants  for  purposes  of  providing  medical  cannabis  under  sections  195.900 
to  195.985. 

31 1 .610.  1 .  For  the  puipose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  [and],  the 
liquor  control  law,  and  sections  195.900  to  195.985  the  governor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  senate,  shall  appoint  some  suitable  person  of  good  moral  character  over  the  age  of 
thirty  years,  who  has  been  a  qualified  elector  in  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  five  years  next 
before  the  date  of  his  appointment,  as  supervisor  of  liquor  control.  The  supervisor  of  liquor 
control  shall  serve  at  the  pleasure  and  under  the  supervision  and  direction  of  the  governor. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  devote  his  entire  time  to  the  duties  of  his  office 
and.  with  the  approval  of  the  governor,  appoint  and  employ  all  agents,  assistants,  deputies, 
inspectors  and  employees  necessary  for  the  proper  enforcement  and  administration  of  the 
provisions  of  the  liquor  control  law  whose  salaries  shall  be  fixed  by  the  governor,  but  no  salary 
shall  be  greater  than  that  paid  to  employees  in  other  state  departments  for  similar  work,  except 
that  no  salary  of  an  agent  directly  engaged  in  the  enforcement  of  the  liquor  control  law  shall  be 
less  than  eight  thousand  dollars  a  year.  In  addition  to  his  salary,  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control 
and  each  of  the  agents,  assistants,  deputies,  inspectors  and  employees  shall  be  reimbursed  for  all 
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expenses  necessarily  incurred  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties.  No  expenses  shall  be  allowed  for 
sustenance  to  any  supervisor,  agent,  assistant,  deputy,  inspector  or  employee  while  in  the  city  or 
town  of  his  residence. 

3.  Before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall 
take  and  subscribe  to  an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  this  state, 
and  faithfully  demean  himself  in  office,  and  shall  also  execute  bond  to  the  state  of  Missouri  in 
the  penal  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of 
his  office,  which  bond  shall  be  approved  by  the  governor  and  deposited  with  the  secretary  of 
state  and  kept  in  his  office;  the  premiums  of  the  bond  shall  be  paid  by  the  state  out  of  funds 
appropriated  for  that  purpose. 

4.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  issue  licenses  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
ardent  spirits,  malt,  vinous,  fermented  and  every  class  of  liquors  used  as  beverages.  The 
supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  keep  a  record  of  all  intoxicating  liquor  manufactured,  brewed 
or  sold  in  this  state  by  every  brewery,  distiller,  manufacturer,  distributor  or  wholesaler,  and  make 
a  complete  report  of  the  same  to  the  governor  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  year,  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  possible. 

31 1 .620.  1 .  No  person  shall  be  appointed  as  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  under 
the  provisions  of  the  liquor  control  law  or  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  who  shall  have  been 
convicted  of  or  against  whom  any  indictment  may  be  pending  for  any  offense;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  appointed  as  such  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  who  is  not  of  good  character  or 
who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  who  is  not  or  has  not  been  a  resident  taxpaying 
citizen  of  the  state  for  a  period  of  three  years  previous  to  his  appointment;  or  who  is  not  able  to 
read  and  write  the  English  language  or  who  does  not  possess  ordinary  physical  strength  and  who 
is  not  able  to  pass  such  physical  and  mental  examination  as  the  majority  of  a  board,  consisting  of 
the  governor,  lieutenant  governor,  attorney  general,  and  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  may 
prescribe. 

2.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  so  appointed  shall  hold  any  other  commission 
or  office,  elective  or  appointive  or  accept  any  other  employment  compensation  while  he  is  an 
employee  of  the  department  of  liquor  control,  except  with  the  written  permission  of  the 
supervisor  of  liquor  control.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor 
control  shall  accept  any  reward  or  gift  other  than  his  regular  salary  and  expenses  as  provided  in 
this  chapter.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor  control  shall 
perform  any  police  duty  comiected  with  the  conduct  of  any  election,  nor  at  any  time  or  in  any 
manner  electioneer  for  or  against  any  party  ticket,  or  any  candidate  for  nomination  or  office  on 
any  party  ticket,  nor  for  or  against  any  proposition  of  any  kind  or  nature  to  be  voted  upon  at  any 
election. 

3.  The  agents,  assistants,  deputies  and  inspectors  appointed  under  the  provisions  of 
section  31 1.610  shall  before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  each  take  and  subscribe 
an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Missouri  and  to 
faithfully  demean  themselves  in  office  in  the  form  prescribed  by  Section  11,  Article  Vll  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  State,  and  they  shall  each  give  bond  to  be  approved  by  the  supervisor  of 
liquor  control  for  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices  and  to  safely  keep 
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and  account  for  all  moneys  and  property  received  by  them.  This  bond  shall  be  in  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars,  and  the  cost  of  furnishing  all  such  bonds  shall  be  paid  by  the  state. 

4.  Any  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor  control  who  shall 
violate  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  be  immediately  discharged. 

3 1 1 .630.  1 .  The  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  and  employees  to  be  selected 
and  designated  as  peace  officers  by  the  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  peace  officers  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  make 
arrests  and  searches  and  seizures  only  for  violations  of  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  relating  to 
intoxicating  liquors,  [and]  sections  407.924  to  407.934  relating  to  tobacco  products,  and  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  and  to  serve  any  process  connected  with  the  enforcement  of  such  laws.  The 
peace  officers  so  designated  shall  have  been  previously  appointed  and  qualified  under  the 
provisions  of  section  31 1.620  and  shall  be  required  to  hold  a  valid  peace  officer  license  pursuant 
to  chapter  590. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  shall  furnish  such  peace  officers  with 
credentials  showing  their  authority  and  a  special  badge,  which  they  shall  carry  on  their  person  at 
all  times  while  on  duty.  The  names  of  the  peace  officers  so  designated  shall  be  made  a  matter  of 
public  record  in  the  office  of  the  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control. 

3.  All  fees  for  the  arrest  and  transportation  of  persons  arrested  and  for  the  service  of  writs 
and  process  shall  be  the  same  as  provided  by  law  in  criminal  proceedings  and  shall  be  taxed  as 
costs. 

31 1 .660.  L  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  have  the  authority  to  suspend  or  revoke 
for  cause  all  such  licenses;  and  to  make  the  following  regulations,  without  limiting  the  generality 
of  provisions  empowering  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  as  in  this  chapter  set  forth  as  to  the 
following  matters,  acts  and  things: 

(1)  Fix  and  determine  the  nature,  form  and  capacity  of  all  packages  used  for  containing 
intoxicating  liquor  of  any  kind,  to  be  kept  or  sold  under  this  law; 

(2)  Prescribe  an  official  seal  and  label  and  determine  the  manner  in  which  such  seal  or 
label  shall  be  attached  to  every  package  of  intoxicating  liquor  so  sold  under  this  law;  this 
includes  prescribing  different  official  seals  or  different  labels  for  the  different  classes,  varieties 
or  brands  of  intoxicating  liquor; 

(3)  Prescribe  all  forms,  applications  and  licenses  and  such  other  forms  as  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  except  that  when  a  licensee  substantially  complies  with 
all  requirements  for  the  renewal  of  a  license  by  the  date  on  which  the  application  for  renewal  is 
due,  such  licensee  shall  be  permitted  at  least  an  additional  ten  days  from  the  date  notice  is  sent 
that  the  application  is  deficient,  in  which  to  complete  the  application; 

(4)  Prescribe  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  licenses  issued  and  granted  under  this  law; 
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(5)  Prescribe  the  nature  of  the  proof  to  be  furnished  and  conditions  to  be  observed  in  the 
issuance  of  duplicate  licenses,  in  lieu  of  those  lost  or  destroyed; 

(6)  Establish  rules  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  the  business  earned  on  by  each 
specific  licensee  under  the  license,  and  such  rules  and  regulations  if  not  obeyed  by  every  licensee 
shall  be  grounds  for  the  revocation  or  suspension  of  the  license; 

(7)  The  right  to  examine  books,  records  and  papers  of  each  licensee  and  to  hear  and 
determine  complaints  against  any  licensee; 

(8)  To  issue  subpoenas  and  all  necessary  processes  and  require  the  production  of  papers, 
to  administer  oaths  and  to  take  testimony; 

(9)  Prescribe  all  forms  of  labels  to  be  affixed  to  all  packages  containing  intoxicating 
liquor  of  any  kind;  and 

(10)  To  make  such  other  rules  and  regulations  as  are  necessary  and  feasible  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  as  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  law. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  have  the  authority  to  regulate  and  control  the 
licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical 
cannabis  in  this  state:  to  grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture, 
distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  as  provided  by  law:  suspend,  fine. 
restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  upon  a  violation  of  sections  195.900  to  1 95.985,  or  a  rule 
promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  to  impose  anv  penalty  authorized  by  sections 
195.900  to  195.985.  or  any  rule  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and  to  establish, 
revise,  and  amend  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  set  forth  in  section  195.906. 
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JAMES  C.  KIRKPATRICK 

State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


August  1  1 , 20 1  7 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  VIII  (2018-265) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  August  1 1 , 201 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ '  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6iri  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


IG  11 


Ed 


Mo. 


SECRETAR 


2017 


<Y  Estate 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,.  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Missouri  Constitution  Article  VIII  Suffrage  and  Elections  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section 
to  be  known  as  section  24,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  People  of  Missouri  recommend  a  federal  Constitutional  Convention  that  will  allow  for 

national  votes  on  the  federal  level.  The  People  of  Missouri  support  and  recommenced  to  the 

President,  Congress,  and  to  the  other  states  of  the  United  States  that  a  Constitutional 

Convention  be  held  as  soon  as  possible  to  address:  approval  of  a  process  to  attain  minimal 

signatures  (!%'),  of  people  in  all  states  to  place  issues  on  the  national  ballot.  Examples  of 

possible  national  ballot  issues  could  be:  term  limits  on  federal  elected  office,  campaign 

finance  limits,  limits  on  time  allowed  to  campaign  for  elective  offices,  a  balanced 
budget  amendment  be  added  to  the  federal  constitution  and  review  and  audits  of  the  judicial 

system  concerning  what  they  were  set  up  for  bv  the  Founding  Fathers  which  is  to  protect  the 

individual  Liberties  and  Rights  of  the  people. 


18-264 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 

August  8.  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


AUG  0  G  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RF.:  Petition  approval  request  from  Brian  Hagg  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapters 

217.  221. 544.  557.  558.  and  577  (2018-264) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Brian  Hagg  on  August  8.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


ec:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Stimit  •  Ji:iii:rson  City  65 1 0 1 
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PAGE  02 


Re°e/veo 

AUQ  »  »  2017 

**B*»*o rnn 

to  declare  Missouri  Statutes  544.455. 1,  217.541.1, 217.543.1,  557.01 1.1,  577.001.1,  217.690.1, 

22 1 .025. 1 ,  558  002. 1 ,  unconstitutional  as  stated  in  Constitution  of  the  United  States  Amendment  VII. 
Amendment  VIII  for  the  convicted  persons  and  for  nonconvicted  to  remove  the  illegally  electronic 
monitor  by  private  bail/bond  companies  which  are  listed  in  statute  374.700.1.,  Which  are  Unconstitutional 
as  stated  in  Constitution  of  the  United  States  Amendment  I,  Amendment  TV.  Amendment  V,  Amendment 
VII.  Amendment  VIII,  Amendment  XU.  and  Missouri  Constitution  Article  I  BILL  OF  RIGHTS  Section 
1,  Section  2,  Section  8,  Section  9,  Section  10. 

used  to  put  people  not  convicted  of  a  crime  violates  the  persons  constitutional  rights  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  Amendment  I  Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an  establishment  of  religion,  or 
prohibiting  the  free  exercise  thereof;  or  abridging  the  freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press;  or  the  right  of 
the  people  peaceably  to  assemble,  and  to  petition  the  government  for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

Amendment  V  No  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital,  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on  a 
presentment  or  indictment  of  a  Grand  Jury-',  except  in  cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval  forces,  or  in  the 
Militia,  when  in  actual  sendee  in  time  of  War  or  public  danger;  nor  shall  any  person  be  subject  for  the 
same  offence  to  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  or  limb;  nor  shall  be  compelled  in  any  criminal  case  to  be 
a  witness  against  himself,  nor  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty',  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law;  nor 
shall  private  property'  be  taken  for  public  use,  without  just  compensation.  Amendment  VII  In  suits  at 
common  law,  where  the  value  in  controversy  shall  exceed  twenty  dollars,  the  right  of  trial  bv  jury  shall  be 
preserved,  and  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury,  shall  lie  otherwise  reexamined  i.n  any  court  of  the  United  States, 
than  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common  law.  Amendment  VIII  Excessive  bail  shall  not  be  required, 
nor  excessive  fines  imposed,  nor  cruel  and  unusual  punishments  inf  icted.  Amendment  IV  The  right  of 
the  people  to  be  secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers,  and  effects,  against  unreasonable  searches  and 
seizures,  shall  not  be  violated,  and  no  warrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or 
affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be  searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be  seized. 
Amendment  XIV  Section  1.  All  persons  born  or  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  and  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United  States  anti  of  the  state  wherein  they  reside.  No  state  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States; 
nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty',  or  property',  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  deny  to 
any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  It  also  violates  some  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  Article  I  BILL  OF  RIGHTS  Section  1  That  all  political  power  is  vested  in  and  derived 
from  the  people;  that  all  government  of  right  originates  from  the  people,  is  founded  upon  their  will  only, 
and  is  instituted  solely  for  the  good  of  the  whole.  Section  2.  Promotion  of  general  welfare — natural  rights 
of  persons— -equality  under  the  law- — purpose  of  government. — That  all  constitutional  government  is 
intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare  of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty, 
the  pursuit  of  happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are  created 
equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give  security  to  these  tilings  is 
the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government  does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its 
chief  design.  Section  8.  Freedom  of  speech — evidence  of  truth  in  defamation  actions — 

Province  of  jury. — That  no  law  shall  be  passed  impairing  the  freedom  of  speech,  no  matter 
by  what  means  communicated:  that  every'  person  shall  be  free  to  say,  write  or  publish, 
or  otherwise  communicate  whatever  he  will  on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  all 
abuses  of  that  liberty;  and  that  in  all  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  or  slander  the  truth 
thereof  may  be  given  in  evidence;  and  in  suits  and  prosecutions  for  libel  the  jury',  under 
the  direction  of  the  court,  shall  determine  the  law  and  the  facts. 

Section  9.  Rights  of  peaceable  assembly  and  petition. — That  the  people  have  the  right  peaceably  to 
assemble  for  their  common  good,  and  to  apply  to  those  invested  with  the  powers  of  government  for 
redress  of  grievances  by  petition  or  remonstrance.  Section  (0.  Due  process  of  law. — That  no  person  shall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty'  or  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
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Ihis  Missouri  statute  544.455.1  also  put  people  under  house  arrest  which  is  being  arrested  for  the  same 
crime  twice,  called  double  jeopardy.  (1)  Place  the  person  in  the  custody  of  a  designated  person  or 
organization  agreeing  to  supervise  him;  in  custody,  this  violates  a  persons  I  and  IV  Amendment  of 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  (2)  Place  restriction  on  the  travel,  association,  or  place  of  abode  of  the 
person  during  the  period  of  release;  this  violates  a  persons  I,  IV,  VIII,  XIV  Amendment  of  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  (3)  Require  the  execution  oi  a  bail  bond  with  sufficient  solvent  sureties,  or  the  deposit 
of  cash  in  lieu  thereof;  544.455.1  is  in  conflict  with  532.480.1  this  statute  does  not  refer  anv  other 
conditions  after  bail.  This  statute  532.480.1  says  the  designate  the  sum  in  which  bail  shall  be  taken,  and 
the  court  at  whicli  he  is  required  to  appear,  and  that,  on  such  bail  being  entered  into,  in  conformity  with 
such  order  and  the  provisions  of  law,  the  prisoner  shall  be  discharged.  532.460.1,  it  appear  that  there  is 
sufficient  legal  cause  for  commitment,  he  shall  proceed  to  take  bail,  if  the  offense  be  bailable,  and  good 
bail  be  ottered;...  .  544.455.1,  532.480.1,  532.460.1  none  of  these  statutes  refer  to  each  other  as  a  bail 
being  set. 


Missouri  slatute  2 1 7.54 1.1  1 .  The  department  shall  by  rule  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest.  The 
director  or  his  designee  may  extend  the  limits  of  confinement  of  offenders  serving  sentences  for  class  D 
or  E  felonies  who  have  one  year  or  less  remaining  prior  to  release  on  parole,  conditional  release,  or 
discharge  to  participate  in  the  house  arrest  program.  In  point  1  of  217.541.1  The  Department  of 
Corrections  somehow  can  without  a  court  ruling  establish  a  program  of  house  arrest  violating  a  persons  I. 
IV,  V,  VII,  vm,  XIV  Amendment  of  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Missouri  statute  2 1  7.543.1  When  did  a  jailer  become  a  judge  &  have  the  right  to  do  the  same  thing  as  a 
judge  in  21 7.543.1  below.  This  Statute21 7.543.1  is  also  unconstitutional  according  to  the  I.  IV.  V,  VII. 
VIII,  xrv  Amendment  of  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Missouri  Statute  221.025.1  Says  the  electronic  monitoring  is  for,  is  the  same  statement  in  Missouri  statute 
544.455.1  is  also  unconstitutional  according  to  the  I,  IV,  V,  Vll,  VIII,  XIV  Amendment  of  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

Missouri  statute  Authorized  dispositions.557.011.  1.  Every  person  found  guilty  of  an  offense  shall  be 
dealt  with  by  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  tins  chapter,  except  that  for  offenses  defined 
outside  tli is  code  and  not  repealed,  the  term  of  imprisonment  or  the  fine  that  may  be  imposed  is  that 
provided  in  the  statute  defining  the  offense;  however,  the  conditional  release  term  of  any  sentence  of  a 
term  of  years  shall  be  determined  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  section  558.01 1  6.monitoring  6.  In  the 
event  a  sentence  of  confinement  is  ordered  executed,  a  court  may  order  that  an  individual  serve  all  or  any 
portion  of  such  sentence  on  electronic  monitoring;  except  that  all  costs  associated  with  the  elecnonic 
monitoring  shall  be  charged  to  the  person  on  house  arTest.  If  the  judge  finds  the  person  unable  to  afford 
the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  may  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house 
arrest  with  electronic  monitoring  if  the  county  commission  agrees  to  pay  the  costs  of  such  monitoring.  If 
the  person  on  house  arrest  is  unable  to  afford  the  costs  associated  with  electronic  monitoring  and  the 
count}'  commission  does  not  agree  to  pay  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  county  the  costs  of  such 
electronic  monitoring,  the  judge  shall  not  order  that  the  person  be  placed  on  house  arrest  with  electronic 
monitoring,  is  also  unconstitutional  according  to  the  I,  IV,  V,  VII,  VIII,  XIV  Amendment  of  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 
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Missouri  statute  577.001  Of  (7)Cotltinuous  alcohol  monitoring",  automatically  testing  breath  blood  or 
transdennal  alcohol  concentration  levels  and  tampering  attempts  at  least  once  every  hour,  regardless  of 
the  location  ot  the  person  who  is  being  monitored,  and  regularly  transmitting  the  data  Continuous  alcohol 
monitoring  shall  be  considered  an  electronic  monitoring  service  under  subsection  3  of  section  217  690- 

is  also  unconstitutional  according  to  the  I,  TV,  V,  VII,  VJII,  XIV  Amendment  of  Constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

Missouri  statute  217.690.  1 .  When  in  its  opinion  there  is  reasonable  probability  that  an  offender  of  a 
correctional  center  can  be  released  without  detriment  to  the  community  or  to  himself,  the  board  mav  in  its 
discretion  release  or  parole  such  person  except  as  otherwise  prohibited  by  law.  All  paroles  shall  issue 
upon  order  ot  the  board,  duly  adopted.  3.  The  board  has  discretionary  authority  to  require  the  payment  of 
a  fee,  not  to  exceed  sixty  dollars  per  month,  from  every'  offender  placed  under  board  supervision  on 
probation,  parole,  or  conditional  release,  to  waive  all  or  part  of  any  fee,  to  sanction  offenders  for  willful 
nonpayment  of  fees,  and  to  contract  with  a  private  entity  for  fee  collections  services.  All  fees  collected 
shall  be  deposited  in  the  inmate  fund  established  in  section  217.430.  Fees  collected  may  be  used  to  pay 
the  costs  of  contracted  collections  services.  The  fees  collected  may  otherwise  be  used  to  provide 
community  corrections  and  intervention  sendees  for  offenders.  Such  sendees  include  substance  abuse 
assessment  and  treatment,  mental  health  assessment  and  treatment,  electronic  monitoring  services, 
residential  facilities  sendees,  employment  placement  sendees,  and  other  offender  community  corrections 
or  intervention  sendees  designated  by  the  board  to  assist  offenders  to  successfully  complete  probation, 
parole,  or  conditional  release.  The  board  shall  adopt  rules  not  inconsistent  with  law,  in  accordance  with 
section  217.040,  with  respect  to  sanctioning  offenders  and  with  respect  to  establishing,  waiving, 
collecting,  and  using  fees,  is  also  unconstitutional  according  to  the  I,  IV,  V,  VII.  VIII,  XIV  Amendment 
of  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Missouri  statute  558.002.1  New  statute  two  different  fine  amounts  &  misdemeanor  for  corporations  just 
one  type,  the  rest  of  the  population  has  4  in  the  new  statute,  also  the  fine  amounts  have  increased  and  it 
has  two  different  fine  amounts  for  C  and  D  Felonies  it  not  just  one  statute  560.01 1  it  replaced  it  total  of 

three  560.016  and  560.021.  is  also  unconstitutional  according  to  the  VIII  Amendment  of  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 


Each  one  of  these  Missouri  Statutes  should  be  removed  deemed  unconstitutional  as  stated  in  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  Amendment  I,  Amendment  TV,  Amendment  V,  Amendment  VII,  Amendment  VIII, 
Amendment  XIV,  and  Missouri  Constitution  Article  I  BILL  OF  RIGHTS  Section  1 ,  Section  2,  Section  8. 
Section  9,  Section  10.,  null  and  void  and  taken  out  of  the  Missouri  statute  chapters  there  in. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  7, 20 1 7 


•'  i  -'if-  Ai.  Ii  'jITuFi'F 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


AUG  0  7  & 


U 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charnita  Walker  regarding  a  proposed  statutory'  amendment  to 

Chapter  558  (2018-263) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Charnita  Walker  on  August  7, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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C  ounty _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 I.RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  ol  St.  Louis). 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  ol  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  ol  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  ol  St. 

Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  alter  my  name. 

(OFFICAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 

RECEIVED 

AUG  0  7  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number,  Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist 

Name 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ , „ _ County  . 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GULITY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid  list  the 

payer _ 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 
.  A.D. _ 


Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary: 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  558.0 1 9,  RSMO,  subsection  3  would  be  repealed.  In  lieu  of  it  a  new  subsection  relating  to  prison 
commitment  terms  for  first-time  dangerous  felony  offenders  and  offenders  with  multiple  convictions  of  dangerous 
felonies.  The  new  section:  558.019.3  will  read  as  follows: 

3.  Other  provisions  of  the  law  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  any  offender  who  has  more  than  once  been  found 

guilty  of  a  dangerous  felony  as  defined  in  section  556.061  and  is  committed  to  the  Department  of  Corrections  shall 

be  required  to  serve  a  minimum  prison  term  of  eighty-five  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed  by  the  court  or  until  the 

offender  attains  seventy  years  of  age,  and  has  served  at  least  forty  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed,  whichever 

occurs  first. 

(13  If  the  offender  has  one  previous  prison  commitment  to  the  Department  of  Corrections  for  a  dangerous 

felony  offense,  the  minimum  prison  term  which  the  offender  must  serve  shall  be  fifty  percent  of  their  sentence  or 

until  the  offender  attains  seventy  years  of  age,  and  has  served  at  least  forty  percent  of  the  sentence  imposed. 

whichever  occurs  first.  If  the  offender  has  maintained  the  best  possible  institutional  score  for  the  year  prior  to  their 

scheduled  parole  hearing  date,  then  parole  shall  be  granted.  If  parole  is  denied,  a  hearing  shall  be  scheduled  every 

two  years  until  offender  is  paroled.  The  first-time  conviction  exception  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  to  all 

dangerous  felonies  occurring  on  or  after  August  28,  1994. 
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)ami:s  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
('5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  7,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
JefTerson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  1 56  and  290,  Version  2  (20 1 8-262) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

I!  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  e'"  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

AUG  0  7  2017 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) - -  bemE  f:rSt  duly  SWOrn'  say  (print  or  type  names  of  si§nersj 


- f- 

NAME 

(Si  2  nature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Cilv. Town  cr  Villa  ee) 

Zip 

Covic 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or Tvpcd) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

0. 

- 1 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 

signed  lliis  pace  ol  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  nr  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  ts  a  registered  voter  of  the  s&te  of  Missouri  and _ Counts . 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARF  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
•AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NFL  F.R  BEEN  CONVICT  ED  UF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  IN  VOL  V ING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  IS  years  ot  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  It  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signatuie  T  Aidant*  1  Persm,  oh’.ititip.g  signatures' 


Street  .uldre'*  if  Affiant 


i  Timed  Mmic  of  Affiant 


1  Lty.  State  and  /ip  -le  ,.f  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  .worn  to  before  a  e  : 


•lav  of 


A  D. 


Siytiafiir."  INit.uy 


N'-tnry  Public  Seal,. 


A  I, 


My . -."i 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

To  form  a  new  Chapter  numbered  156.  The  title  of  the  new  chapter  will  be  “Taxation  of  ‘Gross  State  Product”  lo 

prevent  Monopolistic  Practices'. 

156.010  1.  Beginning  on  January  1, 2019,  any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that 

has  a  "Gross  State  Product"  exceeding  10  million  dollars  will  be  levied  a  sum  equal  to  5%  of  their  “Gross  State 

Product".  This  lew  will  be  accessed  on  the  previous  year's  “Gross  State  Product"  and  payments  will  be  made 

quarterly. 

(a)  Any  of  the  businesses  meeting  this  qualification  that  also  controls  more  than  50%  of  the  products  and 

services  sold  or  distributed  or  have  sufficient  control  to  cause  barriers  to  entry  in  commerce  in  the  state  of 

Missouri  will  be  levied  an  additional  sum  of  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product". 

(b)  Any  business  that  exceeds  the  10  million  dollars  “Gross  State  Product"  and  has  vertical  integration  of 

70%  or  more  of  their  product  will  be  levied  an  additional  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product". 

(11,  Vertical  Integration  will  be  calculated  by  the  sum  of  increased  value  or  by  the  amount  of  labor 

involved  or  by  the  investment  of  money  involved  in  the  process,  whichever  is  larger. 

(21.  If  the  investment  is  the  standard  for  calculation  and  the  final  process  is  a  distribution  point,  the 

final  dollar  amount  will  be  the  wholesale  value  at  that  point. 

2.  All  funds  collected  will  go  to  the  state  road  fund. 

3.  Any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  "Gross  State  Product"  exceeding  10 

million  dollars  will  provide  their  employees  the  following  benefits: 

(a)  All  full-time  employees  (those  exceeding  32  hours  weekly)  will  receive  medical  insurance’ 

(b)  All  full-time  employees  (those  exceeding  32  hours  weekly)  will  earn  vacation  time  of  at  least  1  week  the 

first  year,  2  weeks  the  second  year,  and  3  weeks  after  5  years.  One  week  of  sick  leave  will  be  granted  each 

year  which  will  accumulate  if  unused.  If  5  weeks  have  been  accumulated,  this  amount  will  be  placed  in  a 

separate  trust  fund  from  the  business  and  be  available  for  future  illness  and/or  available  to  the  employee  at 

retirement  or  age  of  60. 

(c)  All  employees  will  have  choice  of  positions  that  they  are  qualified  for  on  a  seniority  basis.  Transfers  will 

be  allowed  for  bid  at  least  once  per  year. 

(d)  All  employees  will  have  a  weekly  posted  schedule.  Ten  percent  of  the  work  force  may  be  on  an  on-call 

basis.  The  on-call  position  will  be  a  bid  position  available  by  seniority. 

4.  290.502 

1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 2007, 
every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate  or  rates 
set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in 
interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 , 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of  each 
successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage  increase 
or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  .of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U  S, 
Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or  decrease  rounded  to 
the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product" 
exceeding  1 0  million  dollars  will  pay  a  minimum  wage  of  $15.00  per  hour  inflation-adjusted  beginning  on  January  1 , 

2019. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  7, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


"'ATE  A' 

n  o  nrm.no 


is  aus  o  7 


Pi 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  1 56  and  290,  Version  1  (2018-261) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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18-261 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  Imows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

• 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"’  d3y  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

AUG  o  7  2017 

secretary  0Fsm 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


.  .... 

NAME 

(Sisnature  l 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr.  .  NAME 

Dist.  (Printed  orTvped) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

— 

7. 

8. 

_ 

9. 

10. 

i 

1 

address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  srate  uf  Missouri  and 


cr  name,  registered  voting 
.  Counts. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  T  RUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NE\  ER  BEEN  CONVICT  ED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  IN\  OLV ING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  leas;  18  years  ol  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  It  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant <  Por*»M,  oh’.iiiur.g  signatures 


Street  uldre's  >f  Affiant 


Printed  N.urc  of  Affiant 


•  "tty.  State  and  /ip  < ,*.Me  ,.f  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  >wom  to  before  me  .«nv  of 


A.D. 


Si  v::ntur«*  I  Si  lain, 


No'.lTY  P ubhc  Seal) 


VUifCvN 


M> 
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“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:" 

To  form  a  new  Chapter  numbered  156.  The  title  of  the  new  chapter  will  be  “Taxation  of  ‘Gross  State  Product" 

to  prevent  Monopolistic  Practices’. 

1 56.01 0  1 .  Beginning  on  January  1 .  201 9.  any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of 

Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product"  exceeding  10  million  dollars  will  be  levied  a  sum  equal  to  5% 

of  their  “Gross  State  Product".  This  levy  will  be  accessed  on  the  previous  year's  “Gross  State  Product" 

and  payments  will  be  made  quarterly. 

(al  Any  of  the  businesses  meeting  this  qualification  that  also  controls  more  than  50%  of  the  products 

and  services  sold  or  distributed  or  have  sufficient  control  to  cause  barriers  to  entry  in  commerce  in  the 

state  of  Missouri  will  be  levied  an  additional  sum  of  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product". 

(bl  Any  business  that  exceeds  the  10  million  dollars  “Gross  State  Product"  and  has  vertical 

integration  of  70%  or  more  of  their  product  will  be  levied  an  additional  5%  of  their  “Gross  State 

Product". 

(11,  Vertical  Integration  will  be  calculated  by  the  sum  of  increased  value  or  by  the  amount  of 

labor  involved  or  by  the  investment  of  money  involved  in  the  process,  whichever  is  larger. 

(21.  If  the  investment  is  the  standard  for  calculation  and  the  final  process  is  a  distribution  point. 

the  final  dollar  amount  will  be  the  wholesale  value  at  that  point. 

2.  All  funds  collected  will  go  to  the  state  road  fund. 

3.  Any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product" 

exceeding  10  million  dollars  will  provide  their  employees  the  following  benefits: 

(al  All  full-time  employees  (those  exceeding  32  hours  weeklvl  will  receive  medical  insurance' 

(bl  All  full-time  employees  (those  exceeding  32  hours  weekly)  will  earn  vacation  time  of  at  least  1  week 

the  first  year,  2  weeks  the  second  year,  and  3  weeks  after  5  years.  One  week  of  sick  leave  will  be 

granted  each  year  which  will  accumulate  if  unused.  If  5  weeks  have  been  accumulated,  this  amount 

will  be  placed  in  a  separate  trust  fund  from  the  business  and  be  available  for  future  illness  and/or 

available  to  the  employee  at  retirement  or  age  of  60. 

(cl  All  employees  will  have  choice  of  positions  that  they  are  Qualified  for  on  a  seniority  basis.  Transfers 

will  be  allowed  for  bid  at  least  once  per  year. 

(dl  All  employees  will  have  a  weekly  posted  schedule.  Ten  percent  of  the  work  force  may  be  on  an  on- 

call  basis.  The  ‘on-call  position  will  be  a  bid  position  available  by  seniority. 

±  290.502 

1  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6  50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same 
rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of 
successive  years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each 
September  30  of  each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living 
by  the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately 
preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or 
successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  or  decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3  Any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product" 

exceeding  1 0  million  dollars  will  pay  a  minimum  wage  of  $1 5.00  per  hour  inflation-adjusted  beginning  on 

January  1,  2019. 
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(AMESC.  KIRKPATRICK 

State  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  7, 20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

rs\p/annnnn.r; 


1: 


AU3  o  7 


□\^DU  UT3a 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1 56.  Version  2  (2018-260) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jeieerson  City  65101 

administrative  l!,lus  *  business  services  •  Elections  •  purmcatkiks  •  securities*  St  ah:  archives  •  stair  I.iiiiiakv  •  Woo-ner  I.iiihary 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 

to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

4 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6W  day  of  November, 

2013,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

RECEIVED 

AUG  0  7  2017 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _  M°'  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


{Petition  Circulator's  PrintedTHHii) - - - -  bemE  f'rSt  duly  sworn'  say  (print  or  names  of  signers) 


FLRTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  A  (-"FIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  M£  ARE  TRUE  -WO  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  RAVE  NfiV  HR  BEEN  CONV1CI  ED  OF.  FOUND  OULTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE.  1N\ OL\  ING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  leas:  IS  years  ot  aje.  I  do _ do  noi _ lehcck  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  I Fus  petition.  Il  paid,  list  the  payer 


Sipnatujc  >*f  Alfiani  ‘Pcr^'ii  obtaining  M^naiurcs 


Street  •.-Jv!rc“  >t  Affiant 


i ’noted  \.m:c  of  Affiant  i  Vv.  Stale  a-td  /ip  i  Affiant 

Subscribed  2nd  >\Nom  to  before  me  tr;ts  _  tinv  of _ .  A.D 


Si-rrntun*  fNtl.iiT. 


Notary  Public  Seal.* 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

To  form  a  new  Chapter  numbered  156.  The  title  of  the  new  chapter  will  be  “Taxation  of 

‘Gross  State  Product”  to  prevent  Monopolistic  Practices’. 

156.010  1.  Beginning  on  January  1, 2019,  any  non-public  business  that  does 

business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product"  exceeding  10 

million  dollars  will  be  levied  a  sum  equal  to  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product”. 

This  levy  will  be  accessed  on  the  previous  year’s  “Gross  State  Product"  and 

payments  will  be  made  quarterly. 

(a)  Any  of  the  businesses  meeting  this  qualification  that  also  controls  more  than 

50%  of  the  products  and  services  sold  or  distributed  or  have  sufficient  control  to 

cause  barriers  to  entry  in  commerce  in  the  state  of  Missouri  will  be  levied  an  + 


(b)  Any  business  that  exceeds  the  10  million  dollars  “Gross  State  Product"  and 

has  vertical  integration  of  70%  or  more  of  their  product  will  be  levied  an 

additional  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product". 

(1) ,  Vertical  Integration  will  be  calculated  by  the  sum  of  increased  value  or 

by  the  amount  of  labor  involved  or  by  the  investment  of  money  involved  in 

the  process,  whichever  is  larger. 

(2) .  If  the  investment  is  the  standard  for  calculation  and  the  final  process  is 

a  distribution  point,  the  final  dollar  amount  will  be  the  wholesale  value  at 

that  point. 


2.  All  funds  collected  will  go  to  the  state  road  fund. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  75 1-4936 


JohnR.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  7,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


S  l  A 1 fc  AUCiTO.S  3  OFFICE 

jrvn/annnnma 

y<  AUG  0?  2017 

mtsrarnrsB . 


n 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  156,  Version  I  (2018-259) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,n  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

Received 

AUG  0  7  2017 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


jPetitiorrCTrculator's  Printed  Name)  ~ - -  beinE  firSt  du'Y  SWOrn'  Say  (print  or  type  names  of  siSners> 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Citv.Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

g  f? 

a  *4 

NAME 

(Primed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  lit  >  nr  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  vutiiia 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  shite  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICT  ED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  IS  years  ot  age.  1  do _ do  not  _ _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  paver 


Sijjnutute  nf  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  Mtinattires: 


St  reel  :u!dnr>s  >f  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


1  "ity.  Stale  and  /ip  GMc  .»f  Affiant 


Snbrcribcd  and  sworn  to  before  : 


dnv  of 


A.D. 


Si'.madnv .  I  Nt  lai\ 


Nrtary  Public  Seal) 


XJdffNs  nf  V.  !ary 


My  •vmrt'.i  im  i*\r?r  •• 
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“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 

To  form  a  new  Chapter  numbered  156.  The  title  of  the  new  chapter  will  be  “Taxation  of 

‘Gross  State  Product”  to  prevent  Monopolistic  Practices’. 

156.010  1.  Beginning  on  January  1,  2019,  any  non-public  business  that  does 

business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product”  exceeding  10 

million  dollars  will  be  levied  a  sum  equal  to  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product”. 

This  levy  will  be  accessed  on  the  previous  year’s  “Gross  State  Product"  and 

payments  will  be  made  quarterly. 

(a)  Any  of  the  businesses  meeting  this  qualification  that  also  controls  more  than 

50%  of  the  products  and  services  sold  or  distributed  or  have  sufficient  control  to 

cause  barriers  to  entry  in  commerce  in  the  state  of  Missouri  will  be  levied  an  + 


(b)  Any  business  that  exceeds  the  10  million  dollars  “Gross  State  Product”  and 

has  vertical  integration  of  70%  or  more  of  their  product  will  be  levied  an 

additional  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product". 

(1) .  Vertical  Integration  will  be  calculated  by  the  sum  of  increased  value  or 

by  the  amount  of  labor  involved  or  by  the  investment  of  money  involved  in 

the  process,  whichever  is  larger. 

(2) .  If  the  investment  is  the  standard  for  calculation  and  the  final  process  is 

a  distribution  point,  the  final  dollar  amount  will  be  the  wholesale  value  at 

that  point. 

2.  All  funds  collected  will  go  to  the  state  road  fund. 
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Iambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
fS73)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  7, 20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  147,  161,  and  191  (2018-258) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 

to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

4 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6W  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE]  RECEIVED 

AUG  0  7  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Namef 


->  be‘nE  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers  i 


3. 
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NAME 

(Signature) 


DATE 

SIGNED 


REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street) (City. Town  cr  Village) 


Zip 

Code 


Con^r 

Disi. 


NAME 

(Printed  orTvj5cd) 


s,sncd  1,I1S  P^c  01  Ihc  ,orcSoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  Slated  his  or  her  name  remstcred  valine 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correcilv.  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ Counts .  * 

FURTHERMORE,  i  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
■YSD 1  HAT  I  HAVE  NE\  HR  BEEN  CONVICI  fcD  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INN  OI.V  ING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  IS  years  ot  age.  I  do  —  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  II  paid,  list  the  payer 


StanaKUsv  of  Affiant  >  Pef^i,  obtaining  Miniatures; 


v  cct  idc!rc“-  >f  Affiant 


Primed  Name  of  Affiant 


‘  'i*y.  State  arid  Tip  CMc  .«f  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  .worn  to  before 


•lav  of . 


A.D. 


Si- •nailin’  i  N\ !:ir\ 


N’o'.lt.  Public  Seal; 


XJdf.’v, 


My 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  amended  as  follows: 

1 47.0 10  1.  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  begin¬ 
ning  on  or  after  January  1,  1980.  but  before  January  1.  2000.  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to 
or  subject  to  chapter  35 1  or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and 
taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth 
of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding  shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part 
thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose  contained  in  this  section, 
such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual  value  of 
such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  ac¬ 
tual  value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If 
such  corporation  employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then 
such  corporation  shall  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstand¬ 
ing  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state 
exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120.  such  corpo¬ 
ration  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that  proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all  its  property  and  assets  wher¬ 
ever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to  a  certificate 
of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  docs  not  exceed  two  hundred 
thousand  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For 
all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 ,  2000.  but  ending  before  December  3 1 , 2009.  the  an¬ 
nual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose 
outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  mill-ion  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  re¬ 
port  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 . 

2010.  but  before  December  31. 2011,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  per¬ 
cent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 . 201 0.  but  before  December  3 1 . 
2015.  any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall 
state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  be¬ 
ginning  on  or  after  January  1.  201 1.  but  before  December  31.  2015,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability 
under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  3 1 . 201 0.  If  the  corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax 
liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31, 2010.  because  such 
corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual  franchise  tax  for  the  first 
taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the  applicable  rate  of  tax 
provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if 
the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  cor¬ 
poration  for  the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri. 
For  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1.  2012.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the 
percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this  subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  out¬ 
standing  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum 
threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 
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( 1 )  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall 
be  ten  million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars: 

(3)  For  lax  year  2014.  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall 
be  ten  million  dollars; 

(4)  For  tax  year  2015.  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount 
shall  be  ten  million  dollars; 

[(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1. 2016.  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  un¬ 
der  this  section. | 

(5)  For  the  tax  year  2019.  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  mil¬ 

lion  dollars  and  shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of 
Missouri.  The  first  quarterly  payment  will  be  due  on  April  15th  of  2019. 

(6)  Three  Quarters  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the 

school  districts  with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre- 

kinderuarten.  elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  lor 

this  section  will  ao  to  a  dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  as  listed  in  161.020  6..  161.098.  161.213, 

191.803.  167.03  Land  161.650.  Anv  unused  funds  will  be  used  by  the  department  of  education  as 

needed  to  enhance  the  education  of  Missouri  students.  The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  second¬ 

ary  education  will  not  be  replaced  bv  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will 
remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the 

year  2015.  Failure  of  the  letzislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with 

funds  from  the  Fleeted  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  hud  net. 

(7)  One  quarter  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  De¬ 

partment  of  Higher  Education  Buduel.  The  Missouri  buduet  for  the  Department  of  l  liuher  Education 
will  not  be  replaced  hv  this  bill.  The  Department  of  Fliuher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain 

at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year 

2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds 

from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget.  The  initial  revenue  of  S48  million  from  the 

annual  franchise  tax  will  tzo  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown  arts  campus  for  the  University 

of  Missouri  in  Kansas  City.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to  the  budget  of  the 

Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and  ten¬ 

ured  professors. 

All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable 

If  anv  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitu¬ 

tional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and 
the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby 


file  dedicated  fund  for  the  pre-kindergarten,  elementary  and  secondary  will  be  distributed  as 

listed  as  follows: 


Department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  created— superintendents  of  schools  for  deaf 
and  for  blind  students— appointment. 
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161 .020  1.  There  is  hereby  created  a  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  headed  by  a 
state  board  of  education  as  provided  in  Article  IX,  Constitution  of  Missouri,  and  chapter  161  and  oth¬ 
ers.  The  state  board  shall  appoint  a  commissioner  of  education  as  the  chief  administrative  officer  of  the 
department. 

2.  The  department  of  education,  chapter  161  and  others,  is  abolished  and  its  powers,  duties,  personnel 
and  property  are  transferred  as  provided  in  this  act*. 

3.  The  division  of  public  schools  of  the  department  of  education,  chapter  161  and  others,  is  abolished 
and  its  powers,  duties,  personnel  and  property,  with  exceptions  specified  elsewhere  in  this  act*,  are 
transferred  by  type  1  transfer  to  the  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education. 

4.  The  Missouri  School  for  the  Deaf,  chapter  178  and  others,  and  the  Missouri  School  for  the  Blind, 
chapter  1 78  and  others,  are  transferred  to  the  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  by  a 
type  1  transfer.  The  commissioner  of  education  shall  appoint  superintendents  for  these  schools  and 
members  of  the  advisory  boards,  provided  in  chapter  1 78  and  others. 

5.  The  commissioner  of  education  that  is  installed  hv  the  state  department  of  health  and  senior  services 

will  set  up  a  separate  department  to  distribute  the  funds  from  the  franchise  tax  and  shall  appoint  and 

shall  fix  the  powers,  duties,  and  compensation  that  will  be  responsible  for  distribution  of  funds  as  set 

out  in  this  fund  for  distribution  of  revenue  to  pre-kindenzarten.  elementary  and  secondary  educa¬ 

tion.  That  director  will  use  those  funds  to  finance  chanaes  to  Chapter  161.  RSMo  and  Chapter  191. 
RSMo  hv  this  act.  The  director  will  act  as  a  liaison  between  this  fund  and  the  state  appropriated  educa¬ 

tion  expenses  to  prevent  duplication  and  co-ordinate  services.  Balances  lelt  over  will  be  used  to  en¬ 
hance  other  sections  of  Chapter  1 61  as  the  director  sees  a  need. 


6.  The  proceeds  from  the  franchise  tax  shall  be  distributed  in  this  order  of  priority  as  funds  are  availa¬ 

ble: 

( 1 )  161 .098.  2  -for  bonus  pay  to  retain  teachers  in  distressed  areas. 

(2)  161 .21 3.  section  1(1).  (2T  and  (6)  -will  supplement  funds  for  expanding  Pre-K  and  lurnishinu  note¬ 
books.  The  franchise  tax  will  be  only  for  expanding  this  section  and  not  for  budaeted  funds  already 
targeted  to  this  section. 

(3) 1 91 .803  section  1 .  (a)  and  section  5.  added  benefits  for  poverty  areas,  to  be  added  as  time  and  funds 

are  available.  Legislature  will  revisit  on  sunset  date. 

(4)  161.650  section  1,  ( 1 ).  (2).  (3)  may  require  start-up  costs,  but  should  show  a  long-term  savings. 

Available  funds  to  target  startup  costs. 


Retention  and  recruitment  of  teachers,  report  required. 

161 .098  1 .  Beginning  December  15.  1999.  and  annually  by  that  date  in  each  following  year,  the  state 
board  of  education  shall  report  to  the  general  assembly  on  the  retention  and  recruitment  of  teachers  in 
the  state's  schools.  The  report  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  information  on  the  numbers  of  teach¬ 
ers  entering  and  leaving  employment  in  the  public  schools  of  the  state,  analysis  ot  the  issues  altecting 
teacher  recruitment,  including  the  need  for  identifying  African-American  and  other  minority  students, 
including  males,  who  show  potential  or  interest  in  becoming  a  teacher,  recruiting  such  students  as  pro¬ 
spective  teachers,  and  methods  for  providing  financial  aid  to  such  students,  and  suggestions  lor  meeting 
predicted  needs  of  numbers  of  teachers  and  in  areas  of  certification. 

2.  All  school  districts  with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  by  using  proceeds  from  the  franchise  tax  will: 
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(a)  Receive  a  5%  pav  raise  for  teachers  financed  bv  the  proceeds  of  the  franchise  tax.  Current  pay  lev¬ 

els  will  be  maintained  bv  the  district  with  inflation  adjusted  raises. 

(b)  After  3  years  teaching  in  the  same  school  district,  another  5%  will  be  added  to  the  teacher's 

nav.  The  raises  will  he  maintained  bv  the  franchise  tax  in  future  years  as  lone  as  current  pav  levels  for 

each  school  district  are  maintained  adjusted  for  inflation. 

(c)  The  increased  pav  will  be  given  as  a  bonus  at  the  end  of  the  school  year.  This  will  be  effective  the 

first  lull  school  vear  after  implementation  of  the  franchise  tax. 


(L.  1998  S.B.  781  §  161.220) 


High-quality  early  childhood  education  standards  required — rule  making  authority. 

161.213.  1 .  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  shall  develop  standards  for  high- 
quality  early  childhood  education  no  later  than  June  30.  2007.  The  standards  shall  be  applicable  to  all 
public  school  prekindergarten  programs  that  receive  Title  I  or  Missouri  preschool  project  funds. 

( 1 )  All  school  districts  to  provide  Universal  Pre-K  education  for  those  who  will  become  age  4 

bv  the  end  of  the  calendar  year.  Because  of  the  lengthy  preparations,  implementation  of  the 

Pre-K  programs  will  target  completion  of  all  affected  districts  will  be  in  a  four-vear  period 

ending  2023.  Districts  with  the  highest  poverty  level  will  be  implemented  first.  All  chil¬ 

dren  meeting  age  and  residence  will  be  eligible  for  Universal  Pre-K.  When  Pre-K  becomes 
available,  all  eligible  children  will  be  required  to  attend  Pre-K. 

(2)  For  non-public  schools,  each  student  will  receive  at  least  2  Vi  hours  of  instruction.  The  in¬ 

structor  will  be  provided  bv  the  state  and  will  be  travel  from  one  location  to  another  or  hold 
multiple  instructions  at  the  same  location.  This  will  allow  one  teacher  to  attend  2  or  more 

schools  to  utilize  their  lime  for  maximum  efforts.  Computer  and  online  teaching  aids  will 

be  utilized  to  allow  individual  learning.  Notebooks  with  learning  programs  will  be  allowed 

to  be  taken  home. 


2.  Such  standards  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  the  following  principles: 

( 1 )  Access  for  all  children  whose  parents  or  guardians  choose  to  participate; 

(2)  Focus  on  cognitive,  language,  physical,  and  social/emotional  development; 

(3)  Assessment  of  needs  of  children  and  their  families; 

(4)  Highly  qualified  and  properly  certified  teachers;  and 

(5)  Delivery  of  comprehensive  services  supported  by  strong  and  accessible  technical  assistance  and 
professional  development. 

(6)  Will  provide,  beginning  in  the  school  vear  of  2019-2020.  notebooks  or  equivalent  with  learning 

programs  to  all  children  enrolled  in  public  education  in  all  districts  having  a  poverty  rate  of  10%  or 

more.  Every  three  years  the  students  will  receive  a  current  notebook  through  6th  grade.  Discarded  note¬ 

books  will  be  used  for  replacement  of  lost,  stolen  or  dysfunctional  notebooks.  Notebooks  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed  to  those  beginning  in  Pre-K.  This  franchise  tax  will  only  pav  for  notebooks  in  those  districts 
that  have  levels  of  poverty  above  15%. 
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3.  In  developing  such  standards,  the  department  shall  involve  representatives  of  the  business  commu¬ 
nity,  parents  as  teachers,  head  start,  early  childhood  start,  early  childhood  special  education.  Missouri 
pre-school  project,  first  steps.  Title  1  preschools,  school  district  personnel,  private  providers,  and  faith- 
based  providers. 

4.  Unless  otherwise  prohibited  by  federal  law.  public  school  districts  shall  not  be  prohibited  from 
charging  tuition  and  related  charges  for  early  childhood  education  programs.  Children  living  in  pov¬ 
erty  conditions  (one  hundred  emhtv-five  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level)  will  not  be  charged. 

5.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  au¬ 
thority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of 
the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  non- 
severable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review, 
to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional, 
then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28.  2006.  shall  be 
invalid  and  void. 

(L.  2006  H.B.  1511) 


191.803.  Boards  of  education  to  establish  breakfast  program  —  rules  —  waiver,  procedure.  — 

1 .  By  July  1 .  1 993,  the  board  of  education  of  each  school  in  this  state  in  which  thirty-five  percent  or 
more  of  the  students  enrolled  in  the  school  on  October  first  of  the  preceding  school  year  were  eligible 
for  free  or  reduced-price  meals  shall  establish  a  school  breakfast  program. 

(a)  In  school  districts  with  levels  of  poverty  above  15%.  schools  will  provide  student  care  to  be  availa¬ 

ble  for  all  students  from  Pre-K.  through  6th  arade  startinsz  at  6  AM  for  before  school  and  alter  school 
care  until  6  PM.  Breakfast,  lunch  and  an  evenirm  meal  or  snack  will  be  provided  at  no  cost  to  all  stu¬ 

dents  in  these  areas  reuardless  of  income. 

2.  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  may  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  nec¬ 
essary  for  implementation  of  sections  191.800  to  191.815  in  compliance  with  federal  guidelines  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  42  U.S.C.  1773. 

3.  A  school  shall  receive  a  waiver  from  the  requirements  of  this  section  if  the  school  board  of  the 
school  district  by  majority  vote  adopts  a  resolution  requesting  a  waiver. 

4.  A  school  district  requesting  a  waiver  must  file  in  writing  notification  that  it  has  adopted  a  resolution 
which  excuses  the  district  from  the  requirements  of  this  section.  Such  writing  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Missouri  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education.  Such  a  waiver  shall  be  valid  for  a  period 
of  three  years. 

5.  All  school  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  12-month  schooliim  for  Pre-K 

throimh  6th-urade  levels. 

( 1 )  All  schools  from  pre-K  throimh  senior  high  will  have  an  ails  program,  a  music  nromam.  tech¬ 

nical  courses  and  will  have  chess  classes. 

(2)  In  schools  with  more  than  10%  minority  groups,  courses  offered  will  include  Bi-liimual  and 

bi-culturc  classes  and  one  year  of  secondary  level  history  classes  including: 

a,  one  term  (quarter).  Native  American. 
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b.  one  term  (quarter).  Hispanic. 

c.  one  term  (quarter).  European  and  Asian  History. 

d.  one  term  (quarter).  Black  History. 

6  School  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  staff  available  to  allow  after 

school,  weekend  and  vacation  times  so  that  students  6th-arade  levels  and  up  will  have  super¬ 

vised  plav  areas  at  school  areas.  Computer  laB  and  inside  access  will  be  available  for  those  with 
disabilities  and  on  davs  unfit  for  outside  activity. 


Termination  9-01-20 


(Section  1 67.03 1 .  RSMo,  states  that  any  parent,  guardian  or  other  person  having  custody  or  control  of  a 
child  between  the  ages  of  seven  (7)  and  the  compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district,  must  ensure  that 
the  child  is  enrolled  in  and  regularly  attends  public,  private,  parochial,  home  school  or  a  combination  of 
schools  for  the  full  term  of  the  school  year. 

The  term  "compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district"  shall  mean  seventeen  (17)  years  of  age  or  having 
successfully  completed  sixteen  (16)  credits  towards  high  school  graduation  in  all  other  cases  (Amish 
students  ruled  bv  Supreme  Court  to  only  have  8  years  of  classes.  No  part  of  this  amendment  will  be  ap¬ 

plied  to  Amish  school  in  a  manner  which  violates  this  ruliim). 

Children  between  the  ages  of  five  (5)  and  seven  (7)  are  not  required  to  be  enrolled  in  school.  As  Pre-K 
becomes  available,  enrollment  will  be  required  of  all  who  will  be  4  at  the  end  of  the  calendar 

year.  However,  if  they  arc  enrolled  in  a  public  school  their  parent,  guardian  or  custodian  must  ensure 
that  they  regularly  attend.) 

f,  All  schools,  includinu:  Amish,  reliuion  associated,  hoineschoolina  or  other  'for  profit',  will 

meet  the  Missouri  test  regime.  ($160.518.  RSMo)  which  compels  the  State  Board  of  Education 

and  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  to  annually  measure  “bv  urade 

level  a  student's  knowledge  of  academic  subjects. 

2.  Anv  school  that  does  not  prov  ide  students  that  can  pass  the  requirements  of  $1 60.5 1 8.  RSMo 

for  three  consecutive  years  will  not  be  considered  llllintz  the  obligation  of  an  educational 

school.  Hither  the  school  will  shut  down  or  the  state  will  take  over  the  administration  of  the 

school.  The  fail  inti  school  will  not  fulfill  the  obligation  of  being  a  school  that  allows  a  parent 

or  guardian  to  fulfill  the  ‘The  Compulsory  Attendance  Law': 


Department  to  identify  and  adopt  violence  prevention  program,  district  to  administer— state 
board  to  adopt  violence  prevention  program— duties— administered  how— funding. 

161.650. 

1 .  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  shall  identify  and  adopt  an  existing  program 
or  programs  of  educational  instruction  regarding  violence  prevention  to  be  administered  by  public 
school  districts  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section,  and  which  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited 
to.  instructing  students  of  the  negative  consequences,  both  to  the  individual  and  to  society  at  large,  of 
membership  in  or  association  with  criminal  street  gangs  or  participation  in  criminal  street  gang  activity, 
as  those  phrases  are  defined  in  section  578.421.  and  shall  include  related  training  for  school  district  em¬ 
ployees  directly  responsible  for  the  education  of  students  concerning  violence  prevention  and  early 
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identification  of  and  intervention  in  violent  behavior.  I'he  state  board  of  education  shall  adopt  such  pro¬ 
gram  or  programs  by  rule  as  approved  for  use  in  Missouri  public  schools.  The  program  or  programs  of 
instruction  shall  encourage  nonviolent  conflict  resolution  of  problems  facing  youth;  present  alternative 
constructive  activities  for  the  students;  encourage  community  participation  in  program  instruction,  in¬ 
cluding  but  not  limited  to  parents  and  law  enforcement  officials;  and  shall  be  administered  as  appropri¬ 
ate  for  different  grade  levels  and  shall  not  be  offered  for  academic  credit. 

( 1 )  Except  in  extreme  instances  (court  ordered  or  security  threats),  no  police  officer  will  be  on  campus 

with  a  firearm.  Police  officers  performing  community  service  will  be  unarmed.  In  the  case  of  police 

making  an  arrest  on  a  school  campus,  no  handcuffs  or  restraints  will  be  used  unless  there  is  a  danger  to 

others. 


(2)  SRO  (School  Resource  Officers)  will  be  phased  out  in  all  schools.  They  will  be  replaced  by  trained 

counselors  and  staff.  Each  school  will  have  full v  trained  personnel  to  address  anv  issues  that  students 

mav  have.  Rural  areas  with  smaller  school  system  may  share  personnel. 


(3)  To  address  school  suspensions  and  expulsions  and  encourage  high  school  graduation,  the  following 

procedures  will  be  enacted  in  all  schools: 

(a)  School  administrators  will  develop  a  structured  process  to  assess  whether  a  student  who  makes  a 

threat  is  likelv  to  carry  out  that  threat.  Each  school  will  use  "restorative  justice  practices"  instead  of  or 

in  addition  to  suspensions  or  expulsions.  If  a  threat  is  deemed  unlikely,  the  student  will  be  counseled 

and/or  disciplined,  but  not  suspended. 

(b)  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  Positive  Behavioral  Support  (PBS).  If  surplus  monies  arc 

available,  funds  will  be  allotted  to  the  Missouri  Schoolwidc  Positive  Behavior  Support  (MO  SW- 

PBST 

(c)  Beginning  immediately  as  funds  are  available,  a  target  date  of  three  years  having  all  schools  at  the 

maximum  level  for  MO  SW-PBS  objectives. 


A.  Anv  teacher  recommending  multiple  expulsions  will  receive  “Mv  Teacher  Partner  Program 

(MPT)"  training.  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  behavior  management  skills.  Teach¬ 

ers  with  minority  students  will  receive  culture  training  for  different  ethnic  groups 

IT  No  student  will  be  segregated  for  disciplinary  reasons  without  a  teacher  to  keep  them  cur¬ 

rent  in  their  education. 


2.  All  public-school  districts  within  this  state  with  the  approval  of  the  district's  board  of  education  may 
administer  the  program  or  programs  of  student  instruction  adopted  pursuant  to  subsection  1  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  students  within  the  district  starting  at  the  kindergarten  level  and  every  year  thereafter  through 
the  twelfth-grade  level. 

3.  Any  district  adopting  and  providing  a  program  of  instruction  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  entitled 
to  receive  state  aid  pursuant  to  section  161.031.  If  such  aid  is  determined  by  the  department  to  be  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  implement  any  program  or  programs  adopted  by  a  district  pursuant  to  this  section; 
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( 1 )  The  department  may  fund  the  program  or  programs  adopted  pursuant  to  this  section  or  pursuant  to 
subsection  2  of  section  160.530.  or  both,  after  securing  any  funding  available  from  alternative  sources; 
and 

(2)  School  districts  may  fund  the  program  or  programs  from  funds  received  pursuant  to  subsection  1  of 
section  160.530. 

4.  No  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  become  effective  unless  it  has 
been  promulgated  pursuant  to  chapter  536. 

(L.  1996  H.B.  1301  &  1298  §  3.  A.L.  2000  S.B.  944,  A.L.  2010  H.B.  1543) 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  3,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


,-srr.  -x:,  171  ;  ",  P 

1R  ^  v  zz  L-*’ 

AUG  0  3  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  208,  Version  2  (20 1 8-257) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ _ 

Page  No. _ _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  kmsws  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

• 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  61"  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

RECEIVED 

AUG  03  2017 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name! - -  bei"E  flrst  duly  sworn’ say  lprint  or  ,ype  names  of  !iSners! 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

-  .1 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  l  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICT  hD  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


!  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  paver 


Signature  of  Affiant  f  Person  obtaining  signatures! 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


<  'tty.  State  and  /ip  OMc  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  >wom  to  before  me  :t:is 


dav  of 


.  A.D. 


— _ _ _  Notary  Public  'Seal) 

Signature  .  f  Nt  t.iry 


\diltew  of  N\  srv 


My  irnru*  ion 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Chapter  208,RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section,  to  be  known  as  section  208.207,  to 
read  as  follows: 

1  Beginning  January  1,  2019,  individuals  age  nineteen  to  sixty-four,  who  are  not  otherwise  eligible  for  MO 

HealthNet  services  under  this  chapter,  who  qualify  for  MO  HealthNet  services  under  section  42  U.S.C. 

1 396a(a)(  1 0()(A)(i)(VIII)  and  as  set  forth  in  42  CFR  435.119,  and  who  have  income  at  or  below  one 

hundred  thirty-three  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  plus  five  percent  of  the  applicable  family  size  as 

determined  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(e)(14)  and  as  set  forth  om  42  CFR  435.603,  shall  be  eligible  for 

medical  assistance  under  Mo  HealthNet  and  shall  receive  coverage  for  the  health  benefits  service 

package. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  “health  benefits  service  package"  shall  mean,  subject  to  federal  approval. 

benefits  covered  by  the  MO  HealthNet  program  as  determined  by  the  department  of  social  services  to 

meet  the  benchmark  or  benchmark-eguivalent  coverage  reguirement  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(k)(1) 

3.  The  reimbursement  rate  to  MO  HealthNet  providers  for  MO  HealthNet  services  provided  to  individuals 

Qualifying  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  comparable  to  commercial  reimbursement  payment 

levels  with  trend  adjustment  for  comparable  services.  The  rates  shall  be  determined  annually  by  the 

department  of  social  services,  and  the  department  may  develop  such  rates  through  a  contracted  actuary. 

The  higher  commercial  comparable  rates  shall  only  apply  for  services  provided  to  individuals  Qualifying 

under  this  section. 


4.  (1 )  The  department  of  social  services  shall  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section  if: 

(a)  The  federal  medical  assistance  percentage  established  under  42  U.S.C.  Section  1396d(v)  or 

1369d(z)  is  less  than  ninety  percent  as  specified  for  2020  each  year  thereafter  or  an  amount  determined 

by  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  to  be  necessary  to  maintain  state  budget  solvency,  whichever 

is  lower:  and 

(b)  The  general  assembly  votes  to  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section.  Prior  to  any  vote  under  this  paragraph,  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight 

committee  and  the  department  of  social  services  shall  provide  the  general  assembly  with  information  on 

the  current  and  projected  expenses  incurred  due  to  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of 

this  section  in  relation  to  health-related  savings  and  revenues  and  health  outcomes  of  individuals  and 

families  receiving  benefits  under  subsection  1  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  inform  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section 

that  their  benefits  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated  if  federal  funding  decreases  of  is  eliminate. 

5.  The  MO  HealthNet  oversite  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigate  any  potential  health- 

related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this 

section.  The  committee  shall  investigate  the  federal  matching  rate  below  which  the  state  could  not 

maintain  the  expanded  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  If  the  amount  is 

determined  to  be  greater  than  ninety  percent,  the  committee  shall  report  its  findings  to  the  general 

assembly  for  its  consideration  prior  to  any  vote  under  paragraph  (b)  of  subdivision  Ml  of  subsection  4  of 

this  section.  In  conducting  its  research  and  investigation,  the  committee  shall  also  determine  the 

feasibility  of: 

(1)  Implementing  capped  cost  sharing  for  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  which 

may  be  reduced  based  on  healthy  behaviors  of  participants. 

(2)  Expanding  Medicaid  coverage  for  certain  health  care  services  that  are  currently  financed  by  the 

state:  and 

(3)  Enrolling  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  private  health  benefit  plans. 

6.  All  person  living  one  hundred  eightv-five  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  for  the  applicable  family 

size  will  be  eligible  for  paid  birth  control  methods  to  be  paid  from  Medicaid.  Birth  control  and  family 

planning  covered  by  this  bill  which  will  begin  on  January  1 ,  2019.  There  will  be  no  cost  for  family  planning 

services,  including  office  visits  and  drugs/devices  to  the  patient.  The  patient  will  not  have  to  pay  a  co- 
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payment  for  family  planning  services.  The  patient  can  go  to  any  health  provider  who  offers  family  planning 

services  such  as: 

(a)  Birth  ccntrol  pills.  Patches  (like  the  OrthoEvra  Patch).  Vaginal  rings  (like  the  NuvaRing),  Injections 

(like  the  Depo  shot).  Implants  (like  Implanon).  Intrauterine  devices  (lUDs  -  like  Mirena  or  Paraqard), 

Emergency  birth  control  (“the  morning-after  pill”).  Diaphragms,  Condoms.  Surgical  sterilization  for 

clients  21  years  old  and  older  (like  vasectomies  or  tubal  ligation's,  including  the  Essure  procedure)  or 

any  future  approved  medical  procedures  will  be  included  at  the  patient's  choice. 

(b)  An  ob/gyn  or  gynecologist,  a  certified  nurse-midwife,  a  nurse  practitioner  or  other  advanced 

practice  nurse,  a  family  planning  clinic,  your  regular  doctor  or  primary  care  provider  or  Planned 

Parenthood  unit  that  accepts  Medicaid. 

Birth  control  and  family  planning  will  be  available  to  eligible  MO  women  and  male  residents  13  years  of 

age  and  over  with  proof  of  age  and  residence.  Those  seeking  birth  control  and  family  planning  will  not 

need  permission  from  family,  spouses  or  guardians.  Confidentially  will  be  ensured  at  all  levels.  Any 

savings  to  the  state  from  Medicaid  expansion  that  is  not  used  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  go 

toward  the  reduction  of  the  levy  on  hospitals  that  this  bill  mandates 

7.  If  at  any  time  funding  for  Planned  Parenthood  by  the  federal  government  is  discontinued  or  if  it  has 

already  been  discontinued  at  the  passage  of  this  amendment,  the  hospital  levy  will  be  increased  enough 

to  replace  the  federal  funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  to  a  level  at  least  egual  to  that  of  201 5  adjusted  for 

inflation.  The  state  of  MO  will  fund  Planned  Parenthood  at  a  level  at  least  egual  to  2015  adjusted  for 

inflation  beginning  on  Jan  1,  2019,  and  if  by  the  time  this  measure  is  accepted,  the  state  of  MO  has 

stopped  funding  Planned  Parenthood,  the  state  will  begin  funding  Planned  Parenthood  again  at  a  level 

egual  to  2015  inflation-adjusted. 

8.  The  cost  to  the  state  for  expanding  medical  coverage  will  be  borne  by  the  hospitals  in  the  state  of 

Missouri  as  follows: 

(a)  All  hospitals  in  MO  will  be  accessed  a  fee  to  pay  for  the  expense  of  this  expansion.  The  first 

year  will  be  an  estimate  by  the  ‘department  of  health  and  senior  services’  Assessment  will  be 

made  based  on  the  most  recent  records  of  ‘department  of  health  and  senior  services'  for  a  full  year 

and  adjustments  for  new  assessments  will  begin  on  the  first  of  April  of  each  following  year  Each 

hospital  will  pay  a  share  egual  to  the  percentage  of  patient  admittance  of  each  hospital  of  the  total 

MO  visits.  Each  admittance  will  count  separately  even  though  it  is  a  re-admittance.  Hospitals  will 

begin  monthly  payments  on  Jan  1,  2019.  Hospitals  will  make  monthly  payments  to  the  state  of  MO 

into  a  fund  that  will  only  be  used  for  the  full  Federal  Medicaid  Expansion.  Planned  Parenthood  and 

birth  control  for  residents  of  Missouri. 

(b)  Missouri  will  make  immediate  application  and  if  fees  for  implementation  have  not  occurred 

from  the  hospitals  on  implementation,  the  state  will  borrow  from  reserve  funds  to  expedite 

enrollment.  These  funds  will  be  paid  back  upon  receipt  of  funds  beginning  on  Feb  15.  2019. 

9.  The  ‘MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigation  for  any  potential 

heath  related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  Medicaid  eligibility  and  for  birth  control 

resulting  in  fewer  births  and  associated  costs  as  well  as  savings  from  continuing  Planned  Parenthood' 

Any  savings  will  go  to  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  hospital  levy.  Any  additional  savings  will  go  to  the 

mental  health  budget.  The  'health  and  senior  services’  budget  in  future  years  will  remain  at  least  at  the 

same  percent  of  total  MO  budget  as  in  2015  with  the  excess  not  needed  going  to  the  mental  health 

budget  with  priorities  for  communities  with  the  highest  percent  of  poverty. 

10.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are 

severable  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid*  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain 

valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


August  3,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


SVED 


AUG  0  3  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  208,  Version  1  (2018-256) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16. 175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street*  Jefferson  City 65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6!n  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

03  2017 

WO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


iketition  Circulator's  Printed  Namel - ; - -  bein8  first  dolv  sw0,n- say  (»rint  or  'VP*  names  °<  *"«") 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City. Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  orTvped) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

i 

J 

s|gneil  ihis  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  sltite  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  .ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  IS  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  cf  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  mi* natures*. 


Street  nildrr's  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


<  'it y.  State  and  /ip  >!c  .if  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  mb 


•lav  of 


.  A.D. 


Sivnntwv  »*f  Nt  tnry 


Nct:*jy  Public  ’Seal) 


Address  nf  Wtary 


My  •••vfi  litt  : 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Chapter  208.RSMO,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section,  to  be  known  as  section  208.207,  to 
read  as  follows: 

1.  Beginning  January  1,  2019,  individuals  age  nineteen  to  sixty-four,  who  are  not  otherwise  eligible  for  MO 

HealthNet  services  under  this  chapter,  who  qualify  for  MO  HealthNet  services  under  section  42  U.S.C. 

1396a(a)(100(A)(iHVIII)  and  as  set  forth  in  42  CFR  435.119.  and  who  have  income  at  or  below  one 

hundred  thirty-three  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  plus  five  percent  of  the  applicable  family  size  as 

determined  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(e)(14)  and  as  set  forth  om  42  CFR  435.603,  shall  be  eligible  for 

medical  assistance  under  Mo  HealthNet  and  shall  receive  coverage  for  the  health  benefits  service 

package. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  “health  benefits  service  package"  shall  mean,  subject  to  federal  approval, 

benefits  covered  by  the  MO  HealthNet  program  as  determined  by  the  department  of  social  services  to 

meet  the  benchmark  or  benchmark-eguivalent  coverage  reguirement  under  42  U.S.C.  1 396a(k)(  1 ). 

3  The  reimbursement  rate  to  MO  HealthNet  providers  for  MO  HealthNet  services  provided  to  individuals 

Qualifying  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  comparable  to  commercial  reimbursement  payment 

levels  with  trend  adjustment  for  comparable  services.  The  rates  shall  be  determined  annually  by  the 

department  of  social  services,  and  the  department  may  develop  such  rates  through  a  contracted  actuary. 

The  higher  commercial  comparable  rates  shall  only  apply  for  services  provided  to  individuals  Qualifying 

under  this  section. 


4.  (1)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section  if: 

(a)  The  federal  medical  assistance  percentage  established  under  42  U.S.C.  Section  1396d(v)  or 

1369d(z)  is  less  than  ninety  percent  as  specified  for  2020  each  year  thereafter  or  an  amount  determined 

by  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  to  be  necessary  to  maintain  state  budget  solvency,  whichever 

is  lower:  and 

(b)  The  general  assembly  votes  to  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section.  Prior  to  any  vote  under  this  paragraph,  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight 

committee  and  the  department  of  social  services  shall  provide  the  general  assembly  with  information  on 

the  current  and  projected  expenses  incurred  due  to  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of 

this  section  in  relation  to  health-related  savings  and  revenues  and  health  outcomes  of  individuals  and 

families  receiving  benefits  under  subsection  1  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  inform  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section 

that  their  benefits  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated  if  federal  funding  decreases  of  is  eliminate. 

5.  The  MO  HealthNet  oversite  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigate  any  potential  health- 

related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this 

section.  The  committee  shall  investigate  the  federal  matching  rate  below  which  the  state  could  not 

maintain  the  expanded  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  If  the  amount  is 

determined  to  be  greater  than  ninety  percent,  the  comrfiittee  shall  report  its  findings  to  the  general 

assembly  for  its  consideration  prior  to  any  vote  under  paragraph  (b)  of  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  4  of 

this  section.  In  conducting  its  research  and  investigation,  the  committee  shall  also  determine  the 

feasibility  of: 

( 1 )  Implementing  capped  cost  sharing  for  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  which 

may  be  reduced  based  on  healthy  behaviors  of  participants. 

(2)  Expanding  Medicaid  coverage  for  certain  health  care  services  that  are  currently  financed  by  the 

state:  and 

(3)  Enrolling  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  private  health  benefit  plans. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


August  3,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


HKCsiilVaiO 

AUG  0  3  2C17 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  147,  161,  and  191  (2018-255) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6!"  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

{or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 

- - - - - 


jPetjtjori' Circulator's  Printed  NamiT - -  bei"E  f'fSt  du'Y  SWOm'  Say  (print  or  type  names  of  siSners> 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City. Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

... 

signed  this  page  ul  the  foregoing  pciilion.  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  (hereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  tha!  each  has  slated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  !  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Sinnatuic  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures: 


I ’rimed  Name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  »\\om  to  before  me  tins  __  dnv  of 


Si  :::mti«re  cf  Ni  lary 


Address  nf  \f.  !irv 


Street  .‘ddre'S  of  Affiant 

{ 'tty.  Stale  arid  Tip  t‘  >ic  »if  Affiant 

_ A.D. _ . 

Notary  Public  'Seal* 

My  eomrrti  ion  ertvre*.: 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  will  he  amended  as  follows: 


147.01 0  1 .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  begin¬ 
ning  on  or  after  January  1,  1980.  but  before  January  1,  2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to 
or  subject  to  chapter  351  or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and 
taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth 
of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding  shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part 
thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose  contained  in  this  section, 
such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual  value  of 
such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  ac¬ 
tual  value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If 
such  corporation  employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then 
such  corporation  shall  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstand¬ 
ing  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state 
exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120.  such  corpo¬ 
ration  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that  proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all  its  property  and  assets  wher¬ 
ever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to  a  certificate 
of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not.  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred 
thousand  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For 
all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 . 2000.  but  ending  before  December  3 1 , 2009.  the  an¬ 
nual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose 
outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  re¬ 
port  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 

2010.  but  before  December  31.  201 1,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  per¬ 
cent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 . 2010.  but  before  December  3 1 , 
2015,  any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall 
state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  be¬ 
ginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 201 1 .  but  before  December  31. 2015.  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability 
under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31, 2010.  If  the  corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax 
liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31. 2010,  because  such 
corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual  franchise  tax  for  the  first 
taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the  applicable  rate  of  tax 
provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if 
the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  cor¬ 
poration  for  the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri. 
For  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 2012.  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the 
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percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this  subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  out¬ 
standing  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum 
threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

( 1 )  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall 
be  ten  million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014.  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall 
be  ten  million  dollars; 

(4)  For  tax  year  2015.  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount 
shall  be  ten  million  dollars; 

[(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  20 f  6,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  un¬ 
der  this  section.) 

(5)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  mil¬ 

lion  dollars  and  shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of 
Missouri.  The  first  Quarterly  payment  will  be  due  on  April  1 5lh  of  2019. 

(6)  Three  quarters  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the 

school  districts  with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  includiim  pre- 

kinderuarten,  elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for 

this  section  will  uo  to  a  dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  as  listed  in  161.020  6..  161.098.  161.213, 

191,803.  167.031.  and  161.650.  Anv  unused  funds  will  be  used  bv  the  department  of  education  as 
needed  to  enhance  the  education  of  Missouri  students.  The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  second¬ 

ary  education  will  not  be  replaced  bv  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will 
remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the 

year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obliuation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with 

funds  from  the  FJectcd  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  buduet. 


(7)  One  quarter  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  De¬ 

partment  of  Umber  Education  Buduet.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Hiuher  Education 
will  not  be  replaced  bv  this  bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain 

at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year 

2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds 

from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget.  The  initial  revenue  of  $48  million  from  the 

annual  franchise  tax  will  uo  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown  arts  campus  for  the  University 

of  Missouri  in  Kansas  City.  The  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to  the  budget  of  the 

Department  of  Hiuher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasiim  full  time  and  ten¬ 
ured  professors. 
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All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  arc  severable 

If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitu¬ 

tional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and 
the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby 


The  dedicated  fund  for  the  pre-kindergarten,  elementary  and  secondary  will  be  distributed  as 

listed  as  follows: 


Department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  created— superintendents  of  schools  for  deaf 
and  for  blind  students— appointment. 

161 .020  1 .  There  is  hereby  created  a  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  headed  by  a 
state  board  of  education  as  provided  in  Article  IX.  Constitution  of  Missouri,  and  chapter  161  and  oth¬ 
ers.  The  state  board  shall  appoint  a  commissioner  of  education  as  the  chief  administrative  officer  of  the 
department. 

2.  The  department  of  education,  chapter  161  and  others,  is  abolished  and  its  powers,  duties,  personnel 
and  property  arc  transferred  as  provided  in  this  act*. 

3.  The  division  of  public  schools  of  the  department  of  education,  chapter  161  and  others,  is  abolished 
and  its  powers,  duties,  personnel  and  property,  with  exceptions  specified  elsewhere  in  this  act*,  are 
transferred  by  type  I  transfer  to  the  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education. 

4.  The  Missouri  School  for  the  Deaf,  chapter  178  and  others,  and  the  Missouri  School  for  the  Blind, 
chapter  178  and  others,  are  transferred  to  the  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  by  a 
type  I  transfer.  The  commissioner  of  education  shall  appoint  superintendents  for  these  schools  and 
members  of  the  advisory  boards,  provided  in  chapter  178  and  others. 

5.  The  commissioner  of  education  that  is  installed  bv  the  state  department  of  health  and  senior  services 

will  set  up  a  separate  department  to  distribute  the  funds  from  the  franchise  tax  and  shall  appoint  and 

shall  fix  the  powers,  duties,  and  compensation  that  will  be  responsible  for  distribution  of  funds  as  set 

out  in  this  fund  for  distribution  of  revenue  to  pre-kinderaarten.  elementary  and  secondary  educa¬ 

tion.  That  director  will  use  those  funds  to  finance  changes  to  Chapter  161.  RSMo  and  Chapter  191. 
RSMo  bv  this  act.  The  director  will  act  as  a  liaison  between  this  fund  and  the  state  appropriated  educa¬ 

tion  expenses  to  prevent  duplication  and  co-ordinate  services.  Balances  left  over  will  be  used  to  en¬ 
hance  other  sections  of  Chanter  161  as  the  director  sees  a  need. 


6.  The  proceeds  from  the  franchise  tax  shall  be  distributed  in  this  order  of  priority  as  funds  are  availa¬ 

ble: 

( 1 )  161 .098.  2  -for  bonus  pav  to  retain  teachers  in  distressed  areas. 
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(2)  161 .213.  section  1(1).  (2).  and  (6)  -will  supplement  funds  for  expanding  Pre-K.  and  furnishing  note¬ 

books.  The  franchise  tax  will  be  onlv  for  expanding  this  section  and  not  for  budgeted  funds  already 
targeted  to  this  section. 

(3)  191.803  section  1.  (a)  and  section  5.  added  benefits  for  poverty  areas,  to  be  added  as  time  and  funds 

are  available.  Legislature  will  revisit  on  sunset  date. 

(4)  161.650  section  1.(1).  (2).  (3)  mav  require  start-up  costs,  but  should  show  a  long-term  savings. 

Available  funds  to  target  startup  costs. 


Retention  and  recruitment  of  teachers,  report  required. 

161 .098  1 .  Beginning  December  15.  1999.  and  annually  by  that  date  in  each  following  year,  the  state 
board  of  education  shall  report  to  the  general  assembly  on  the  retention  and  recruitment  of  teachers  in 
the  state's  schools.  The  report  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  information  on  the  numbers  of  teach¬ 
ers  entering  and  leaving  employment  in  the  public  schools  of  the  state,  analysis  of  the  issues  affecting 
teacher  recruitment,  including  the  need  for  identifying  African-American  and  other  minority  students, 
including  males,  who  show  potential  or  interest  in  becoming  a  teacher,  recruiting  such  students  as  pro¬ 
spective  teachers,  and  methods  for  providing  financial  aid  to  such  students,  and  suggestions  for  meeting 
predicted  needs  of  numbers  of  teachers  and  in  areas  of  certification. 

2.  All  school  districts  with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  bv  using  proceeds  from  the  franchise  tax  will: 

(a)  Receive  a  5%  pav  raise  for  teachers  financed  hv  the  proceeds  of  the  franchise  tax.  Current  pav  lev¬ 

els  will  be  maintained  hv  the  district  with  inflation  adjusted  raises. 

(b)  After  3  years  teaching  in  the  same  school  district,  another  5%  will  be  added  to  the  teacher's 

pav.  The  raises  will  be  maintained  bv  the  franchise  tax  in  future  years  as  long  as  current  nay  levels  for 

each  school  district  are  maintained  adjusted  for  inflation. 

(c)  The  increased  pav  will  be  given  as  a  bonus  at  the  end  of  the  school  year.  This  will  he  effective  the 

first  full  school  vear  after  implementation  of  the  franchise  tax. 


(L.  1998  S.B.  781  §  161.220) 


High-quality  early  childhood  education  standards  required — rule  making  authority  . 

161 .213.  1 .  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  shall  develop  standards  for  high- 
quality  early  childhood  education  no  later  than  June  30.  2007.  The  standards  shall  be  applicable  to  all 
public  school  prekindergarten  programs  that  receive  Title  I  or  Missouri  pre  school  project  funds. 
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1 .  All  school  districts  to  provide  Universal  Pre-K  education  for  those  who  will  become  age  4  bv 

the  end  of  the  calendar  year.  Because  of  the  lengthy  preparations,  implementation  of  the  Pre-K 

programs  will  target  completion  of  all  affected  districts  will  be  in  a  four-vear  period  ending 

2023.  Districts  with  the  highest  poverty  level  will  be  implemented  first.  All  children  meeting 

age  and  residence  will  be  eligible  for  Universal  Pre-K.  When  Pre-K  becomes  available,  all  eli¬ 

gible  children  will  be  required  to  attend  Pre-K. 


1 .  For  non-public  schools,  each  student  will  receive  at  least  2  14  hours  of  instruction.  The  instruc¬ 

tor  will  be  provided  bv  the  state  and  will  be  travel  from  one  location  to  another  or  hold  multiple 
instructions  at  the  same  location.  This  will  allow  one  teacher  to  attend  2  or  more  schools  to  uti¬ 

lize  their  time  for  maximum  efforts.  Computer  and  online  teaching  aids  will  be  utilized  to  al¬ 
low  individual  learning.  Notebooks  with  learning  programs  will  be  allowed  to  be  taken  home. 


2.  Such  standards  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  the  following  principles: 

( 1 )  Access  for  all  children  whose  parents  or  guardians  choose  to  participate; 

(2)  Focus  on  cognitive,  language,  physical,  and  social/emotional  development; 

(3)  Assessment  of  needs  of  children  and  their  families; 

(4)  Highly  qualified  and  properly  certified  teachers;  and 

(5)  Delivery  of  comprehensive  sendees  supported  by  strong  and  accessible  technical  assistance  and 
professional  development. 

(6)  Will  provide,  beginning  in  the  school  year  of  2019-2020.  notebooks  or  equivalent  with  learning 

programs  to  all  children  enrolled  in  public  education  in  all  districts  having  a  poverty  rate  of  10%  or 

more.  Every  three  years  the  students  will  receive  a  current  notebook  through  6lh  grade.  Discarded  note¬ 

books  will  be  used  for  replacement  of  lost,  stolen  or  dysfunctional  notebooks.  Notebooks  will  be  dis¬ 
tributed  to  those  beginning  in  Pre-K.  This  franchise  tax  will  only  pay  for  notebooks  in  those  districts 
that  have  levels  of  poverty  above  15%. 


3.  In  developing  such  standards,  the  department  shall  involve  representatives  of  the  business  commu¬ 
nity,  parents  as  teachers,  head  start,  early  childhood  start,  early  childhood  special  education.  Missouri 
pre  school  project,  first  steps.  Title  I  preschools,  school  district  personnel,  private  providers,  and  faith- 
based  providers. 

4.  Unless  otherwise  prohibited  by  federal  law.  public  school  districts  shall  not  be  prohibited  from 
charging  tuition  and  related  charges  for  early  childhood  education  programs.  Children  living  in  pov¬ 
erty  conditions  (one  hundred  eightv-five  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level)  will  not  be  charged. 
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5.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  au¬ 
thority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of 
the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and.  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  non- 
scverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review, 
to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional, 
then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28.  2006.  shall  be 
invalid  and  void. 

(L. 2006  H.B.  1511) 


191.803.  Boards  of  education  to  establish  breakfast  program  —  rules  —  waiver,  procedure.  — 

1.  By  July  I,  1993.  the  board  of  education  of  each  school  in  this  state  in  which  thirty-five  percent  or 
more  of  the  students  enrolled  in  the  school  on  October  first  of  the  preceding  school  year  were  eligible 
for  free  or  reduced-price  meals  shall  establish  a  school  breakfast  program. 

(a)  In  school  districts  with  levels  of  poverty  above  15%.  schools  will  provide  student  care  to  be  availa¬ 

ble  for  all  students  from  Pre-K  through  6th  grade  starting  at  6  AM  for  before  school  and  after  school 
care  until  6  PM.  Breakfast,  lunch  and  an  evening  meal  or  snack  will  be  provided  at  no  cost  to  all  stu¬ 

dents  in  these  areas  regardless  of  income. 


2.  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  may  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  nec¬ 
essary  for  implementation  of  sections  191.800  to  191.815  in  compliance  with  federal  guidelines  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  provisions  of  42  U.S.C.  1 773. 

3.  A  school  shall  receive  a  waiver  from  the  requirements  of  this  section  if  the  school  board  of  the 
school  district  by  majority  vote  adopts  a  resolution  requesting  a  waiver. 

4.  A  school  district  requesting  a  waiver  must  file  in  writing  notification  that  it  has  adopted  a  resolution 
which  excuses  the  district  from  the  requirements  of  this  section.  Such  writing  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Missouri  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education.  Such  a  waiver  shall  be  valid  for  a  period 
of  three  years. 

5.  All  school  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  12-month  schooling  for  Pre-K 

throuah  6th-grade  levels. 

1.  All  schools  from  pre-K  throuah  senior  high  will  have  an  arts  program,  a  music  program.  tech¬ 

nical  courses  and  will  have  chess  classes. 

2.  In  schools  with  more  than  10%  minority  groups,  courses  offered  will  include  Bi-lingual  and  bi¬ 

culture  classes  and  one  year  of  secondary  level  history  classes  including: 

1 .  one  term.  Native  American. 

2.  one  term.  Hispanic. 

3.  one  term  European  and  Asian  History 

4.  one  term  Black  History. 


6 


18-255 


] .  School  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  1 5%  or  more  will  have  staff  available  to  allow  after 

school,  weekend  and  vacation  times  so  that  students  6th-urade  levels  and  up  will  have  super¬ 

vised  r>lav  areas  at  school  areas.  Computer  lab  and  inside  access  will  be  available  for  those  with 
disabilities  and  on  days  unfit  for  outside  activity. 


Termination  9-01-20 


(Section  167.031.  RSMo,  states  that  any  parent,  guardian  or  other  person  having  custody  or  control  of  a 
child  between  the  ages  of  seven  (7)  and  the  compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district,  must  ensure  that 
the  child  is  enrolled  in  and  regularly  attends  public,  private,  parochial,  home  school  or  a  combination  of 
schools  for  the  full  term  of  the  school  year. 

The  term  "compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district"  shall  mean  seventeen  (17)  years  of  age  or  having 
successfully  completed  sixteen  (16)  credits  towards  high  school  graduation  in  all  other  cases  (Amish 
students  ruled  bv  Supreme  Court  to  only  have  8  years  of  classes). 

Children  between  the  ages  of  five  (5)  and  seven  (7)  are  not  required  to  be  enrolled  in  school.  As  Pre-K 
becomes  available,  enrollment  will  he  required  of  all  who  will  be  4  at  the  end  of  the  calendar 

year.  However,  if  they  arc  enrolled  in  a  public  school  their  parent,  guardian  or  custodian  must  ensure 
that  they  regularly  attend.) 

1 .  All  schools,  includiim:  Amish,  reliuion  associated,  homeschooling  or  other  'for  profit',  will 

meet  the  Missouri  test  reuime.  ($160.518.  RSMo)  which  compels  the  State  Board  of  Education 

and  the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  to  annually  measure  "bv  urade 

level  a  student's  knowledge  of  academic  subjects. 

2.  Anv  school  that  does  not  provide  students  thaUcan  pass  the  requirements  of  ^160.518.  RSMo 

for  three  consecutive  years  will  not  be  considered  Fillimz  the  obligation  of  an  educational 

school.  Hither  the  school  will  shut  down  or  the  state  will  take  over  the  administration  of  the 

school.  The  failing  school  will  not  fulfill  the  obligation  of  beinu  a  school  that  allows  a  parent  or 

uuardian  to  fulfill  the  'The  Compulsory  Attendance  Law': 


Department  to  identify  and  adopt  violence  prevention  program,  district  to  administer— state 
board  to  adopt  violence  prevention  program— duties— administered  how— funding. 

161 .650.  1 .  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  shall  identify  and  adopt  an  existing 
program  or  programs  of  educational  instruction  regarding  violence  prevention  to  be  administered  by 
public  school  districts  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section,  and  which  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be 
limited  to.  instructing  students  of  the  negative  consequences,  both  to  the  individual  and  to  society  at 
large,  of  membership  in  or  association  with  criminal  street  gangs  or  participation  in  criminal  street  gang 
activity,  as  those  phrases  are  defined  in  section  578.421.  and  shall  include  related  training  for  school 
district  employees  directly  responsible  for  the  education  of  students  concerning  violence  prevention 
and  early  identification  of  and  intervention  in  violent  behavior.  The  state  board  of  education  shall  adopt 
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such  program  or  programs  by  rule  as  approved  for  use  in  Missouri  public  schools.  The  program  or  pro¬ 
grams  of  instruction  shall  encourage  nonviolent  conflict  resolution  of  problems  facing  youth:  present 
alternative  constructive  activities  for  the  students;  encourage  community  participation  in  program  in¬ 
struction,  including  but  not  limited  to  parents  and  law  enforcement  officials;  and  shall  be  administered 
as  appropriate  for  different  grade  levels  and  shall  not  be  offered  for  academic  credit. 

( 1 )  Except  in  extreme  instances  (court  ordered  or  security  threats),  no  police  officer  will  be  on  campus 

with  a  firearm.  Police  officers  performing  community  service  w  ill  be  unarmed.  In  the  case  of  police 

makine  an  arrest  on  a  school  campus,  no  handcuffs  or  restraints  will  be  used  unless  there  is  a  danger  to 

others. 


(2)  SRO  (School  Resource  Officers)  will  be  phased  out  in  all  schools.  They  will  be  replaced  by  trained 

counselors  and  staff.  Each  school  will  have  fully  trained  personnel  to  address  anv  issues  that  students 

mav  have.  Rural  areas  with  smaller  school  system  may  share  personnel. 


(3)  To  address  school  suspensions  and  expulsions  and  encourage  high  school  graduation,  the  following 

procedures  will  be  enacted  in  all  schools: 

(a)  School  administrators  will  develop  a  structured  process  to  assess  whether  a  student  who  makes  a 

threat  is  likely  to  carry  out  that  threat.  Each  school  will  use  "restorative  justice  practices"  instead  of  or 

in  addition  to  suspensions  or  expulsions.  If  a  threat  is  deemed  unlikely,  the  student  will  be  counseled 

and/or  disciplined,  but  not  suspended. 

(b)  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  Positive  Behavioral  Support  (PBS).  If  surplus  monies  are 

available,  funds  will  be  allotted  to  the  Missouri  Schoolwide  Positive  Behavior  Support  (MO  SW- 

PBS). 

(c)  Beginning  immediately  as  funds  are  available,  a  target  date  of  three  years  having  all  schools  at  the 

maximum  level  for  MO  SW-PBS  objectives. 


1 .  Anv  teacher  recommending  multiple  expulsions  will  receive  “Mv  Teacher  Partner  Program 

(MP1T  training.  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  behavior  management  skills.  Teachers 

with  minority  students  will  receive  culture  training  for  different  ethnic  groups 


1 .  No  student  will  be  segregated  for  disciplinary  reasons  without  a  teacher  to  keen  them  current  in 

their  education. 
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2.  All  public  school  districts  within  this  state  with  the  approval  of  the  district's  board  of  education  may 
administer  the  program  or  programs  of  student  instruction  adopted  pursuant  to  subsection  1  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  students  within  the  district  starting  at  the  kindergarten  level  and  every  year  thereafter  through 
the  twelfth-grade  level. 

3.  Any  district  adopting  and  providing  a  program  of  instruction  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  entitled 
to  receive  state  aid  pursuant  to  section  161 .03 1 .  If  such  aid  is  determined  by  the  department  to  be  insuf¬ 
ficient  to  implement  any  program  or  programs  adopted  by  a  district  pursuant  to  this  section: 

(1 )  The  department  may  fund  the  program  or  programs  adopted  pursuant  to  this  section  or  pursuant  to 
subsection  2  of  section  160.530.  or  both,  after  securing  any  funding  available  from  alternative  sources; 
and 

(2)  School  districts  may  fund  the  program  or  programs  from  funds  received  pursuant  to  subsection  1  of 
section  160.530. 

4.  No  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  become  effective  unless  it  has 
been  promulgated  pursuant  to  chapter  536. 


(L.  1996  I  I. B.  1301  &  1298  §  3.  A.L.  2000  S.B.  944.  A.L.  2010  H.B.  1543) 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


August  3,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


R 


,  9  3  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147(2018-254) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  August  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative:  Rules  •  Business  Services  •  Eeections  •  publications  .  seciiritii s  •  state  archives  •  state  library  •  wolfnkr  Library 


18-254 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri; 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,B  day  of  November. 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  3  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


''  '  03  2017 

MO.  Sf-T'Orr. 

*CR£lAHYoemTe 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  al  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  Il  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signaluic  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  Nsnaiiires;  Street  addros  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  t  *,iy#  State  and  /ip  Civic  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  iwom  to  before  me  this  _ dnv  of _ .  A.D. 


Signature  I  N»  hiry 


Notary  Public  fScal} 


Address  »»f  !arv 


My  i»*n  expires 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


The  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  amended  as  follows: 


147.010  I .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or 
after  January  1 ,  1 980,  but  before  January  1 ,  2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to  chapter  35 1 
or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding 
shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose 
contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual 
value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  excefed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation 
employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an 
annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the 
purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that 
proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all 
its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to 
a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not.  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January'  1, 2000,  but  ending  before  December  3 1 , 2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one- 
thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars 
shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on 
or  after  January'  1 . 20 1 0,  but  before  December  3 1 ,  20 1 1 .  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten 
million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  I,  2010,  but  before  December  3 1, 2015,  any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 20 1 1 .  but 
before  December  3 1, 2015,  a  corporation’s  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31. 2010.  I f  the 
corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  3 1,  2010,  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the 
applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax 
liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for 
the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  prescribed  in  this 
subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  follows: 

(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014.  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 
dollars; 
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(4)  For  tax  year  20 1 5,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieih  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

|(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 2016.  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under  this 
section.  | 

(5)  For  the  tax  year  2019.  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million  dollars  and 

shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  first  quarterly 
payment  will  be  due  on  April  15lh  of2019, 

(6)  Three  quarters  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  school  districts 
with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  of  the  Missouri  public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten.  elementary  and 

secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from  the  franchise  tax  for  this  section  will  go  to  a  dedicated  fund  that 

will  be  distributed  as  listed  in  161.020  6.,  161.098.  161.213.  191,803.  167.031,  and  161.650.  Anv  unused  funds  will 

be  used  by  the  department  of  education  as  needed  to  enhance  the  education  of  Missouri  students.  The  Missouri 

budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary 

education  budgets  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as 

during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with 

funds  front  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

(7)  One  quarter  of  the  revenue  of  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Department  of 

I  ligher  Education  Budget.  The  Missouri  budget  for  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this 

bill.  The  Department  of  Higher  Education  Budget  bv  the  state  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total 

budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  th  is 
obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials.  &  General  Assembly  budget. 

The  initial  revenue  of  S48  million  from  the  annual  franchise  tax  will  go  to  help  finance  construction  of  a  downtown 

arts  campus  for  the  University  of  Missouri  in  Kansas  Citv.  file  revenue  generated  after  this  date  will  be  allotted  to 

the  budget  of  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  to  spend  as  needed  with  an  emphasis  on  increasing  full  time  and 

tenured  professors. 

All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable  If  any  of  the 

provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 

enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall 

not  be  affected  thereby 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573]  751-2301 


July  28.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


JUL  2  8  201? 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  STATE  A1  iD|tOC;c‘ 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Lowell  Pearson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  1 92,  1 95,  263  &  3 1 1  (20 1 8-253 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Lowell  Pearson  on  July  28,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Plawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  hui.es*  business  Services*  elections*  publications*  securities*  state  archives*  state  library  •  Wolfner  library 
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County  _ 
Page 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  not  withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the 
county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law 


shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  genera!  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself 

or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  .AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


RECEIVED 

JUL  2  7  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND 
THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


,  A.D.  20 


S  ignature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal)  My  commission  expires _ 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  People  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 

Section  A.  Sections  192.005,  195.202,  195.211,  195.222,  195.223,263.250.311.610, 

3 1 1 .620,  3 1 1 .630  and  3 1 1 .660  RSMo,  are  amended  and  thirty-three  new  sections  are  enacted  to 
be  known  as  sections  195.018,  195.900,  195.903,  195.906,  195.909,  195.912.  195.915,  195.918. 
195.921,  195.924,  195.927.  195.930.  195.933,  195.936,  195.939,  195.942,  195.945, 
195.948.195.951,  195.954,  195.957,  195.960.  195.961,  195.963,  195.966,  195.969,  195.972, 
195.975,  195.978.  195.981,  195.982,  195.984  and  195.985  to  read  as  follows: 

192.005.  There  is  hereby  created  and  established  as  a  department  of  state  government  the 
"Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Serv  ices”.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall 
supervise  and  manage  all  public  health  functions  and  programs.  The  department  shall  be 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974,  Appendix  B, 
RSMo,  unless  otherwise  provided  in  sections  192.005  to  192.014.  The  division  of  health  of  the 
department  of  social  services,  chapter  191.  this  chapter,  and  others,  including,  but  not  limited  to. 
such  agencies  and  functions  as  the  state  health  planning  and  development  agency,  the  crippled 
children's  service*,  chapter  201.  the  bureau  and  the  program  for  the  prevention  of  developmental 
disability,  the  hospital  subsidy  program,  chapter  189,  the  state  board  of  health,  section  191.400, 
the  student  loan  program,  sections  191.500  to  191.550.  the  family  practice  residency  program, 
the  licensure  and  certification  of  hospitals,  chapter  197,  the  Missouri  chest  hospital,  sections 
199.010  to  199.070**.  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  by  a 
type  I  transfer,  and  the  state  cancer  center  and  cancer  commission,  chapter  200,  is  hereby 
transferred  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  by  a  type  III  transfer  as  such  transfers 
are  defined  in  section  1  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1 974.  Appendix  B.  RSMo 
Supp.  1984.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Omnibus  State  Reorganization  Act  of  1974. 
Appendix  B.  RSMo  Supp.  1984.  relating  to  the  manner  and  procedures  for  transfers  of  state 
agencies  shall  apply  to  the  transfers  provided  in  this  section.  The  division  of  health  of  the 
department  of  social  services  is  abolished.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall 
have  the  duties  and  powers  set  forth  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.018.  The  provisions  of  section  195.017  shall  not  apply  to  any  product  used  as 

authorized  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.202.  1.  Except  as  authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425  and  sections  195.900  to 
195.985,  it  is  unlawful  for  any  person  to  possess  or  have  under  his  control  a  controlled  substance. 

2.  Any  person  who  violates  this  section  with  respect  to  any  controlled  substance  except 
thirty-five  grams  or  less  of  marijuana  or  any  synthetic  cannabinoid  is  guilty  of  a  class  C  felony. 

3.  Any  person  who  violates  this  section  with  respect  to  not  more  than  thirty-five  grams  of 
marijuana  or  any  synthetic  cannabinoid  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

195.21 1.1.  Except  as  authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425  and  sections  195.900  to 
195.985,  and  except  as  provided  in  section  195.222,  it  is  unlawful  for  any  person  to  distribute, 
deliver,  manufacture,  produce  or  attempt  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  a 
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controlled  substance  or  to  possess  with  intent  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture,  or  produce  a 
controlled  substance. 

2.  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  this  section  with  respect  to 
manufacturing  or  production  of  a  controlled  substance  of  any  amount  except  for  five  grams  or 
less  of  marijuana  in  a  residence  where  a  child  resides  or  within  two  thousand  feet  of  the  real 
property  comprising  a  public  or  private  elementary  or  public  or  private  elementary  or  secondary 
school,  public  vocational  school  or  a  public  or  private  community  college,  college  or  university, 
or  any  school  bus  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

3.  Any  person  who  violates  or  attempts  to  violate  this  section  with  respect  to  any 
controlled  substance  except  five  grams  or  less  of  marijuana  is  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony. 

4.  Any  person  who  violates  this  section  with  respect  to  distributing  or  delivering  not  more 
than  five  grams  of  marijuana  is  guilty  of  a  class  C  felony. 

195.222.  1.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except 
as  authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  distributes,  delivers, 
manufactures,  produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than 
thirty  grams  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  heroin.  Violations  of 
this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the 
authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served  without 
probation  or  parole. 

2.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  distributes,  delivers,  manufactures, 
produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than  one  hundred  fifty 
grams  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  coca  leaves,  except  coca 
leaves  and  extracts  of  coca  leaves  from  which  cocaine,  ecgonine,  and  derivatives  of  ecgonine  or 
their  salts  have  been  removed;  cocaine  salts  and  their  optical  and  geometric  isomers,  and  salts  of 
isomers;  ecgonine.  its  derivatives,  their  salts,  isomers,  and  salts  of  isomers;  or  any  compound, 
mixture,  or  preparation  which  contains  any  quantity  of  any  of  the  foregoing  substances. 
Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

( 1 )  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  one  hundred  fifty  grams  but  less  than  four 
hundred  fifty  grams  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a 
class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  four  hundred  fifty  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be 
sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served 
without  probation  or  parole. 


? 
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3.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425.  [he]  such  person  distributes,  delivers,  manufactures, 
produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than  eight  grams  of  a 
mixture  or  substance  described  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  which  contains  cocaine  base. 
Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  eight  grams  but  less  than  twenty-four  grams  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  twenty-four  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to 
the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served  without 
probation  or  parole. 

4.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  distributes,  delivers,  manufactures, 
produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than  five  hundred 
milligrams  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  lysergic  acid 
diethylamide  (LSD).  Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  five  hundred  milligrams  but  less  than  one  gram 
the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  one  gram  or  more  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the 
authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served  without 
probation  or  parole. 

5.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he|  such  person  distributes,  delivers,  manufactures, 
produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than  thirty  grams  of  a 
mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  phencyclidine  (PCP).  Violations  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the 
authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served  without 
probation  or  parole. 

6.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  distributes,  delivers,  manufactures, 
produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than  four  grams  of 
phencyclidine.  Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 


JEF-286870-1 


3 


18-253 


(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  four  grams  but  less  than  twelve  grams  the  person 
shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  twelve  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the 
authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served  without 
probation  or  parole. 

7.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if.  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  1 95.425 [.  he]  and  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  such  person 
distributes,  delivers,  manufactures,  produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or 
produce  more  than  thirty  kilograms  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  marijuana.  Violations  of 
this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  kilograms  but  less  than  one  hundred 
kilograms  the  person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A 
felony; 


(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  one  hundred  kilograms  or  more  the  person  shall  be 
sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term  shall  be  served 
without  probation  or  parole. 

# 

8.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  distributes,  delivers,  manufactures, 
produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than  thirty  grams  of  any 
material,  compound,  mixture  or  preparation  which  contains  any  quantity  of  the  following 
substances  having  a  stimulant  effect  on  the  central  nervous  system:  amphetamine,  its  salts, 
optical  isomers  and  salts  of  its  optical  isomers;  methamphetamine.  its  salts,  optical  isomers  and 
salts  of  its  optical  isomers;  phenmetrazine  and  its  salts;  or  methylphenidate.  Violations  of  this 
subsection  or  attempts  to  violate  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more,  or  if  the  quantity  involved  was  thirty 
grams  or  more  and  the  location  of  the  offense  was  within  two  thousand  feet  of  a  school  or  public 
housing  as  defined  in  section  195.214  or  section  195.218  or  within  a  motor  vehicle,  or  any 
structure  or  building  which  contains  rooms  furnished  for  the  accommodation  or  lodging  of 
guests,  and  kept.  used,  maintained,  advertised,  or  held  out  to  the  public  as  a  place  where  sleeping 
accommodations  are  sought  for  pay  or  compensation  to  transient  guests  or  permanent  guests,  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term 
shall  be  served  without  probation  or  parole. 

9.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  first  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  ]he  or  she]  such  person  distributes,  delivers, 
manufactures,  produces  or  attempts  to  distribute,  deliver,  manufacture  or  produce  more  than 
thirty  grams  of  any  material,  compound,  mixture  or  preparation  which  contains  any  quantity  of 
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3,4-methylenedioxymethamphetamine.  Violations  of  this  subsection  or  attempts  to  violate  this 
subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more,  or  if  the  quantity  involved  was  thirty 
grams  or  more  and  the  location  of  the  offense  was  within  two  thousand  feet  of  a  school  or  public 
housing  as  defined  in  section  195.214  or  section  195.218  or  within  a  motor  vehicle,  or  any 
structure  or  building  which  contains  rooms  furnished  for  the  accommodation  or  lodging  of 
guests,  and  kept,  used,  maintained,  advertised,  or  held  out  to  the  public  as  a  place  where  sleeping 
accommodations  are  sought  for  pay  or  compensation  to  transient  guests  or  permanent  guests,  the 
person  shall  be  sentenced  to  the  authorized  term  of  imprisonment  for  a  class  A  felony  which  term 
shall  be  served  without  probation  or  parole. 

195.223.  1 .  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if, 
except  as  authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425.  [he]  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his 
or  her  control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  thirty  grams 
of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  heroin.  Violations  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  A 

felony. 


2.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her 
control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  one  hundred  fifty 
grams  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  coca  leaves,  except  coca 
leaves  and  extracts  of  coca  leaves  from  which  cocaine,  ecgonine.  and  derivatives  of  ecgonine  or 
their  salts  have  been  removed;  cocaine  salts  and  their  optical  and  geometric  isomers,  and  salts  of 
isomers;  ecgonine.  its  derivatives,  their  salts,  isomers,  and  salts  of  isomers;  or  any  compound, 
mixture,  or  preparation  which  contains  any  quantity  of  any  of  the  foregoing  substances. 
Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  one  hundred  fifty  grams  but  less  than  four 
hundred  fifty  grams  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  four  hundred  fifty  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  class  A  felony. 

3.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  (he)  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her 
control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  eight  grams  of  a 
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mixture  or  substance  described  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  which  contains  cocaine  base. 
Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  eight  grams  but  less  than  twenty-four  grams  the 
person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  twenty-four  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
class  A  felony. 

4.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if.  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her 
control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  five  hundred 
milligrams  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  lysergic  acid 
diethylamide  (LSD).  Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  five  hundred  milligrams  but  less  than  one  gram 
the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  one  gram  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  A 

felony. 


5.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425.  [he]  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her 
control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  thirty  grams  of  a 
mixture  or  substance  containing  a  detectable  amount  of  phencyclidine  (PCP).  Violations  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

( 1 )  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  A 

felony. 


6.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [he]  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her 
control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  four  grams  of 
phencyclidine.  Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

( 1 )  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  four  grams  but  less  than  twelve  grams  the  person 
shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  twelve  grams  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  A 

felony. 


7.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425J.  he]  and  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  such  person 
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possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her  control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this 
state  more  than  thirty  kilograms  or  more  of  a  mixture  or  substance  containing  marijuana. 
Violations  of  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  kilograms  but  less  than  one  hundred 
kilograms  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  one  hundred  kilograms  or  more  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of 
a  class  A  felony. 

8.  A  person  commits  the  class  A  felony  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if, 
except  as  authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  1 95.425 [.  he]  and  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  such 
person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her  control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into 
this  state  more  than  five  hundred  marijuana  plants. 

9.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425,  [hej  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or  her 
control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  thirty  grams  of  any 
material,  compound,  mixture  or  preparation  which  contains  any  quantity  of  the  following 
substances  having  a  stimulant  effect  on  the  central  nervous  system:  amphetamine,  its  salts, 
optical  isomers  and  salts  of  its  optical  isomers:  methamphetamine,  its  salts,  isomers  and  salts  of 
its  isomers;  phenmetrazine  and  its  salts;  or  methylphenidate.  Violations  of  this  subsection  or 
attempts  to  violate  this  subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more  but  less  than  four  hundred  fifty 
grams,  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony; 

(3)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  four  hundred  fifty  grams  or  more,  the  person  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  class  A  felony  and  the  term  of  imprisonment  shall  be  served  without  probation  or  parole. 

10.  A  person  commits  the  crime  of  trafficking  drugs  in  the  second  degree  if,  except  as 
authorized  by  sections  195.005  to  195.425.  [he  or  shej  such  person  possesses  or  has  under  his  or 
her  control,  purchases  or  attempts  to  purchase,  or  brings  into  this  state  more  than  thirty  grams  of 
any  material,  compound,  mixture  or  preparation  which  contains  any  quantity  of  3,4- 
methylenedioxymethamphetamine.  Violations  of  this  subsection  or  attempts  to  violate  this 
subsection  shall  be  punished  as  follows: 

(1)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  more  than  thirty  grams  but  less  than  ninety  grams  the 
person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  B  felony; 

(2)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  ninety  grams  or  more  but  less  than  four  hundred  fifty 
grams,  the  person  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony; 
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(3)  If  the  quantity  involved  is  four  hundred  fifty  grams  or  more,  the  person  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  class  A  felony  and  the  term  of  imprisonment  shall  be  served  without  probation  or  parole. 

195.900.  1.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  known  and  mav  be  cited  as  the 

"Missouri  Patient  Care  Act". 


2.  (1 )  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  deemed  an  exercise  of  the  police  powers  of 

the  state  for  the  protection  of  the  economic  and  social  welfare  and  the  health,  peace,  and  morals 

of  the  people  of  this  state. 

(2)  It  shall  be  unlawful  under  state  law  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  test,  possess. 

or  sell  medical  cannabis,  except  in  compliance  with  the  terms,  conditions,  limitations,  and 

restrictions  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(3)  This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  certify  that  a  patient  has 

a  qualifying  medical  condition  and  that  the  physician  is  treating  or  managing  treatment  of  the 

patient's  qualifying  medical  condition  in  the  course  of  a  bona  fide  phvsician-patient  relationship. 

after  the  physician  has  completed  an  assessment  of  the  qualifying  patient's  medical  history. 

reviewed  relevant  records  related  to  the  patient's  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  conducted  a 

physical  examination. 

(4)  This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are 
necessary  to  protect  patients,  their  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal 

penalties,  and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale,  possession,  and 

purchase  of  cannabis  for  medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and 

criminal  laws  governing  the  use  of  cannabis  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow 

for  the  public  use  of  cannabis  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  cannabis. 

3.  As  used  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

( 1 )  "Adequate  supply".  2.5  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in  cannabis 
concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  period  of  fourteen  davs  or  5  ounces  of  cannabis  flower 

or  its  equivalent  in  cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  period  of  30  davs  and  that 

is  derived  solely  from  a  licensed  intrastate  source.  Subject  to  the  rules  of  the  department  of 

health  and  senior  services,  a  patient  mav  apply  for  a  waiver  to  possess  more  than  2.5  ounces  for  a 

fourteen-dav  period  if  a  physician  provides  a  substantial  medical  basis  in  a  signed  written 

statement  asserting  that,  based  on  the  patient's  medical  history  and  in  the  physician's 
professional  judgment.  2.5  ounces  is  an  insufficient  adequate  supply  for  a  fourteen-dav  period  to 

properly  alleviate  the  patient's  qualifying  medical  condition  or  symptoms  associated  with  the 

qualifying  medical  condition.  A  qualifying  patient  mav  possess  no  more  than  a  sixtv-dav  supply 

of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in  cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product. 

(2)  "Administer",  the  direct  application  of  cannabis  to  a  qualifying  patient  bv  wav  of  anv 

of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  cannabis-infused  products; 
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(bl  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or  oils: 

(c)  Application  of  ointments  or  balms: 

(d)  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(el  Consuming  cannabis-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Anv  other  method  recommended  bv  a  qualifying  patient's  physician. 

(3)  "Cannabis"1,  all  parts  of  the  plant  genus  Cannabis  in  anv  species  or  form  thereof. 

including,  but  not  limited  to.  Cannabis  Sativa  L„  Cannabis  Indica.  Cannabis  Americana. 

Cannabis  Ruderalis.  and  Cannabis  Gigantea.  whether  growing  or  not,  the  seeds  thereof,  the  resin 

extracted  from  anv  part  of  the  plant:  and  every  compound,  manufacture,  derivative,  mixture,  or 

preparation  of  the  plant,  its  seeds  or  resin.  It  does  not  include  the  mature  stalks  of  the  plant:  fiber 

produced  from  the  stalks:  oil  or  cake  made  from  the  seeds  of  the  plant;  anv  other  compound. 

manufacture,  salt,  derivative,  mixture,  or  preparation  of  the  mature  stalks  except  the  resin 

extracted  therefrom:  fiber,  oil,  or  cake:  or  the  sterilized  seed  of  the  plant  which  is  incapable  of 

germination. 


(4)  “Cannabis  plant  monitoring  system",  an  electronic  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that 

includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  testing  and  data  collection  established  and  maintained  bv  the 

licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  and  the  medical  cannabis  center 

and  available  to  the  division  for  the  purposes  of  documenting  each  cannabis  plant  and  for 

monitoring  plant  development  throughout  the  life  cvcle  of  a  cannabis  plant  cultivated  for  the 

intended  use  bv  a  qualifying  patient  from  seed  planting,  cloning,  or  other  method  of  propagation. 

to  final  packaging  and  sale  to  a  qualifying  patient. 

(51  "Cannabis  products",  concentrated  cannabis,  cannabis  extracts,  and  products  that  are 

infused  with  cannabis  or  an  extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption.  The  term 

includes,  without  limitation,  edible  cannabis  products,  beverages,  topical  products,  ointments. 

oils,  and  tinctures. 


(6)  "Caregiver”,  a  natural  person,  other  than  the  qualifying  patient  or  the  qualifying 
patient's  physician,  who  is  twentv-one  years  of  age  or  older  and  has  significant  responsibility  for 

managing  the  well-being  of  a  qualifying  patient  and  who  is  designated  as  such  on  the  caregiver's 

application  for  an  identification  card  under  this  section. 

(71  "Department”,  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(8)  "Division",  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  within  the  department  of 

public  safety. 

(91  "Entity”,  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust,  limited  liability 
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company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership,  joint  venture,  or  anv  other 

entity. 


(10)  "Good  cause1’,  for  purposes  of  refusing  or  denying  a  license  renewal,  reinstatement. 

or  initial  license  issuance: 


(a)  The  license  applicant  has  violated,  does  not  meet,  or  has  failed  to  comply  with  anv  of 

the  terms,  conditions,  or  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  any  rules  promulgated 

thereunder,  or  anv  supplemental  local  law,  rules,  or  regulations; 

(b)  The  licensee  or  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with  anv  special  terms  or  conditions 

that  were  placed  on  its  license  under  an  order  of  the  state  or  local  licensing  authority:  or 

(c)  The  licensed  premises  have  been  operated  in  a  manner  that  adversely  affects  the 
public  health  or  welfare  or  the  safety  of  the  immediate  neighborhood  in  which  the  establishment 

is  located. 


(1 1)  "License",  a  license  or  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

( 12)  "Licensed  premises”,  the  premises  specified  in  an  application  for  a  license  under 
sections  195.900  to  195.985.  which  are  owned  or  in  possession  of  the  licensee  and  within  which 

the  licensee  is  authorized  to  cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  test,  possess,  or  sell  medical 

cannabis  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

( 13)  "Licensee",  a  person  licensed  or  registered  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(14)  "Limited  access  area”,  a  building,  room,  or  other  contiguous  area  upon  the  licensed 

premises  where  medical  cannabis  is  grown,  cultivated,  stored,  weighed,  displayed,  packaged. 

sold,  or  possessed  for  sale,  under  control  of  the  licensee,  with  limited  access  to  only  those 

persons  licensed  bv  the  division,  and  visitors  and  vendors  as  provided  by  rule.  All  areas  of 

ingress  or  egress  to  limited  access  areas  shall  be  clearly  identified  as  such  bv  a  sign  as  designated 

bv  the  division. 


(15)  "Local  licensing  authority”,  an  authority  designated  bv  municipal  or  countv  charter 

or  ordinance. 


( 16)  "Medical  cannabis",  cannabis  that  is  grown  and  sold  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985  for  a  purpose  authorized  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(17)  "Medical  cannabis  center",  a  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to 

operate  a  business  as  described  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  that  acquires,  possesses,  stores. 

delivers,  transfer,  transports,  sells,  supplies  or  dispenses  cannabis,  cannabis  products,  medical 

cannabis,  paraphernalia  or  related  supplies  to  registered  qualifying  patients  or  caregivers,  or 

other  licensed  medical  cannabis  centers. 
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( 181  ‘‘Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility”,  a  person  licensed  under 

sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  operate  a  business  as  described  in  section  195.954. 

( 1 9)  "Medical  cannabis-infused  product”,  a  product  infused  with  medical  cannabis  that  is 

intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  bv  smoking,  including,  but  not  limited  to  edible 

cannabis  products,  beverages,  topical  products,  ointments,  oils,  and  tinctures  or  smokeless 

vaporizing  devices.  Such  products,  when  manufactured  or  sold  bv  a  licensed  medical  cannabis 

center,  shall  not  be  considered  a  drug  for  the  purposes  of  chapter  196. 

(20)  "Medical  cannabis  testing  facility”,  an  independent  entity  licensed,  approved,  and 
certified  bv  the  division  pursuant  to  this  act  to  analyze  the  safety  and  potency  of  cannabis  and  as 

otherwise  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

(21)  "Medical  use",  the  production,  possession,  distribution,  transportation,  or 
administration  of  cannabis  or  a  cannabis-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a  qualifying  patient 

to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient's  qualifying  medical  condition. 

(22)  "Person",  a  natural  person,  partnership,  association,  company,  corporation,  limited 

liability  company,  or  organization,  or  a  manager,  agent,  owner,  director,  servant,  officer,  or 

employee  thereof 

(23)  "Premises",  a  distinct  and  definite  location,  which  mav  include  a  building,  a  part  of  a 

building,  a  room,  or  anv  other  definite  contiguous  area. 

(24)  "Qualifying  medical  condition",  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or  side- 

effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy: 

(c)  Glaucoma: 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment: 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent  muscle 

spasms,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  those  associated  with  multiple  sclerosis,  seizures. 

Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourette's  syndrome: 


(f)  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  post-traumatic  stress 

disorder,  if  diagnosed  bv  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome: 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription  medication 

that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a  physician  determines  that 
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medical  use  of  cannabis  could  be  effective  in  treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer 

alternative  to  the  prescription  medication: 

(i)  Anv  terminal  illness:  or 

(i)  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  anv  other  chronic,  debilitating  or  other 
medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C.  amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis  (ALS). 

inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn's  disease.  Huntington's  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle 

cell  anemia,  agitation  of  Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

(25)  "Qualifying  patient",  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 

medical  condition. 


(26)  “Smokeless  vaporizing  device”,  a  medical-grade  vaporizer  delivery  device  capable 

of  administering  the  active  ingredients  of  a  metered  dose  of  medical  cannabis  via  inhalation 

without  combustion  bv-products. 

(27)  "State  licensing  authority’',  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  which  is 

responsible  for  regulating  and  controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture. 

distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  this  state. 

(28)  "Written  certification",  a  document  dated  and  signed  bv  a  physician,  stating: 

(a)  That  the  qualifying  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  and  specifying  the 

qualifying  medical  condition  the  qualifying  patient  has:  and 

( b)  That  the  physician  is  treating  or  managing  treatment  of  the  patient's  qualifying 

medical  condition. 


195.903.  1.  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  and  controlling  the  licensing  of  the  cultivation. 

manufacture,  distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  in  this  state,  the 

division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  is  hereby  designated  as  the  state  licensing  authority. 

2.  The  state  supervisor  of  the  division  mav  employ  such  officers  and  employees  as  may¬ 

be  determined  to  be  necessary,  with  such  officers  and  employees  being  part  of  the  division.  No 
moneys  shall  be  appropriated  to  the  division  from  the  general  revenue  fund  for  the  operation  of 

sections  195.900  to  195.985,  nor  shall  the  division  expend  anv  general  revenue  fund  moneys  for 

the  operation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  the 

division,  the  Commissioner  of  Administration,  and  the  State  Treasurer  are  authorized  to  receive 

and  disburse  funds  from  anv  source,  public  or  private,  as  mav  assist  the  prompt  implementation 

of  this  Act. 


195.906.  1.  The  division  shall: 


(1)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing. 

possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  as  provided  bv  law:  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke 
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such  licenses  upon  a  violation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  or  a  rule  promulgated  under 

sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and  impose  anv  penalty  authorized  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

or  anv  rule  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  The  division  mav  take  anv  action 

with  respect  to  a  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  it  mav  with  respect  to  a 

license  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  under 

sections  195.900  to  195.985; 


(2)  Establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the 

provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(3)  Upon  denial  of  a  state  license,  provide  written  notice  of  the  grounds  for  such  denial  of 

a  state  license  to  the  applicant  and  to  the  local  authority  and  the  right  of  the  applicant  to  a  hearing 

before  the  administrative  hearing  commission  under  subsection  2  of  section  195.924; 


(4)  Maintain  the  confidentiality  of  patient  records,  reports  obtained  from  licensees 
showing  the  sales  volume  or  quantity  of  medical  cannabis  sold,  or  anv  other  records  that  are 

exempt  from  inspection  under  state  law; 

(51  Develop  such  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as  are  necessary- 

in  the  discretion  of  the  division  for  the  administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  or  anv  of 

the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and 

(6)  Prepare  and  submit  an  annual  report  accounting  to  the  governor  for  the  efficient 

discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  bv  law  or  directive  to  the  state  licensing  authority. 

2.(1)  Rules  promulgated  under  subdivision  (2)  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall 

include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  the  following: 

(a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement,  or  violation  of  anv  provision  of  sections  195.900  to 
195.985.  or  anv  rule  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  including  procedures  and  grounds 

for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a  state  license  issued  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985: 


(b)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  division: 

(c)  Instructions  for  local  licensing  authorities  and  law  enforcement  officers; 

(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such  additional 

activities  as  mav  become  necessary  from  time  to  time; 


(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the  division: 

(f)  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices: 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises: 
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(h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers,  managers, 
contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985.  including  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  check  as  mav  be  required  bv  the  division 

prior  to  issuing  a  card: 

(i)  Identification  of  state  licensees  and  their  owners,  officers,  managers,  and  employees: 

(i)  Security  requirements  for  anv  premises  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video,  alarm  requirements,  and  other 

minimum  procedures  for  internal  control  as  deemed  necessary  bv  the  division  to  properly 

administer  and  enforce  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  including  reporting 

requirements  for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

(k)  Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of  medical  cannabis: 

(l)  Sanitary  requirements  for  medical  cannabis  centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation 

and  production  facilities,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  sanitary  requirements  for  the  preparation 

of  medical  cannabis-infused  products: 

(m)  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a  medical 

cannabis  center  mav  accept  when  verifying  a  sale; 

(n)  Labeling  standards,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  serving  size  of  active  THC  per 

serv  ing  and  total  servings  per  package: 

(o)  Testing  standards: 

(p)  Records  to  be  kept  bv  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the  records; 

(q)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals,  reinstatements,  initial 

licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees: 

(r)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  monthly  sales  tax  payments  bv  medical  cannabis 

centers; 


(s)  Authorization  for  the  department  of  revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing  information  to 

ensure  sales  and  income  tax  payment  and  effective  administration  of  sections  195.900  to 

195.985; 


(t)  Authorization  for  the  division  to  impose  administrative  penalties  and  procedures  of 

issuing,  appealing,  and  creating  a  violation  list  and  schedule  of  administrative  penalties:  and 

(u)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 

comprehensive  administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


JEF-286870-1 


14 


18-253 


(2)  The  prompt  implementation  of  this  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  is  necessary  to  avoid 

immediate  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety  and  welfare.  The  division  is  authorized  to  use  the 

emergency  rulemaking  procedures  set  out  in  section  536.025.  and  shall  promulgate  emergency 

rules  bv  March  6,  2019.  and  also  to  file  a  notice  of  rulemaking  as  provided  in  section  536.025  bv 

March  6.  2019. 


(3)  Nothing  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  construed  as  delegating  to  the 

division  the  power  to  fix  prices  for  medical  cannabis. 

195.909.  1.  A  local  licensing  authority  mav  issue  only  the  following  medical  cannabis 

licenses  upon  payment  of  the  fee  and  compliance  with  all  local  licensing  requirements  to  be 

determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority: 

( 1 )  A  medical  cannabis  center  license;  and 

(2)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license. 

2.  ( 1 )  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  local  license  within  a  municipality  or 

the  unincorporated  portion  of  a  county  unless  the  governing  body  of  the  municipality  has 

adopted  an  ordinance  or  the  governing  body  of  the  county  has  adopted  a  resolution  containing 

specific  standards  for  license  issuance,  or  if  no  such  ordinance  or  resolution  is  adopted  prior  to 

June  1.  2019.  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  consider  the  minimum  licensing  requirements  of 

this  section  when  issuing  a  license. 

(21  In  addition  to  all  other  standards  applicable  to  the  issuance  of  licenses  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985.  the  local  governing  bodv  mav  adopt  additional  standards  for  the  issuance  of 

medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licenses 

consistent  with  the  intent  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  that  mav  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 


(a)  Distance  restrictions  between  premises  for  which  local  licenses  are  issued:  and 

(b)  Anv  other  requirements  necessary  to  ensure  the  control  of  the  premises  and  the  ease 
of  enforcement  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  license. 


3.  Local  governments  mav  limit  the  use  of  land  for  operation  of  medical  cannabis  centers 

and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  to  specified  areas  as  to  time,  place,  and 

manner  of  such  facilities.  Local  zoning  approval  shall  be  made  bv  the  governing  bodv  of  the 

municipality  if  the  premises  are  located  in  the  municipality,  or  bv  the  governing  bodv  of  the 

countv  if  the  premises  are  located  in  the  unincorporated  portion  of  the  county.  The  operation  of 

sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  statewide  unless  a  municipality,  county,  or  citv.  bv  a  two- 

thirds  majority  of  the  registered  voters  voting  at  a  regular  election  or  special  election  called  in 

accordance  with  state  law,  vote  to  prohibit  the  operation  of  medical  cannabis  centers  and  medical 

cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  in  the  municipality,  countv.  or  citv. 

4.  An  application  for  a  license  specified  in  subsection  I  of  this  section  shall  be  filed  with 

the  appropriate  local  licensing  authority  on  forms  provided  bv  the  state  licensing  authority  and 
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shall  contain  such  information  as  the  state  licensing  authority  may  require  and  anv  forms  as  the 

local  licensing  authority  may  require.  Each  application  shall  be  verified  bv  the  oath  or 

affirmation  of  the  persons  prescribed  bv  the  state  licensing  authority. 

5.  An  applicant  shall  file  with  the  application  for  a  local  license,  plans  and  specifications 

for  the  interior  of  the  building  if  the  building  to  be  occupied  is  in  existence  at  the  time.  If  the 

building  is  not  in  existence,  the  applicant  shall  file  a  plot  plan  and  a  detailed  sketch  for  the 

interior  and  submit  an  architect's  drawing  of  the  building  to  be  constructed.  In  its  discretion,  the 

local  or  state  licensing  authority  mav  impose  additional  requirements  necessary  for  the  approval 

of  the  application. 

195.912.  1.  Upon  receipt  of  an  application  for  a  local  license,  except  an  application  for 

renewal  or  for  transfer  of  ownership,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  schedule  and  hold  a  public 

hearing  upon  the  application  to  be  held  not  less  than  thirty  davs  after  the  date  of  the  application. 

but  not  more  than  ninety  davs  from  the  date  of  the  application.  If  the  local  licensing  authority 

fails  to  hold  a  public  hearing  within  such  time  lines,  the  application  shall  be  considered 

approved.  If  the  local  licensing  authority  schedules  a  hearing  for  a  medical  cannabis  center 

application  and/or  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  application,  it  shall  post 

and  publish  public  notice  thereof  not  less  than  ten  davs  prior  to  the  hearing.  The  local  licensing 

authority  shall  give  public  notice  bv  the  posting  of  a  sign  in  a  conspicuous  place  on  the  medical 

cannabis  center  premises  and/or  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility 

premises  for  which  application  has  been  made  and  bv  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general 

circulation  in  the  countv  in  which  the  medical  cannabis  center  premises  and/or  the  medical 

cannabis  cultivation  and  production  premises  are  located. 

2.  Public  notice  given  bv  posting  shall  include  a  sign  of  suitable  material,  not  less  than 
twenty-two  inches  wide  and  twenty-six  inches  high,  composed  of  letters  not  less  than  one  inch  in 

height  and  stating  the  tvpe  of  license  applied  for,  the  date  of  the  hearing,  the  name  and  address  of 

the  applicant,  and  such  other  information  as  mav  be  required  to  fullv  apprise  the  public  of  the 

nature  of  the  application.  The  sign  shall  contain  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers. 

directors,  or  manager  of  the  facility  to  be  licensed. 


3.  Public  notice  given  bv  publication  shall  contain  the  same  information  as  that  required 

for  signs. 


4.  If  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  manufactured,  distributed- 

possessed,  or  sold  is  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  application,  a  sign  posted  as  required  in 

subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  placed  so  as  to  be  conspicuous  and  plainly  visible  to 

the  general  public.  If  the  building  is  not  constructed  at  the  time  of  the  application,  the  applicant 

shall  post  a  sign  at  the  premises  upon  which  the  building  is  to  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner 

that  the  notice  shall  be  conspicuous  and  plainly  visible  to  the  general  public. 

5.  (1 )  A  local  licensing  authority,  or  a  license  applicant  with  the  authorization  of  the  local 

licensing  authority,  mav  request  that  the  state  licensing  authority  conduct  a  concurrent  review  of 

a  new  license  application  prior  to  the  local  licensing  authority's  final  approval  of  the  license 
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application.  Local  licensing  authorities  who  permit  concurrent  review  shall  continue  to 

independently  review  the  applicant's  license  application. 

(2)  When  conducting  a  concurrent  application  review,  the  state  licensing  authority  mav 

advise  the  local  licensing  authority  of  anv  items  it  finds  that  mav  result  in  the  denial  of  the 

license  application.  Upon  correction  of  the  noted  discrepancies  if  the  correction  is  permitted  bv 

the  state  licensing  authority,  the  state  licensing  authority  shall  notify  the  local  licensing  authority 

of  its  conditional  approval  of  the  license  application  subject  to  the  final  approval  bv  the  local 

licensing  authority.  The  state  licensing  authority  shall  then  issue  the  applicant's  state  license 

upon  receiving  evidence  of  final  approval  bv  the  local  licensing  authority. 

(3)  All  applications  submitted  for  concurrent  review  shall  be  accompanied  bv  all 

applicable  state  license  and  application  fees.  Anv  applications  which  are  later  denied  or 

withdrawn  mav  allow  for  a  refund  of  license  fees  only.  All  application  fees  provided  bv  an 

applicant  shall  be  retained  bv  the  respective  licensing  authority. 

195.915.  1.  Not  less  than  five  davs  prior  to  the  date  of  the  public  hearing  authorized  in 

section  195.912.  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  make  known  its  findings,  based  on  its 

investigation,  in  writing  to  the  applicant  and  other  parties  of  interest.  The  local  licensing 

authority  has  authority  to  refuse  to  issue  a  license  provided  for  in  this  section  for  good  cause- 

subject  to  judicial  review. 

2.  Before  entering  a  decision  approving  or  denying  the  application  for  a  local  license,  the 

local  licensing  authority  mav  consider,  except  where  sections  195.900  to  195.985  specifically 

provides  otherwise,  the  facts  and  evidence  adduced  as  a  result  of  its  investigation,  as  well  as  anv 

other  facts  pertinent  to  the  tvpe  of  license  for  which  application  has  been  made,  including  the 

number,  type,  and  availability  of  medical  cannabis  outlets  located  in  or  near  the  premises  under 

consideration,  and  anv  other  pertinent  matters  affecting  the  qualifications  of  the  applicant  for  the 

conduct  of  the  tvpe  of  business  proposed.  A  local  licensing  authority  mav  onlv  issue  a  medical 

cannabis  center  license  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  upon 

payment  of  the  fee  and  compliance  with  all  local  licensing  authority. 

3.  Within  thirty  davs  after  the  public  hearing  or  completion  of  the  application 
investigation,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  issue  its  decision  approving  or  denying  an 

application  for  local  licensure.  The  decision  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  state  the  reasons  for  the 

decision.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  send  a  copy  of  the  decision  bv  certified  mail  to  the 

applicant  at  the  address  shown  on  the  application. 

4.  After  approval  of  an  application,  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  local 
license  until  the  building  in  which  the  business  to  be  conducted  is  ready  for  occupancy  with  such 

furniture,  fixtures,  and  equipment  in  place  as  are  necessary  to  comply  with  the  applicable 

provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  and  then  onlv  after  the  local  licensing  authority  has 

inspected  the  premises  to  determine  that  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  architect's  drawing 

and  the  plot  plan  and  detailed  sketch  for  the  interior  of  the  buildings  submitted  with  the 

application. 
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5.  After  approval  of  an  application  for  local  licensure,  the  local  licensing  authority 

shall  notify  the  state  licensing  authority  of  such  approval,  who  shall  investigate  and  either 

approve  or  disapprove  the  application  for  state  licensure. 

1 95.9 1 8.  1 .  ( 1 )  The  division  mav  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  for  medical 

cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  provided,  however,  that  number  mav  not  be 

limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  the  state  of 

Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the  United  States.  Each  facility  in  operation 

shall  require  a  separate  license  but  multiple  licenses  mav  be  utilized  in  a  premises.  The  license 

shall  be  valid  for  one  vear  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good 

cause.  No  more  than  three  medical  cannabis  and  production  facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to 

anv  person  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management.  At  least  one 

medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  for  each  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 

production  facility  license. 

(2)  The  division  mav  restrict  the  numbers  of  licenses  granted  for  medical  cannabis 
centers,  provided,  however,  that  number  mav  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every¬ 

one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of 
the  United  States,  except  that,  an  applicant  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  mav  be 

approved  for  an  additional  two  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  in  accordance  with  subdivision 

(3)  of  this  subsection.  Such  additional  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  shall  not  be  counted 

toward  the  statewide  limit  for  medical  cannabis  centers.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  one  vear 

from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause. 

(3)  Licenses  shall  be  geographically  disbursed  bv  the  division,  in  consultation  with  the 

department  of  health  and  senior  serv  ices,  based  on  the  demographics  of  the  state  and  patient 

demand  to  ensure  statewide  access  for  patients.  If  more  than  the  statewide  limit  for  medical 

cannabis  centers  are  necessary  to  provide  sufficient  patient  access,  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation 

and  production  facility  licensee  mav  be  approved  for  up  to  an  additional  two  medical  cannabis 

center  licenses,  subject  to  approval  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  and  the  division. 

2.  Before  the  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  issues  a  state  license  to  an 

applicant,  the  applicant  shall  procure  and  file  with  the  division  evidence  of  a  good  and 

sufficient  bond  in  the  amount  of  five  thousand  dollars  with  corporate  surety  thereon  dulv 

licensed  to  do  business  with  the  state,  approved  as  to  form  bv  the  state  attorney  general,  and 

conditioned  that  the  applicant  shall  report  and  pav  all  sales  and  use  taxes  due  to  the  state,  or 

for  which  the  state  is  the  collector  or  collecting  agent,  in  a  timelv  manner,  as  provided  in 

law. 


3.  A  corporate  surety  shall  not  be  required  to  make  payments  to  the  state  claiming 

under  such  bond  until  a  final  determination  of  failure  to  pav  taxes  due  to  the  state  has  been 

made  bv  the  division  or  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

4.  All  bonds  required  under  this  section  shall  be  renewed  at  such  time  as  the 
bondholder's  license  is  renewed.  The  renewal  mav  be  accomplished  through  a  continuation 

certificate  issued  bv  the  surety. 
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195.921.  1.  Applications  for  a  state  license  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900 

to  195.985  shall  be  made  to  the  division  on  forms  prepared  and  furnished  bv  the  division 

and  shall  set  forth  such  information  as  the  division  mav  require  to  enable  the  division  to 

determine  whether  a  state  license  shall  be  granted.  The  information  shall  include  the  name  and 

address  of  the  applicant,  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers,  directors,  or  managers,  and  all 

other  information  deemed  necessary  bv  the  division.  Each  application  shall  be  verified  bv  the 

oath  or  affirmation  of  such  person  or  persons  as  the  division  mav  prescribe. 

2.  Within  one  hundred  eighty  davs  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  division  shall 

make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  medical 

cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  center  facilities,  and  medical 

cannabis  testing  facilities.  The  division  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification 

applications  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  davs  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  shall  be  approved  or  denied  bv  the  division  no  later 

than  one  hundred  twenty  davs  after  their  submission. 


3.  The  division  shall  not  issue  a  state  license  under  this  section  until  the  local  licensing 

authority  has  approved  the  application  for  a  local  license  and  issued  a  local  license  as  provided 

for  in  sections  195.909  to  195.918. 

4,  Nothing  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  preempt  or  otherwise  impair  the  power  of 

a  local  government  to  enact  ordinances  or  resolutions  concerning  matters  authorized  to  local 

governments. 

195.924.  1.  The  division  shall  deny  a  state  license  if  the  premises  on  which  the  applicant 

proposes  to  conduct  its  business  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  If  the  division  denies  a  state  license  under  subsection  1  of  this  section,  the  applicant 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  hearing  before  the  administrative  hearing  commission.  The  division  shall 

provide  written  notice  of  the  grounds  for  denial  of  the  state  license  to  the  applicant  and  to  the 

local  licensing  authority  at  least  fifteen  davs  prior  to  the  hearing. 

195.927.  1.  A  license  provided  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  not  be  issued  to  or 

held  bv: 


(1) A  person  until  the  annual  fee  has  been  paid: 

(2)  A  person  under  twentv-one  years  of  age: 

(3)  A  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  who  during  a  period  of  licensure 

or  who  at  the  time  of  application  has  failed  to: 

(a)  Provide  a  surety  bond,  proof  of  assets,  or  file  anv  tax  return  with  a  taxing  agency: 
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(b)  Avoid  delinquency  in  the  payment  of  anv  state  income  taxes,  personal  property  taxes. 

municipal  taxes,  or  real  property  taxes: 

(c)  Pav  anv  judgments  due  to  a  government  agencv: 

(d)  Stay  out  of  default  on  a  government-issued  student  loan: 

(e)  Pav  child  support;  or 

( f)  Remedy  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  taxes  owed,  an  outstanding  delinquency  for 

judgments  owed  to  a  government  agencv.  or  an  outstanding  delinquency  for  child  support. 

(4)  A  person  who  has  discharged  a  sentence  in  the  ten  years  immediately  preceding  the 

application  date  for  a  conviction  of  a  felony  or  a  person  who  at  anv  time  has  been  convicted  of  a 

felonv  under  anv  state  or  federal  law  regarding  the  possession,  distribution,  or  use  of  a  controlled 

substance: 


(5)  A  person  who  employs  another  person  at  a  medical  cannabis  center,  a  medical 
cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility,  or  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  who  has  not 

passed  a  criminal  background  check: 

(6)  A  sheriff,  deputy  sheriff,  police  officer,  or  prosecuting  officer,  or  anv  officer  or 

employee  of  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority. 

(7)  A  person  whose  authority  to  be  a  caregiver  as  defined  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985 

has  been  revoked  bv  the  department:  or 

(8)  A  person  who  holds  a  license  for  a  location  that  is  currently  licensed  as  a  retail  food 

establishment  or  wholesale  food  registrant. 

2.  The  provisions  of  section  324.010.1  shall  apply  to  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

3.  All  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensees  and  all  medical 
cannabis  center  licensees  shall  be  held  bv  entities  that  are  sixty  percent  or  more  owned  bv  natural 

persons  who  have  been  bona  fide  residents  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  three  years 

continuously  immediately  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  of  application  for  such  licenses. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensees 

and  medical  cannabis  center  licensees  mav  be  held  bv  entities  with  no  greater  than  a  forty 

percent  interest  owned  bv  natural  persons  who  have  not  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for 

at  least  three  years  continuously  immediately  prior  to  the  date  of  filing  of  application  for  such 

licenses. 


4.  ( 1 )  In  investigating  the  qualifications  of  an  applicant  or  a  licensee,  the  division  shall 

have  access  to  criminal  background  check  information  furnished  bv  a  criminal  justice  agencv 

subject  to  anv  restrictions  or  costs  imposed  bv  such  agency.  In  addition  to  considering  the 

applicant's  criminal  background  check  information,  the  division  shall  also  consider  anv 
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information  provided  bv  the  applicant  regarding  such  criminal  background  check,  including,  but 

not  limited  to.  evidence  of  rehabilitation,  character  references,  and  educational  achievements. 

especially  those  items  pertaining  to  the  period  of  time  between  the  applicant's  last  criminal 

conviction  and  the  consideration  of  the  application  for  a  state  license. 

(2)  As  used  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection,  "criminal  justice  agency"  means  anv 

federal,  state,  or  municipal  court  or  anv  governmental  agency  or  subunit  of  such  agency  that 

administers  criminal  justice  under  a  statute  or  executive  order  and  that  allocates  a  substantial  part 

of  its  annual  budget  to  the  administration  of  criminal  justice. 

(3)  At  the  time  of  filing  an  application  for  issuance  or  renewal  of  a  state  medical  cannabis 

center  license,  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license,  or  a  medical 

cannabis  testing  facility  license,  an  applicant  shall  submit  a  set  of  his  or  her  fingerprints  and  file 

personal  history  information  concerning  the  applicant's  qualifications  for  a  state  license  on  forms 

prepared  bv  the  division.  The  division  shall  submit  the  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri  state  highway 

patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 

check.  The  Missouri  state  highway  patrol  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal  Bureau  of 

Investigation  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check. 

Fingerprints  shall  be  submitted  in  accordance  with  section  43.543.  and  fees  shall  be  paid  in 

accordance  with  section  43.530.  The  division  mav  acquire  a  name-based  criminal  background 

check  for  an  applicant  or  a  license  holder  who  has  twice  submitted  to  a  Fingerprint-based 

criminal  background  check  and  whose  fingerprints  are  unclassifiable.  The  division  shall  use  the 

information  resulting  from  the  fingerprint-based  criminal  history  record  check  to  investigate  and 

determine  whether  an  applicant  is  qualified  to  hold  a  state  license  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985.  The  division  mav  verify  anv  of  the  information  an  applicant  is  required  to  submit. 

195.930.  The  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  receive  or  act  upon  an 

application  for  the  issuance  of  a  state  or  local  license  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(1)  If  the  application  for  a  state  or  local  license  concerns  a  particular  location  that  is  the 

same  as  or  within  one  thousand  feet  of  a  location  for  which,  within  the  two  years  immediately- 

preceding  the  date  of  the  application,  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  denied  an 

application  for  the  same  class  of  license  due  to  the  nature  of  the  use  or  other  concern  related  to 

the  location: 


(2)  Until  it  is  established  that  the  applicant  is  or  shall  be  entitled  to  possession  of  the 
premises  for  which  application  is  made  under  a  lease,  rental  agreement,  or  other  arrangement  for 

possession  of  the  premises  or  bv  virtue  of  ownership  of  the  premises: 

(3)  For  a  location  in  an  area  where  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  and  sale  of  medical 

cannabis  as  contemplated  is  not  permitted  under  the  applicable  local  zoning  laws  of  the 

municipality  or  countv:  or 

(41  (a)  If  the  building  in  which  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold  is 

located  within  one  thousand  feet  of.  the  real  property  comprising  a  public  or  private  elementary. 

vocational,  or  secondary  school  or  a  public  or  private  college,  junior  college,  or  university,  or  a 
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playground,  or  housing  facility  owned  bv  a  public  housing  authority,  or  a  licensed  child  care 

facility,  or  within  100  feet  of  a  public  or  private  youth  center,  public  swimming  pool,  or  video 

arcade  facility.  The  provisions  of  this  subdivision  shall  not  affect  the  renewal  or  reissuance  of  a 

license  once  granted  nor  shall  the  provisions  of  this  subdivision  apply  to  a  license  in  effect  and 

actively  doing  business  before  such  school,  college,  university,  playground,  housing  facility. 

licensed  child  care  facility,  vouth  center,  public  swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  was 

constructed. 


(b)  The  distances  referred  to  in  this  subdivision  are  to  be  computed  bv  direct 

measurement  from  the  nearest  property  line  of  the  land  used  for  a  school,  college. 

university,  playground,  housing  facility,  licensed  child  care  facility,  vouth  center,  public 

swimming  pool,  or  video  arcade  to  the  nearest  portion  of  the  building  in  which  medical 

cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold. 

(c)  In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  section  195.909.  the  local  licensing  authority 

shall  consider  the  evidence  and  make  a  specific  finding  of  fact  as  to  whether  the  building  in 

which  the  medical  cannabis  is  to  be  cultivated,  produced,  or  sold  is  located  within  the 

distance  restrictions  established  by  or  under  this  subdivision. 


195.933.  1.  A  state  or  local  license  granted  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900 

to  195.985  shall  not  be  transferable  except  as  provided  in  this  section,  but  this  section  shall 

not  prevent  a  change  of  location  as  provided  in  subsection  13  of  section  195.936. 

2.  For  a  transfer  of  ownership,  a  license  holder  shall  apply  to  the  division  and  the 

local  licensing  authority  on  forms  prepared  and  furnished  bv  the  division.  In  determining 

whether  to  permit  a  transfer  of  ownership,  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  shall 

consider  onlv  the  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  anv  rules  promulgated  bv  the 

division,  and  anv  other  local  restrictions.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  hold  a  hearing 

on  the  application  for  transfer  of  ownership.  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  hold  a 

hearing  under  this  subsection  until  the  local  licensing  authority  has  posted  a  notice  of 

hearing  in  the  manner  described  in  section  195.912  on  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center 

premises  and/or  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  for  a  period  of  ten 

davs  and  has  provided  notice  of  the  hearing  to  the  applicant  at  least  ten  davs  prior  to  the 

hearing.  Anv  transfer  of  ownership  hearing  bv  the  division  shall  be  held  in  compliance  with 

the  requirements  specified  in  section  195.912. 

195.936.  1.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  authorize  a  countv  or  municipality  to  enact 

reasonable  regulations  or  other  restrictions  applicable  to  licenses  of  medical  cannabis 

centers  and  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  based  on  local  zoning- 

health.  safety,  and  public  welfare  laws  for  the  distribution  of  medical  cannabis  that  are  more 

restrictive  than  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 

facility  shall  not  operate  unless  licensed  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  and  the  state 

licensing  authority  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  In  connection  with  a  license,  the 

applicant  shall  provide  a  complete  and  accurate  list  of  all  owners,  officers,  and  employees 
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who  work  at.  manage,  own,  or  are  otherwise  associated  with  the  operation  and  shall  provide 

a  complete  and  accurate  application  as  required  bv  the  division. 

3.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 

facility  shall  notify  the  division  in  writing  within  ten  davs  after  an  owner,  officer,  or 

employee  ceases  to  work  at.  manage,  own,  or  otherwise  be  associated  with  the  operation. 

The  owner,  officer,  or  employee  shall  surrender  his  or  her  identification  card  to  the  division 

on  or  before  the  date  of  the  notification. 


4.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 

facility  shall  notify  the  division  in  writing  of  the  name,  address,  and  date  of  birth  of  an 

owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  before  the  new  owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee 

begins  working  at.  managing,  owning,  or  begins  an  association  with  the  operation.  The 

owner,  officer,  manager,  or  employee  shall  pass  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 

check  as  required  bv  the  division  and  obtain  the  required  identification  prior  to  being 

associated  with,  managing,  owning,  or  working  at  the  operation. 

5.  A  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 
facility  shall  not  acquire,  possess,  cultivate,  deliver,  transfer,  transport,  supply,  or  dispense 

cannabis  for  anv  purpose  except  to  assist  patients  with  qualifying  medical  conditions  or  to 

test  the  product  at  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility,  or  as  otherwise  provided  in  section 

195.900  to  195.985. 


6.  All  owners  of  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  licensed  medical  cannabis 

cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  be  authorized  to  do  business  in  Missouri.  A  local 

licensing  authority  shall  not  issue  a  license  provided  for  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  until 

that  share  of  the  license  application  fee  due  to  the  state  has  been  received  bv  the  division. 

All  licenses  granted  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  valid  for  a  period  not  to 

exceed  one  year  from  the  date  of  issuance  unless  revoked  or  suspended  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985  or  the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

7.  Before  granting  a  local  or  state  license,  the  respective  licensing  authority  mav 

consider,  except  where  sections  195.900  to  195.985  specifically  provide  otherwise,  the 

requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  anv  rules  promulgated  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985.  and  all  other  reasonable  restrictions  that  are  or  mav  be  placed  upon  the 

licensee  bv  the  licensing  authority.  With  respect  to  a  second  or  additional  license  for  the 

same  licensee  or  the  same  owner  of  another  licensed  business  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985.  each  licensing  authority  shall  consider  the  effect  on  competition  of  granting  or 

denying  the  additional  licenses  to  such  licensee  and  shall  not  approve  an  application  for  a 

second  or  additional  license  that  has  the  effect  of  restraining  competition. 

8.  (1)  Each  license  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  is  separate  and  distinct. 

It  is  unlawful  for  a  person  to  exercise  anv  of  the  privileges  granted  under  a  license  other  than 

the  license  that  the  person  holds  or  for  a  licensee  to  allow  anv  other  person  to  exercise  the 

privileges  granted  under  the  licensee's  license.  A  separate  license  shall  be  required  for  each 

specific  business  or  business  entity  and  each  geographical  location. 
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(2)  At  all  times,  a  licensee  shall  possess  and  maintain  possession  of  the  premises  for 
which  the  license  is  issued  bv  ownership,  lease,  rental,  or  other  arrangement  for  possession  of  the 

premises. 

9.(1)  The  licenses  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  specify'  the  date  of 

issuance,  the  period  of  licensure,  the  name  of  the  licensee,  and  the  premises  licensed.  The 

licensee  shall  conspicuously  display  the  license  at  all  times  on  the  licensed  premises. 

(2)  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  transfer  location  of  or  renew  a  license  to  sell 
medical  cannabis  until  the  applicant  for  the  license  produces  a  license  issued  and  granted  bv  the 

state  licensing  authority  covering  the  whole  period  for  which  a  license  or  license  renewal  is 

sought. 


10.  In  computing  any  period  of  time  prescribed  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  the  dav 

of  the  act,  event,  or  default  from  which  the  designated  period  of  time  begins  to  run  shall  not  be 

included.  Saturdays,  Sundays,  and  legal  holidays  shall  be  counted  as  any  other  day- 


11 .  A  licensee  shall  report  each  transfer  or  change  of  financial  interest  in  the  license  to 

the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  thirty  davs  prior  to  anv  transfer  or  change  under 

subsection  13  of  this  section.  A  report  shall  be  required  for  transfers  of  capital  stock  of  anv 

corporation,  regardless  of  size. 

12.  Each  licensee  shall  manage  the  licensed  premises  himself  or  herself  or  employ  a 
separate  and  distinct  manager  on  the  premises  and  shall  report  the  name  of  the  manager  to  the 

division  and  the  local  licensing  authority.  The  licensee  shall  report  anv  change  in  manager  to  the 

division  and  local  licensing  authority  thirty  davs  prior  to  such  change- 

13.  (1)A  licensee  mav  move  his  or  her  permanent  location  to  anv  other  place  in  the  same 

municipality  for  which  the  license  was  originally  granted,  or  in  the  same  countv  if  the  license 

was  granted  for  a  place  outside  the  corporate  limits  of  a  municipality,  but  it  shall  be  unlawful  to 

cultivate,  manufacture,  distribute,  possess,  or  sell  medical  cannabis  at  anv  such  place  until 

permission  to  do  so  is  granted  bv  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  provided  for  in 

sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(2)  In  permitting  a  change  of  location,  the  division  and  the  local  licensing  authority  shall 

consider  all  reasonable  restrictions  that  are  or  mav  be  placed  upon  the  new  location  bv  the 

governing  bodv  or  local  licensing  authority  of  the  municipality  or  countv:  anv  such  change  in 

location  shall  be  in  accordance  with  all  requirements  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  rules 

promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.939.  1.  (1)  Ninety  davs  prior  to  the  expiration  date  of  an  existing  license,  the  division 

shall  notify  the  licensee  of  the  expiration  date  bv  first  class  mail  at  the  licensee's  address  of 

record  with  the  division.  A  licensee  shall  apply  for  the  renewal  of  an  existing  license  to  the  local 

licensing  authority  not  less  than  fortv-five  davs  and  to  the  division  not  less  than  thirty  davs  prior 

to  the  date  of  expiration.  A  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  accept  an  application  for  renewal  of 
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a  license  after  the  date  of  expiration,  except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section.  The 

division  mav  extend  the  expiration  date  of  the  license  and  accept  a  late  application  for  renewal  of 

a  license:  provided  that,  the  applicant  has  filed  a  timely  renewal  application  with  the  local 

licensing  authority.  All  renewals  filed  with  the  local  licensing  authority  and  subsequently 

approved  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  next  be  processed  bv  the  division.  The  division  or 

the  local  licensing  authority,  in  its  discretion,  subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  section  and 

based  upon  reasonable  grounds,  mav  waive  the  fortv-five-dav  or  thirtv-dav  time  requirements  set 

forth  in  this  subsection.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  hold  a  hearing  on  the  application  for 

renewal  only  if  the  licensee  has  had  complaints  filed  against  it.  has  a  history  of  violations,  or 

there  are  allegations  against  the  licensee  that  constitute  good  cause. 

(21  The  local  licensing  authority  shall  not  hold  a  renewal  hearing  provided  for  bv  this 

subsection  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  and  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 

facility  until  it  has  posted  a  notice  of  hearing  on  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  premises 

and  the  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  premises  in  the  manner  described  in 

section  195.912  for  a  period  of  ten  davs  and  provided  notice  to  the  applicant  at  least  ten  davs 

prior  to  the  hearing.  The  local  licensing  authority  mav  refuse  to  renew  anv  license  for  good 

cause,  subject  to  judicial  review. 

2.(11  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  this  section,  a  licensee  whose 
license  has  been  expired  for  not  more  than  ninety  davs  mav  file  a  late  renewal  application  upon 

the  payment  of  a  nonrefundable  late  application  fee  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  the  local  licensing 

authority.  A  licensee  who  files  a  late  renewal  application  and  pavs  the  requisite  fees  mav 

continue  to  operate  until  both  the  state  and  local  licensing  authorities  have  taken  final  action  to 

approve  or  deny  the  licensee's  late  renewal  application. 

(2)  The  state  and  local  licensing  authorities  shall  not  accept  a  late  renewal  application 

more  than  ninety  davs  alter  the  expiration  of  a  licensee's  permanent  annual  license.  A  licensee 

whose  permanent  annual  license  has  been  expired  for  more  than  ninety  davs  shall  not  cultivate. 

manufacture,  distribute,  possess,  or  sell  anv  medical  cannabis  until  all  required  licenses  have 

been  obtained. 


195.942.  The  division  or  local  licensing  authority  mav.  in  its  discretion,  revoke  or  elect 

not  to  renew  anv  license  if  it  determines  that  the  licensed  premises  have  been  inactive  without 

good  cause  for  at  least  one  year. 

195.945.  1.  The  division,  bv  rule,  shall  require  a  complete  disclosure  of  all  persons 
having  a  direct  or  indirect  financial  interest  and  the  extent  of  such  interest  in  each  license  issued 

under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  A  person  shall  not  have  an  unreported  financial  interest  in  a  license  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  unless  such  person  has  undergone  a  fingerprint-based  criminal  background 

check  as  provided  for  bv  the  division  in  its  rules:  except  that,  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to 

banks,  savings  and  loan  associations,  or  industrial  banks  supervised  and  regulated  bv  an  agency 

of  the  state  or  federal  government,  or  to  FHA-approved  mortgagees,  or  to  stockholders,  directors. 

or  officers  thereof. 
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3.  This  section  is  intended  to  prohibit  and  prevent  the  control  of  the  outlets  for  the  sale  of 

medical  cannabis  bv  a  person  or  party  other  than  the  persons  licensed  under  the  provisions  of 

sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.948.  1 .  For  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution, 
testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis,  the  division  mav.  in  its  discretion  and  upon 

application  on  the  prescribed  form  made  to  it.  issue  and  grant  to  the  applicant  a  license  or 

registration  from  anv  of  the  following  classes,  subject  to  the  provisions  and  restrictions  provided 

bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 


( 1 )  Medical  cannabis  center  license; 

(2)  Medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license; 

(3)  Medical  cannabis  testing  facility  license: 

(4)  Occupational  licenses  and  registrations  for  owners,  managers,  operators,  employees, 

contractors,  and  other  support  staff  employed  by,  working  in.  or  having  access  to  restricted  areas 

of  the  licensed  premises  as  determined  bv  the  division.  The  division  mav  take  anv  action  with 

respect  to  a  registration  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  it  mav  with  respect  to  a  license 

under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  established  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  In  order  to  do  business  in  Missouri  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  a  medical 

cannabis  business  shall  hold  both  a  medical  cannabis  center  license  and  a  medical  cannabis 

cultivation  and  production  facility  license  and  shall  be  operated  as  a  vertically  integrated 

business. 


3.  A  medical  cannabis  business  shall  use  a  cannabis  plant  monitoring  svstem  as  the 

primary  inventory  tracking  system  of  records. 

4.  A  state-chartered  bank  or  a  credit  union  mav  loan  monev  to  anv  person  licensed  under 

sections  195.900  to  195.985  for  the  operation  of  a  licensed  business. 

5.  A  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  shall  be  licensed,  approved,  and  certified  bv  the 

division  in  order  to  test  medical  cannabis.  A  person  who  is  an  owner  of  a  medical  cannabis 

cultivation  and  production  facility  or  a  medical  cannabis  center  facility  is  prohibited  from  having 

a  financial  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  An  owner  of  a  medical  cannabis  testing 

facility  is  prohibited  from  having  a  financial  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 

production  facility  or  a  medical  cannabis  center  facility. 

195.951.  1.  A  medical  cannabis  center  license  shall  be  issued  only  to  a  person  selling 

medical  cannabis  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 
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2.  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of  this  section,  a  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  mav 

also  sell  medical  cannabis-infused  products  that  are  prepackaged  and  labeled  under  subsection  7 

of  this  section. 


3.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  every  person  selling 
medical  cannabis  as  provided  for  in  this  section  shall  sell  medical  cannabis  grown  in  its  medical 

cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

4.  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  shall  not  purchase  more  than  thirty  percent  of  its 

total  on-hand  inventory  of  medical  cannabis  flower  from  another  licensed  medical  cannabis 

center  licensee  in  Missouri.  A  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  shall  not  sell  more  than  thirty 

percent  of  its  total  on-hand  inventory  of  medical  cannabis  flower  to  another  Missouri  medical 

cannabis  licensee.  At  least  seventy  percent  of  the  medical  cannabis  flower  sold  at  a  medical 

cannabis  center  shall  be  grown  at  its  cultivation  and  production  facility. 

5.  Prior  to  initiating  a  sale,  the  employee  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  making  the  sale 

shall  verify  that  the  purchaser  has  a  valid  registration  card  issued  under  section  195.981  and  a 

valid  picture  identification  card  that  matches  the  name  on  the  registration  card. 

6.  A  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  provide  an  amount  of  its  medical  cannabis 

established  bv  rule  of  the  division  for  testing  to  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility. 

7.  All  medical  cannabis  sold  at  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  be  labeled  as 

follows: 


( 1 )  The  medical  cannabis  center  shall  place  a  legible,  firmlv  affixed  label  on  medical 

cannabis,  excluding  medical  cannabis-infused  products,  on  which  the  wording  is  no  less  than 

one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on  each  package  of  medical  cannabis  that  it  prepares  for  dispensing 

and  which  contains  at  a  minimum  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  registered  qualifying  patient's  name: 

(b)  The  name  and  registration  number  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  that  produced  the 
cannabis,  together  with  the  medical  cannabis  center's  telephone  number  and  mailing  address,  and 

website  information,  if  any; 


(c)  The  quantity  of  usable  medical  cannabis  contained  within  the  package: 

(d)  The  date  that  the  medical  cannabis  center  packaged  the  contents: 

(e)  A  batch  number,  sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used,  to  identify  the 

batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing: 

(f)  The  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  medical  cannabis  contained  within  the  package- 

including  tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC)  level:  and 
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(g)  A  statement  that  the  product  has  been  tested  for  contaminants,  that  there  were  no 
adverse  findings,  and  the  date  of  testing,  and  the  following  statement,  including  capitalization: 

"This  product  has  not  been  analyzed  or  approved  bv  the  FDA.  There  is  limited  information  on 

the  side  effects  of  using  this  product,  and  there  may  be  associated  health  risks.  Do  not  drive  or 

operate  machinery  when  under  the  influence  of  this  product.  KEEP  THIS  PRODUCT  AWAY 

FROM  CHILDREN/’ 

(2)  The  medical  cannabis  center  shall  place  a  legible.  Firmly  affixed  label  on  medical 

cannabis-infused  products  on  which  the  wording  is  no  less  than  one-sixteenth  inch  in  size  on 

each  medical  cannabis-infused  product  that  it  prepares  for  dispensing  and  which  contains  at  a 

minimum  the  following  information: 

(a)  The  registered  qualifying  patient's  name: 

(b)  The  name  and  registration  number  of  the  medical  cannabis  center  that  produced  the 
medical  cannabis-infused  product,  together  with  the  medical  cannabis  center's  telephone  number 

and  mailing  address,  and  website  information,  if  anv: 


(c)  The  name  of  the  product: 

(d)  The  quantity  of  usable  cannabis  contained  within  the  product  as  measured  in  ounces: 

(e)  A  list  of  ingredients,  including  the  cannabinoid  profile  of  the  cannabis  contained 

within  the  product,  including  the  tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC)  level: 

( 0  The  date  of  product  creation  and  the  recommended  "use  by"  or  expiration  date: 

(g)  To  identify  the  batch  associated  with  manufacturing  and  processing,  a  batch  number- 

sequential  serial  number,  and  bar  code  when  used; 

(h)  Directions  for  use  of  the  product  if  relevant; 

( i  >  A  statement  that  the  product  has  been  tested  for  contaminants,  that  there  were  no 

adverse  findings,  and  the  date  of  testing: 

(i)  A  warning  if  known  allergens  are  contained  in  the  product:  and 

(k)  The  following  statement,  including  capitalization:  "This  product  has  not  been 
analyzed  or  approved  bv  the  FDA.  There  is  limited  information  on  the  side  effects  of  using  this 

product,  and  there  mav  be  associated  health  risks.  Do  not  drive  or  operate  machinery  when  under 

the  influence  of  this  product.  KEEP  THIS  PRODUCT  AWAY  FROM  CHILDREN.” 

(3)  Cannabis  shall  be  packaged  in  plain,  opaque,  tamperproof,  and  child-resistant 
containers  without  depictions  of  the  product,  cartoons,  or  images  other  than  the  medical  cannabis 

center's  logo. 


JEF-286870-1 


28 


18-253 


8.  A  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  shall  comply  with  all  provisions  of  law  as  such 

provisions  relate  to  persons  with  disabilities. 

195.954,  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license  shall  only  be 

issued  to  a  person  licensed  under  this  section  who  grows  and  cultivates  medical  cannabis  and 

who  manufactures  medical  cannabis  or  medical  cannabis-infused  products  under  the  terms  and 

conditions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


195.957.  1 .  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  is  the  designated  state  agency 

for  regulating  and  controlling  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

2.  (1)  Medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  be  prepared  on  a  cultivation  and 
production  facility  licensed  premises  that  is  used  for  the  manufacture  and  preparation  of  medical 

cannabis-infused  products  and  which  uses  equipment  that  is  used  for  the  manufacture  and 

preparation  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

(21  Onlv  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  permitted  to 

produce  medical  cannabis-infused  products.  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 

facility  mav  produce  medical  cannabis-infused  products  for  the  facility's  medical  cannabis 

centers  and  mav  sell  the  medical  cannabis-infused  products  it  produces  to  anv  other  licensed 

medical  cannabis  centers  in  the  state. 


(31  The  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  have  all  cannabis 
cultivated  bv  such  facility  tested  bv  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  in  accordance 

with  the  following: 

(al  Cannabis  shall  be  tested  for  the  cannabinoid  profile  and  for  contaminants  as  specified 

bv  the  department,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  mold,  mildew,  heavy  metals,  plant-growth 

regulators,  and  the  presence  of  nonorganic  pesticides.  The  department  mav  require  additional 

testing: 


(bl  The  facility  shall  maintain  the  results  of  all  testing  for  no  less  than  one  year: 

(c)  The  facility  shall  have  and  follow  a  policy  and  procedure  for  responding  to  results 

indieating  contamination,  which  shall  include  destruction  of  contaminated  product  and 
assessment  of  the  source  of  contamination.  Such  policy  shall  be  available  to  registered  qualifying 

patients  and  primary  caregivers: 

(d)  All  testing  shall  be  conducted  bv  an  independent  laboratory  that  is: 

a.  Accredited  to  International  Organization  for  Standardization  (ISO)  17025  bv  a  third- 

partv  accrediting  body  such  as  A2LA  or  ACLASS:  or 

b.  Certified,  registered,  or  accredited  bv  an  organization  approved  bv  the  department. 
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(e)  The  facility  shall  arrange  for  testing  to  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  frequency 

required  bv  the  department: 

(f)  A  facility  shall  have  a  contractual  arrangement  with  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility 

for  the  purposes  of  testing  cannabis,  including  a  stipulation  that  those  individuals  responsible  for 

testing  at  the  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  be  licensed; 

(g)  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  is  prohibited  from  having  anv 

financial  or  other  interest  in  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  providing  testing  services  for  anv 

medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility: 

(h)  No  individual  employee  of  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  providing  testing 
services  for  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  shall  receive  direct  financial 

compensation  from  anv  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility; 

(i)  All  transportation  of  cannabis  to  and  from  laboratories  providing  cannabis  testing 
services  shall  comply  with  rules  promulgated  under  anv  rulemaking  authority  granted  in  sections 

195.900  to  195.985: 


(i)  All  storage  of  cannabis  at  a  laboratory  providing  cannabis  testing  services  shall 

comply  with  subdivision  (4)  of  this  subsection:  and 

(k)  All  excess  cannabis  shall  be  returned  to  the  source  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 

production  facility  and  be  disposed  of  under  paragraph  (e)  of  subdivision  (6)  of  this  subsection. 

(41(a)  All  cannabis  in  the  process  of  cultivation,  production,  preparation,  transport,  or 

analysis  shall  be  housed  and  stored  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevent  diversion,  theft,  or  loss. 

(b)  Such  items  shall  be  accessible  only  to  the  minimum  number  of  specifically  authorized 

dispensary  agents  essential  for  efficient  operation. 

(c)  Such  items  shall  be  returned  to  a  secure  location  immediately  after  completion  of  the 

process  or  at  the  end  of  the  scheduled  business  dav. 

(d)  If  a  manufacturing  process  cannot  be  completed  at  the  end  of  a  working  dav,  the 
processing  area  or  tanks,  vessels,  bins,  or  bulk  containers  containing  cannabis  shall  be  securely 

locked  inside  an  area  or  building  that  affords  adequate  security, 

(51  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  process  cannabis  in  a  safe 

and  sanitary  manner.  A  facility  shall  process  the  leaves  and  flowers  of  the  female  cannabis  plant 

only,  which  shall  be: 


(al  Well  cured  and  free  of  seeds  and  stems: 

(bl  Free  of  dirt,  sand,  debris,  and  other  foreign  matter; 
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(c)  Free  of  contamination  bv  mold,  rot,  other  fungus,  and  bacterial  diseases; 

(d)  Prepared  and  handled  on  food-grade  stainless  steel  tables,  and 

(e)  Packaged  in  a  secure  area. 

(6)  All  facilities,  including  those  that  develop  or  process  nonedible  medical  cannabis- 

infused  products,  shall  comply  with  the  following  sanitary  requirements: 

(a)  Anv  dispensary  agent  whose  job  includes  contact  with  cannabis  or  nonedible  medical 

cannabis-infused  products,  including  cultivation,  production,  or  packaging,  is  subject  to  the 

requirements  for  food  handlers  under  state  law  and  in  accordance  with  rules  of  the  department  of 

health  and  senior  services: 


(b)  Anv  dispensary  agent  working  in  direct  contact  with  preparation  of  cannabis  or 
nonedible  medical  cannabis-infused  products  shall  conform  to  sanitary  practices  while  on  duty. 

including: 


a.  Maintaining  adequate  personal  cleanliness:  and 

b.  Washing  hands  thoroughly  in  an  adequate  hand-washing  area  before  starting  work,  and 

at  anv  other  time  when  hands  mav  have  become  soiled  or  contaminated. 


(c)  Hand-washing  facilities  shall  be  adequate  and  convenient  and  shall  be  furnished  with 

running  water  at  a  suitable  temperature.  Hand-washing  facilities  shall  be  located  in  the  facility  in 

production  areas  and  where  good  sanitary  practices  require  employees  to  wash  and  sanitize  their 

hands,  and  shall  provide  effective  hand  cleaning  and  sanitizing  preparations  and  sanitary  towel 

service  or  suitable  drying  devices: 

(d)  There  shall  be  sufficient  space  for  placement  of  equipment  and  storage  of  materials  as 

is  necessary  for  the  maintenance  of  sanitary  operations: 

(e)  Litter  and  waste  shall  be  properly  removed,  disposed  of  so  as  to  minimize  the 
development  of  odor,  and  shall  minimize  the  potential  for  the  waste  attracting  and  harboring 

pests.  The  operating  systems  for  waste  disposal  shall  be  maintained  in  an  adequate  manner: 

( f)  Floors,  walls,  and  ceilings  shall  be  constructed  in  such  a  manner  that  they  mav  be 

adequately  kept  clean  and  in  good  repair: 

(g)  There  shall  be  adequate  safety  lighting  in  all  processing  and  storage  areas,  as  well  as 

areas  where  equipment  or  utensils  are  cleaned: 

(h)  Buildings,  fixtures,  and  other  physical  facilities  shall  be  maintained  in  a  sanitary 

condition: 
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(i)  All  contact  surfaces,  including  utensils  and  equipment,  shall  be  maintained  in  a  clean 

and  sanitary  condition.  Such  surfaces  shall  be  cleaned  and  sanitized  as  frequently  as  necessary  to 

protect  against  contamination,  using  a  sanitizing  agent  registered  bv  the  United  States 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA).  in  accordance  with  labeled  instructions.  Equipment 

and  utensils  shall  be  so  designed  and  of  such  material  and  workmanship  as  to  be  adequately 

cleanable: 


(i)  All  toxic  items  shall  be  identified,  held,  and  stored  in  a  manner  that  protects  against 

contamination  of  cannabis  and  medical  cannabis-infused  products: 

(k)  A  facility's  water  supply  shall  be  sufficient  for  necessary  operations.  Anv  private 
water  source  shall  be  capable  of  providing  a  safe,  potable,  and  adequate  supply  of  water  to  meet 

the  facility's  needs; 


(l)  Plumbing  shall  be  of  adequate  size  and  design,  and  adequately  installed  and 
maintained  to  carry  sufficient  quantities  of  water  to  required  locations  throughout  the  facility. 

Plumbing  shall  properly  convey  sewage  and  liquid  disposable  waste  from  the  facility.  There  shall 

be  no  cross-connections  between  the  potable  and  waste  water  lines: 

(m)  A  facility  shall  provide  its  employees  with  adequate,  readily  accessible  toilet 

facilities  that  are  maintained  in  a  sanitary  condition  and  in  good  repair¬ 
in')  Products  that  mav  support  the  rapid  growth  of  undesirable  microorganisms  shall  be 
held  in  a  manner  that  prevents  the  growth  of  such  microorganisms;  and 

(o)  Storage  and  transportation  of  finished  products  shall  be  under  conditions  that  shall 

protect  them  against  physical,  chemical,  and  microbial  contamination  as  well  as  against 

deterioration  of  them  or  their  container. 


3.  ( 1 )  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  shall  provide  adequate 

lighting,  ventilation,  temperature,  humidity,  space,  and  equipment. 

(2)  A  facility  shall  have  separate  areas  for  storage  of  cannabis  that  is  outdated,  damaged. 

deteriorated,  mislabeled,  or  contaminated,  or  whose  containers  or  packaging  have  been  opened 

or  breached,  until  such  products  are  destroyed. 

(3)  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  a  clean  and  orderly  condition. 

(4)  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  free  from  infestation  bv  insects,  rodents,  birds,  and 

pests  of  anv  kind. 

(5)  Facility  storage  areas  shall  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  the  security- 
requirements  promulgated  under  the  authority  granted  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

195.960.  1.  Until  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility's  cultivation  or 

production  process  has  been  validated,  such  facility  shall  not  wholesale,  transfer,  or  process  into 
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a  medical  cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  anv  medical  cannabis,  medical 

cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  unless  samples  from  the  harvest  batch  or 

production  batch  from  which  such  medical  cannabis,  medical  cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical 

cannabis  product  was  derived  were  tested  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility  for  contaminants 

and  passed  all  contaminant  tests  required  bv  subsection  3  of  this  section. 

2.  ( 1 )  A  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility’s  cultivation  process  shall 

be  deemed  valid  if  every  harvest  batch  that  it  produced  during  a  twelve-week  period  passed  all 

contaminant  tests  required  bv  subsection  3  of  this  section,  including  at  least  twelve  test  batches 

that  were  submitted  at  least  six  davs  apart  and  contained  samples  from  entirely  different  harvest 

batches. 


(21  A  facility’s  production  process  shall  be  deemed  valid  if  every  production  batch 

that  it  produced  during  a  four-week  period  passed  all  contaminant  tests  required  bv 

subsection  3  of  this  section,  including  at  least  four  test  batches  that  were  submitted  at  least 

six  davs  apart  which  contained  samples  from  entirely  different  production  batches. 

3.(1)  Each  harvest  batch  of  medical  cannabis  and  production  batch  of  medical 

cannabis  concentrate  and  medical  cannabis  product  shall  be  tested  for  microbial 
contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  The  microbial  contamination  test  shall 

include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  testing  to  determine  the  presence  of  and  amounts  present  of 

salmonella  sp..  escherichia  coli.  and  other  bile-tolerant  bacteria.  Each  harvest  batch  of 

medical  cannabis  and  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  and  medical 

cannabis  product  shall  be  tested  for  mold  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing 

facility.  The  mold  contamination  test  shall  include,  but  shall  be  limited  to.  testimz  to 

determine  presence  and  the  level  of  aspergillus  sp..  mucor  sp..  penicillium  sp..  and 

thermophilic  actinomvcetes  sp. 

(2)  Each  harvest  batch  of  medical  cannabis  produced  bv  a  facility  shall  be  tested  for 

tilth  and  other  visible  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing  facility.  The  filth 

contamination  test  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to.  the  detection,  separation. 

quantification,  identification,  and  interpretation  of  extraneous  materials,  including  insects. 

rodent  droppings,  visible  adulterants,  and  other  contaminants,  in  medical  cannabis  flowers 

and  trim. 


(3)  Each  production  batch  of  solvent-based  medical  cannabis  concentrate  produced 

bv  a  facility  shall  be  tested  for  residual  solvent  contamination  bv  a  medical  cannabis  testing 

facility.  The  residual  solvent  contamination  test  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  testing 

to  determine  the  presence  of.  and  amounts  present  of.  butane,  propane,  ethanol,  isopropanol. 

acetone,  and  heptane. 

4.  ( 1 )  The  division  mav  require  additional  tests  to  be  conducted  on  a  harvest  batch  or 

production  batch  prior  to  a  facility  wholesaling,  transferring,  or  processing  into  a  medical 

cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  anv  medical  cannabis,  medical  cannabis 

concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  from  such  harvest  batch  or  production  batch. 
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Additional  tests  mav  include,  but  not  be  limited  to.  screening  for  pesticides,  harmful 

chemicals,  adulterants,  or  other  tvpes  of  microbials.  molds,  filth,  or  residual  solvents. 

(2)  (a)  A  production  batch  of  medical  cannabis  concentrate  shall  be  considered 

exempt  from  subdivision  (1)  of  this  subsection  if  the  facility  that  produced  it  does  not 

wholesale  or  transfer  any  portion  of  the  production  batch  and  it  uses  the  entire  production 

batch  to  manufacture  medical  cannabis  product;  except  that,  a  solvent-based  medical 

cannabis  concentrate  produced  using  butane,  propane,  ethanol,  isopropanol,  acetone,  heptane 

shall  still  be  submitted  for  a  residual  solvent  contaminant  test. 


(b)  A  facility  shall  not  be  required  to  have  residual  solvent  testing  conducted  on  the 
product  batch  of  a  solvent-based  medical  cannabis  concentrate  if  onlv  CQ2  was  used  during  the 

production  of  the  medical  cannabis  concentrate. 

5.  ( 1 )  (a)  If  a  facility  makes  a  material  change  to  its  cultivation  or  production  process. 

such  facility  shall  have  the  first  five  harvest  batches  or  production  batches  produced  using  the 

new  standard  operating  procedures  tested  for  all  of  the  contaminants  required  bv  subsection  3  of 

this  section  regardless  of  whether  its  process  has  been  previously  validated.  If  anv  such  tests  fail- 

such  facility's  process  shall  be  revalidated. 

(b)  It  shall  be  considered  a  material  change  if  a  facility  begins  using  a  new  or  different 
pesticide  during  its  cultivation  process,  and  the  first  five  harvest  batches  produced  using  the  new 

or  different  pesticide  shall  also  be  tested  for  pesticide. 

(c)  It  shall  be  considered  a  material  change  if  a  facility  begins  using  a  new  or  different 

solvent  or  combination  of  solvents. 


(d)  A  facility  that  makes  a  material  change  shall  notify  the  medical  cannabis  testing 
facility  that  conducts  contaminant  testing  on  the  first  five  harvest  batches  or  production  batches 

produced  using  the  new  standard  operating  procedures. 

(e)  When  a  harvest  batch  or  production  batch  is  required  to  be  submitted  for  testing  under 

this  subsection,  the  facility  that  produced  it  shall  not  wholesale,  transfer,  or  process  into  a 

medical  cannabis  concentrate  or  medical  cannabis  product  anv  of  the  medical  cannabis,  medical 

cannabis  concentrate,  or  medical  cannabis  product  from  such  harvest  batch  or  production  batch. 

(2)  If  six  of  the  ten  most  recently  tested  test  batches  produced  bv  a  facility  fail 

contaminant  testing,  the  facility  shall  be  required  to  revalidate  its  process. 

6.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  state  law,  sales  of  medical  cannabis-infused 

products  shall  not  be  exempt  from  state  or  local  sales  tax. 

195.961.1.  A  tax  is  hereby  levied  and  imposed  upon  the  retail  sale  of  cannabis  for 
medical  use  sold  at  medical  cannabis  centers  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  equivalent  to  two 

percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  purpose  and  intent  of  the  tax  is  to  impose  a  tax  upon  the  privilege 

of  engaging  in  the  business,  in  this  state,  of  selling  medical  cannabis.  The  primary  tax  burden  is 
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placed  on  making  taxable  sales  of  medical  cannabis.  All  sellers  of  medical  cannabis  shall  be 

required  to  report  to  the  director  of  revenue,  on  such  forms  and  in  such  manner  as  the  director  of 

revenue  shall  prescribe.  Their  "gross  receipts  from  the  sale  of  medical  cannabis."  defined  to 

mean  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  sales  price  of  all  sales  at  retail  of  medical  cannabis,  and  remit 

to  the  director  of  revenue  two  percent  of  their  gross  receipts  from  the  sales  of  medical  cannabis. 

2.  After  retaining  no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  one-half 

percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the 

department  of  revenue  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund,  one-half  percent  of  the 

amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this  section  will  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of 

revenue  into  the  Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund,  one-half  percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the 

tax  imposed  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of  revenue  into  the  Missouri 

Drug  Treatment  Fund,  and  one-half  percent  of  the  amount  generated  bv  the  tax  imposed  in  this 

section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  department  of  revenue  into  the  Earlv  Childhood  Development. 

Education  and  Care  Fund  created  bv  section  161 .125.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 

the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the  returned 

item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(1)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  "Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and  Care 

Fund."  which  shall  consist  of  certain  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 

Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the 

same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Anv  interest  and  moneys  earned  on  such  investments 

shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining 

in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The 

commissioner  of  administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  tor 

purposes  of  meeting  the  cash  requirements  of  the  department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual 

application,  licensing,  and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law. 

The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action 

as  follows: 


(a)  First,  to  the  department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 

agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 

fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans 
Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including  the  following  purposes: 

operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the  Missouri  Veteran's  Homes,  the 

Missouri  Service  Officer's  Program,  and  other  services  for  veterans  approved  bv  the 

Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug 

rehabilitation  services,  housing  assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance 

to  prevent  homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other  public 

agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  bevond  its  expertise. 
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(c)  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 

dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 

funding. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  "Missouri  Public  Safety  Fund",  which 

shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  be  custodian 

of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are 

invested.  Anv  interest  and  monevs  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 

Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  moneys  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a 

biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of 

Administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting 

the  cash  requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application,  licensing. 

and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law.  The  fund  shall  be  a 

dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 

agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 

fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  police  departments. 

fire  protection  districts,  and  fire  departments  in  the  State  of  Missouri  that  have  medical  cannabis 

centers  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  within  their  geographic 

boundaries. 


(c)  All  monevs  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 

dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 

funding. 


(3)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  "Missouri  Drug  Treatment  Fund.'' 

which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State  Treasurer  shall  be 

custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  monevs  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other 

funds  are  invested.  Anv  interest  and  monevs  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the 

fund.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  anv  monevs  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end 

of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of 

Administration  is  authorized  to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting 

the  cash  requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application,  licensing. 

and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law.  The  fund  shall  be  a 

dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out  this 
section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made  through  contract  or 

agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve 

fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash  balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section. 
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(bl  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  allocated  evenly  to  all  Missouri  Drug 

Treatment  Centers  that  are  funded  by  the  State  of  Missouri. 


(c)  All  moneys  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide  additional 

dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not  replace  existing  dedicated 

funding. 

(4)  The  department  of  revenue  shall  have  the  authority  to  establish,  revise,  and  amend 

rules  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  and  to  issue  all  forms. 

instructions  and  other  documents  necessary  for  the  collection  of  the  tax. 


3.  The  provisions  of  sections  144.010  through  144,527  shall  apply  to  the  administration 

of  the  tax  imposed  bv  this  section. 

195.963.  1.(1)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  "Medical  Cannabis 
License  Cash  Fund."  which  shall  consist  of  all  moneys  collected  bv  the  division  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985.  The  state  treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund.  In  accordance  with 

sections  30.170  and  30.180.  the  state  treasurer  mav  approve  disbursements.  The  fund  shall  be  a 

dedicated  fund  and,  upon  appropriation,  moneys  in  the  fund  shall  be  used  solelv  for  the 

administration  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  anv  monevs 
remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  the  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general 

revenue  fund. 


(3)  The  state  treasurer  shall  invest  monevs  in  the  fund  in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds 

are  invested.  Anv  interest  and  monevs  earned  on  such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund. 


(4)  There  is  hereby  created  the  "‘Medical  Cannabis  Program  Account"  as  an  account 
within  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund.  The  account  shall  consist  of  all  monevs  collected 

bv  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  under  section  195.981.  The  account  shall  be  a 

dedicated  account  and,  upon  appropriation,  monevs  in  the  account  shall  be  used  solelv  for  the 

administration  of  section  195.981. 


2.  ( 1 )  The  division  shall  require  all  applicants  for  initial  state  licenses  under  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  to  submit  a  nonrefundable  application  fee  of  twelve  thousand  five  hundred 

dollars  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license,  and  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  a 

medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  The  division  shall  require  all 

applicants  for  initial  state  licenses  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  submit  an  annual  license 

fee  of  twelve  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  for  a  medical  cannabis  center  license,  and  twelve 

thousand  five  thousand  dollars  for  a  cultivation  and  production  facility  license.  All  applications 

submitted  shall  be  accompanied  bv  all  applicable  state  license  and  application  fees.  Anv 

applications  which  are  later  denied  or  withdrawn  mav  allow  for  a  refund  of  license  fees  only.  All 

application  fees  provided  bv  an  applicant  shall  be  retained  bv  the  division. 
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(2)  The  division  shall  establish  all  other  fees  for  processing  the  following  types  of 
applications,  licenses,  notices,  or  reports  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  state  licensing  authority: 

(a)  Applications  to  change  location  under  subsection  13  of  section  195.936  and  rules 

promulgated  thereunder: 

(b)  Applications  for  transfer  of  ownership  under  section  195.933  and  rules  promulgated 

thereunder: 


(c)  License  renewal  fees,  application  fees  for  renewals,  and  expired  license  renewal 

applications  under  section  195.939:  and 

(d)  Licenses  as  listed  in  section  195.948. 

(3)  The  amounts  of  the  fees  under  subdivisions  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  when  added 

to  the  other  fees  transferred  to  the  fund  under  this  section,  shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and 

indirect  costs  of  the  division  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  sections  195.900  to 

195.985. 


(4)  The  division  mav  charge  applicants  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  a  fee 

for  the  cost  of  each  fingerprint  analysis  and  background  investigation  undertaken  to  qualify  new 

officers,  directors,  managers,  or  employees. 

(5)  At  least  annually,  the  division  shall  review  the  amounts  of  the  fees  and,  if  necessary. 

adjust  the  amounts  to  reflect  the  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  division. 

3.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  4  of  this  section,  the  division  shall  establish  a  basic 

fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  service  of  anv  subpoena  upon  the  division,  plus  a  fee  for 

meals  and  a  fee  for  mileage  at  the  rate  prescribed  for  state  officers  and  employees,  for  each  mile 

actually  and  necessarily  traveled  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the  place  named  in  the  subpoena. 

If  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena  is  required  to  attend  the  place  named  in  the  subpoena  for 

more  than  one  dav.  there  shall  be  paid,  in  advance,  a  sum  to  be  established  bv  the  division 

for  each  dav  of  attendance  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena. 

4.  The  subpoena  fee  established  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  not  be 

applicable  to  anv  federal,  state,  or  local  governmental  agency. 

195.966.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  all  fees  and  fines  provided  for  bv  sections 

195.900  to  195.985  shall  be  paid  to  the  division,  which  shall  transmit  the  fees  to  the  state 

treasurer.  The  state  treasurer  shall  credit  the  fees  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund 

created  in  section  195.963. 


2.  The  expenditures  of  the  division  shall  be  paid  out  of  appropriations  from  the 

medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in  section  195.963. 
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195.969.  1.  Each  application  for  a  local  license  provided  for  in  sections  195.900  to 
195.985  filed  with  a  local  licensing  authority  shall  be  accompanied  bv  an  application  fee  and 

a  license  fee  in  an  amount  determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  not  to  exceed  ten 

percent  of  the  state  application  fee  and  license  fee. 

2.  License  fees  as  determined  bv  the  local  licensing  authority  shall  be  paid  to  the 
treasurer  of  the  municipality  or  countv  where  the  licensed  premises  is  located  in  advance  of 

the  approval,  denial,  or  renewal  of  the  license. 

195.972.  1.  In  addition  to  anv  other  sanctions  prescribed  bv  sections  195.900  to 

195.985  or  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  the  division  or  a  local 

licensing  authority  has  the  power,  on  its  own  motion  or  on  complaint,  after  investigation  and 

opportunity  for  a  public  hearing  at  which  the  licensee  shall  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  be 

heard,  to  suspend  or  revoke  a  license  issued  bv  the  respective  authority  for  a  violation  bv  the 

licensee  or  bv  anv  of  the  agents  or  employees  of  the  licensee  of  the  provisions  of  sections 

195.900  to  195.985,  or  anv  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  or 

of  anv  of  the  terms,  conditions,  or  provisions  of  the  license  issued  bv  the  division  or  local 

licensing  authority.  The  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  has  the  power  to  administer 

oaths  and  issue  subpoenas  to  require  the  presence  of  persons  and  the  production  of  papers. 

books,  and  records  necessary  to  the  determination  of  a  hearing  that  the  division  or  local 

licensing  authority  is  authorized  to  conduct. 


2.  The  division  or  local  licensing  authority  shall  provide  notice  of  suspension. 

revocation,  fine,  or  other  sanction,  as  well  as  the  required  notice  of  the  hearing  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section  bv  mailing  the  same  in  writing  to  the  licensee  at  the  address 

contained  in  the  license.  Except  in  the  case  of  a  summary  suspension  under  section 

195.984.  a  suspension  shall  not  be  for  a  longer  period  than  six  months.  If  a  license  is 

suspended  or  revoked,  a  part  of  the  fees  paid  therefore  shall  not  be  returned  to  the  licensee. 

Anv  license  or  permit  mav  be  summarily  suspended  bv  the  issuing  licensing  authority  without 

notice,  pending  anv  prosecution,  investigation,  or  public  hearing  under  the  terms  of  section 

195.984.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  the  summary  suspension  of  a  license  under  section 


195.984. 


3.  Ill  Whenever  a  decision  of  the  division  or  a  local  licensing  authority  suspending  a 
license  for  fourteen  davs  or  less  becomes  final,  the  licensee  mav.  before  the  operative  date  of  the 

suspension,  petition  for  permission  to  pav  a  fine  in  lieu  of  having  the  license  suspended  for  all  or 

part  of  the  suspension  period.  Upon  the  receipt  of  the  petition,  the  division  or  local  licensing 

authority  mav.  in  its  sole  discretion,  stay  the  proposed  suspension  and  cause  anv  investigation  to 

be  made  which  it  deems  desirable  and  mav.  in  its  sole  discretion,  grant  the  petition  if  the  division 

or  local  licensing  authority  is  satisfied  that: 

(a)  The  public  welfare  and  morals  shall  not  be  impaired  bv  permitting  the  licensee  to 

operate  during  the  period  set  for  suspension  and  that  the  payment  of  the  fine  shall  achieve  the 

desired  disciplinary  purposes: 
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(b)  The  books  and  records  of  the  licensee  are  kept  in  such  a  manner  that  the  loss  of  sales 

that  the  licensee  would  have  suffered  had  the  suspension  gone  into  effect  mav  be  determined 

with  reasonable  accuracy;  and 


(c)  The  licensee  has  not  had  his  or  her  license  suspended  or  revoked,  nor  had  anv 
suspension  staved  bv  payment  of  a  fine,  during  the  two  years  immediately  preceding  the  date  of 

the  motion  or  complaint  that  resulted  in  a  final  decision  to  suspend  the  license  or  permit. 

(2)  The  fine  accepted  shall  be  not  less  than  five  hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  one 

hundred  thousand  dollars. 


(3)  Payment  of  a  fine  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  in  the  form  of  cash 

or  in  the  form  of  a  certified  check  or  cashier's  check  made  payable  to  the  division  or  local 

licensing  authority,  whichever  is  appropriate. 

4,  Upon  payment  of  the  fine  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  the  division  or  local 

licensing  authority  shall  enter  its  further  order  permanently  staving  the  imposition  of  the 

suspension.  If  the  fine  is  paid  to  a  local  licensing  authority,  the  governing  body  of  the  authority 

shall  cause  the  moneys  to  be  paid  into  the  general  fund  of  the  local  licensing  authority.  Fines 

paid  to  the  division  under  subsection  3  of  this  section  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  state  treasurer 

who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in  section  195.963. 


5.  In  connection  with  a  petition  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  the  authority  of  the 

division  or  local  licensing  authority  is  limited  to  the  granting  of  such  stays  as  are  necessary  for 

the  authority  to  complete  its  investigation  and  make  its  findings  and,  if  the  authority  makes  such 

findings,  to  the  granting  of  an  order  permanently  staving  the  imposition  of  the  entire  suspension 

or  that  portion  of  the  suspension  not  otherwise  conditionally  staved. 

6.  If  the  division  or  local  licensing  authority  does  not  make  the  findings  required  in 
subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  3  of  this  section  and  does  not  order  the  suspension  permanently 

staved,  the  suspension  shall  go  into  effect  on  the  operative  date  finally  set  bv  the  division  or  local 

licensing  authority. 

7.  Each  local  licensing  authority  shall  report  all  actions  taken  to  impose  fines. 
suspensions,  and  revocations  to  the  division  in  a  manner  required  bv  the  division.  No  later  than 

January  fifteenth  of  each  year,  the  division  shall  compile  a  report  of  the  preceding  year's  actions 

in  which  fines,  suspensions,  or  revocations  were  imposed  bv  local  licensing  authorities  and  bv 

the  division.  The  division  shall  file  one  copy  of  the  report  with  the  chief  clerk  of  the  house  of 

representatives,  one  copy  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate,  and  six  copies  in  the  legislative  library. 

195.975.  1.  Each  licensee  shall  keep  a  complete  set  of  all  records  necessary  to  show  fully 

the  business  transactions  of  the  licensee,  all  of  which  shall  be  open  at  all  times  during  business 

hours  for  the  inspection  and  examination  of  the  division  or  its  dulv  authorized  representatives. 

The  division  mav  require  anv  licensee  to  furnish  such  information  as  it  considers  necessary  for 

the  proper  administration  of  this  section  and  mav  require  an  audit  to  be  made  of  the  books  of 

account  and  records  on  such  occasions  as  it  mav  consider  necessary  bv  an  auditor  to  be  selected 
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bv  the  division  who  shall  likewise  have  access  to  all  books  and  records  of  the  licensee,  and  the 

expense  thereof  shall  be  paid  bv  the  licensee. 

2.  The  licensed  premises,  including  anv  places  of  storage  where  medical  cannabis  is 

grown,  stored,  cultivated,  sold,  or  dispensed,  shall  be  subject  to  inspection  bv  the  division  or 

local  licensing  authorities  and  their  investigators,  during  all  business  hours  and  other  times  of 

apparent  activity,  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  or  investigation.  For  examination  of  anv 

inventory'  or  books  and  records  required  to  be  kept  bv  the  licensees,  access  shall  be  required 

during  business  hours.  Where  anv  part  of  the  licensed  premises  consists  of  a  locked  area,  upon 

demand  to  the  licensee,  such  area  shall  be  made  available  for  inspection  without  delav.  and,  upon 

request  bv  authorized  representatives  of  the  division  or  local  licensing  authority,  the  licensee 

shall  open  the  area  for  inspection. 

3.  Each  licensee  shall  retain  all  books  and  records  necessary  to  show  fully  the 

business  transactions  of  the  licensee  for  a  period  of  the  current  tax  year  and  the  three 

immediately  prior  tax  years. 

195.978.  1.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  it  is 

unlawful  for  a  person: 

( 1 )  To  consume  medical  cannabis  in  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center,  and  it  shall 

be  unlawful  for  a  medical  cannabis  licensee  to  allow  medical  cannabis  to  be  consumed  upon 

its  licensed  premises: 

(2)  With  knowledge,  to  permit  or  fail  to  prevent  the  use  of  such  person's  registry 

identification  bv  anv  other  person  for  the  unlawful  purchasing  of  medical  cannabis:  or 

(3)  To  buv.  sell,  transfer,  give  awav.  or  acquire  medical  cannabis,  except  as  allowed 

under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 


2.  It  is  unlawful  for  a  person  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(1 )  To  be  within  a  limited-access  area  unless  the  person's  license  badge  is  displayed 

as  required  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

(2)  To  fail  to  designate  areas  of  ingress  and  egress  for  limited-access  areas  and  post 

signs  in  conspicuous  locations  as  required  bv  sections  195.900  to  195.985; 

(3)  To  fail  to  report  a  transfer  required  bv  section  195.933;  or 

(4)  To  fail  to  report  the  name  of  or  a  change  in  managers  as  required  bv  section 

195.936. 


3.  It  is  unlawful  for  anv  person  licensed  to  sell  medical  cannabis  under  sections 

195.900  to  195.985: 
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( 1)  To  sell  more  than  two  and  one-half  ounces  of  cannabis  flower  or  its  equivalent  in 

cannabis  concentrate  or  cannabis  product  during  a  sales  transaction  to  a  qualifying  patient: 

(21  To  display  anv  signs  that  are  inconsistent  with  local  laws  or  regulations: 

(3)  To  use  advertising  material  that  is  misleading,  deceptive,  or  false,  or  that  is 

designed  to  appeal  to  minors: 

(41(a)  To  sell  medical  cannabis  to  a  person  not  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985  or  to  a  person  not  able  to  produce  a  valid  patient  registry  identification  card. 

Notwithstanding  anv  provision  in  this  paragraph  to  the  contrary,  a  person  under  twentv-one 

years  of  age  shall  not  be  employed  to  sell  or  dispense  medical  cannabis  at  a  medical 

cannabis  center  or  grow  or  cultivate  medical  cannabis  at  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 

production  facility: 

(b)  If  a  licensee  or  a  licensee's  employee  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a 
person  is  exhibiting  a  fraudulent  patient  registry  identification  card  in  an  attempt  to  obtain 

medical  cannabis,  the  licensee  or  employee  shall  be  authorized  to  confiscate  the  fraudulent 

patient  registry  identification  card,  if  possible,  and  shall,  within  seventy-two  hours  after  the 

confiscation,  turn  it  over  to  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  or  local  law 

enforcement  agency.  The  failure  to  confiscate  the  fraudulent  patient  registry  identification 

card  or  to  turn  it  over  to  the  department  or  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  agency  within 

seventy-two  hours  after  the  confiscation  shall  not  constitute  a  criminal  offense: 


(51  To  offer  for  sale  or  solicit  an  order  for  medical  cannabis  in  person  except  within  the 

licensed  premises: 

(61  To  have  in  possession  or  upon  the  licensed  premises  anv  medical  cannabis,  the  sale  of 

which  is  not  permitted  bv  the  license; 

(71  To  buv  medical  cannabis  from  a  person  not  licensed  to  sell  as  provided  by  sections 

195.900  to  195.985; 

(8)  To  sell  medical  cannabis  except  in  the  permanent  location  specifically  designated  in 

the  license  for  sale; 


(91  To  require  a  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production 

facility  to  make  delivery  to  anv  premises  other  than  the  specific  licensed  premises  where  the 

medical  cannabis  is  to  be  sold,  except  as  otherwise  provided  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985: 

or 


( 101  To  sell,  serve,  or  distribute  medical  cannabis  at  anv  time  other  than  between  the 

hours  of  8:00  a.m.  and  7:00  p.m.  Monday  through  Sunday. 

4.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985,  it  is  unlawful  for: 
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(1) A  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  to 

sell,  deliver,  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  a  licensee  anv  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon  its 

licensed  premises:  or 

(2)  A  medical  cannabis  center  or  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facility  to 

sell,  possess,  or  permit  sale  of  medical  cannabis  not  grown  upon  its  licensed  premises.  A 

violation  of  this  subsection  bv  a  licensee  shall  be  grounds  for  the  immediate  revocation  of  the 

license  granted  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

5.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  a  physician  who  makes  patient  referrals  to  a  licensed  medical 

cannabis  center  to  receive  anything  of  value  from  the  medical  cannabis  center  licensee  or  its 

agents,  servants,  officers,  or  owners  or  anyone  financially  interested  in  the  licensee,  and  it  shall 

be  unlawful  for  a  licensee  licensed  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  to  offer  anything  of  value 

to  a  phvsician  for  making  patient  referrals  to  the  licensed  medical  cannabis  center. 

6.  A  person  who  commits  anv  acts  that  are  unlawful  under  this  section  is  guiltv  of  a 

class  A  misdemeanor. 


195.981.1 .  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 


( 1 )  "Bona  fide  phvsician-patient  relationship”,  for  purposes  of  the  medical  cannabis 

program: 

(a)  A  phvsician  and  a  patient  have  a  treatment  or  counseling  relationship,  in  the  course  of 

which  the  phvsician  has  completed  a  full  assessment  of  the  patient's  medical  history  and  current 

medical  condition,  including  an  appropriate  personal  physical  examination: 

(b)  The  phvsician  has  consulted  with  the  patient  with  respect  to  the  patient's  qualifying 

medical  condition  before  the  patient  applies  for  a  registry  identification  card:  and 

(c)  The  phvsician  is  available  to  or  ofYers  to  provide  follow-up  care  and  treatment  to  the 

patient,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  patient  examinations,  to  determine  the  efficacy  of  the  use  of 

medical  cannabis  as  a  treatment  of  the  patient's  qualifying  medical  condition. 

(21  "Department",  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(3)  "Director",  the  director  of  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services. 

(4)  "In  good  standing”,  with  respect  to  a  physician's  license: 

(a)  The  phvsician  holds  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  doctor  of  osteopathic  medicine  degree 

from  an  accredited  medical  school: 


(b)  The  phvsician  holds  a  valid  license  to  practice  medicine  in  Missouri  that  does  not 

contain  a  restriction  or  condition  that  prohibits  the  recommendation  of  medical  cannabis:  and 


JEF-286870-1 


43 


18-253 


(c)  The  physician  has  a  valid  and  unrestricted  United  States  Department  of  Justice 

Federal  Drug  Enforcement  Administration  controlled  substances  registration. 

(5)  "Medical  cannabis  program",  the  program  established  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985. 


(6)  "Nonresident  cardholder",  a  person  who:  ( 1 )  has  been  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying 

medical  condition,  or  is  the  parent,  guardian,  conservator,  or  other  person  with  authority  to 

consent  to  the  medical  treatment  of  a  person  who  has  been  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical 

condition:  (2)  is  not  a  resident  of  Missouri:  (3)  was  issued  a  currently  valid  registry  identification 

card  or  its  equivalent  under  the  laws  of  another  state,  district,  territory,  commonwealth,  insular 

possession  of  the  United  States,  or  country  recognized  bv  the  United  States  that  allows  the 

person  to  use  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  the  jurisdiction  of  issuance:  and  (4)  has  submitted 

documentation  required  bv  the  department  and  has  received  confirmation  of  registration. 

(7)  "Caregiver",  the  same  meaning  as  such  term  is  defined  in  section  195.900. 

(8)  "Registry  identification  card1',  the  nontransferable  confidential  registry  identification 

card  issued  bv  the  department  to  patients  and  caregivers  under  this  section. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  establish,  revise,  and  amend  rules 

and  regulations  as  follows: 


( 1 1  To  ensure  that  patients  suffering  from  qualifying  medical  conditions  are  able  to  safely 

gain  access  to  medical  cannabis  and  to  ensure  that  such  patients: 

(a)  Are  not  subject  to  criminal  prosecution  for  their  use  of  medical  cannabis  in 

accordance  with  this  section,  and  the  rules  of  the  department:  and 

(b)  Axe  able  to  establish  an  affirmative  defense  to  their  use  of  medical  cannabis  in 

accordance  with  this  section,  and  the  rules  of  the  department. 

(21  To  prevent  persons  who  do  not  sutYer  From  qualifying  medical  conditions  from  using 

this  section  as  a  means  to  sell,  acquire,  possess,  produce,  use,  or  transport  cannabis  in  violation 

of  state  and  federal  laws: 


(31  The  establishment  and  maintenance  of  a  confidential  registry  of  patients  who  have 

applied  for  and  are  entitled  to  receive  a  registry  identification  card: 

(41  The  development  bv  the  department  of  an  application  form  and  making  such  form 
available  to  residents  of  this  state  seeking  to  be  listed  on  the  confidential  registry  of  patients  who 

are  entitled  to  receive  a  registry  identification  card: 

(51  The  verification  bv  the  department  of  medical  information  concerning  patients  who 

have  applied  for  a  confidential  registry  card  or  for  renewal  of  a  registry  identification  card: 
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(6)  The  development  bv  the  department  of  a  written  certification  form  that  shall  be  used 

bv  a  physician  to  certify  that  a  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition; 

(7)  The  conditions  for  issuance  and  renewal,  and  the  form,  of  the  registry  identification 

cards  issued  to  patients,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  standards  for  ensuring  that  the  department 

issues  a  registry  identification  card  to  a  patient  only  if  such  patient  has  a  bona  fide  phvsician- 

patient  relationship  with  a  physician  in  good  standing  and  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the 

state  of  Missouri; 


(8)  Communications  with  law  enforcement  officials  about  registry  identification  cards 

that  have  been  suspended  when  a  patient  is  no  longer  diagnosed  as  having  a  qualifying  medical 

condition: 


(9)  A  waiver  process  to  allow  a  homebound  patient  who  is  on  the  registry  to  have  a 
caregiver  transport  the  patient's  medical  cannabis  from  a  licensed  medical  cannabis  center  to  the 

patient:  and 

( 10)  To  regulate  and  control  the  manufacturing  of  medical  cannabis-infused  products. 

_ 3,  The  department  shall  conduct  a  public  review  hearing  to  receive  public  input  on  anv 

emergency  rules  adopted  bv  the  department  and  be  provided  with  an  update  from  the  industry- 

caregivers.  patients,  and  other  stakeholders  regarding  the  industry's  current  status.  The 

department  shall  provide  at  least  five  business  davs'  notice  prior  to  the  hearing. 

4.  Within  one  hundred  eighty  davs  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  department 

shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying 

patient  and  caregiver  identification  cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  davs  of  the  effective  date  of 

this  section,  the  department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  qualifying  patient  and 

caregiver  identification  cards. 


5.  A  physician  who  certifies  a  qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the 

medical  cannabis  program  shall  comply  with  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

( 1 )  The  phvsician  shall  have  a  valid  and  active  license  to  practice  medicine  in  this  state. 

which  license  is  in  good  standing: 


(2)  After  a  phvsician.  who  has  a  bona  fide  phvsician-patient  relationship  with  the  patient. 

determines  that  the  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition,  the  phvsician  shall  certify  to  the 

department  that  the  patient  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  after  the  phvsician  has  completed 

an  assessment  of  the  qualifying  patient's  medical  history,  reviewed  relevant  records  related  to  the 

patient's  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  conducted  a  physical  examination.  The  phvsician 

shall  specify  the  qualifying  medical  condition  and,  if  known,  the  cause  or  source  of  the 

qualifying  medical  condition: 

(3)  The  phvsician  shall  maintain  a  record-keeping  system  for  all  patients  for  whom  the 

phvsician  has  determined  have  a  qualifying  medical  condition: 
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(4)  A  physician  shall  not: 

(a)  Accept,  solicit,  or  offer  anv  form  of  pecuniary  remuneration  from  or  to  a  caregiver. 

distributor,  or  anv  other  provider  of  medical  cannabis: 

(b)  Offer  a  discount  or  anv  other  thing  of  value  to  a  patient  who  uses  or  agrees  to  use  a 

particular  caregiver,  distributor,  or  other  provider  of  medical  cannabis  to  procure  medical 

cannabis: 


(c)  Examine  a  patient  for  purposes  of  diagnosing  a  qualifying  medical  condition  at  a 

location  where  medical  cannabis  is  sold  or  distributed: 

(d)  Hold  an  economic  interest  in  an  enterprise  that  provides  or  distributes  medical 
cannabis  if  the  physician  certifies  the  qualifying  medical  condition  of  a  patient  for  participation 

in  the  medical  cannabis  program:  or 

(e)  Issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying 

patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the  qualifying  patient's  parent  or 

legal  guardian.  The  department  shall  not  issue  a  qualifying  patient  registry  identification  card  on 

behalf  of  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 

consent  of  the  qualifying  patient's  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  registry  identification  card  shall 

be  issued  to  one  of  the  parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or 

guardian  mav  serve  as  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  qualify  ing  patient  under  the  age  of 

eighteen.  Only  the  qualifying  patient's  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or  possess  medical 

cannabis  for  a  non-emancipated  qualifying  patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen.  A  parent  or 

guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical  cannabis  to  a  non-emancipated  qualify  ing 

patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen. 

(5)  If  the  department  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a  physician  has  violated 

subdivision  (1 ).  (2).  or  (3)  of  subsection  4  of  this  section,  or  the  rules  promulgated  bv  the 

department,  the  department  mav  refer  the  matter  to  the  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing 

arts. 


6.  (1 )  A  caregiver  shall  not  delegate  to  anv  other  person  his  or  her  authority  to  provide 

medical  cannabis  to  a  patient  nor  mav  a  caregiver  engage  others  to  assist  in  providing  medical 

cannabis  to  a  patient. 

(2)  A  caregiver  shall  not  cultivate  cannabis.  Only  a  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and 

production  facility  mav  cultivate  cannabis  and  onlv  for  medical  use. 

(3)  A  caregiver  shall  provide  to  a  law  enforcement  agency,  upon  inquiry,  the  registry 
identification  card  number  of  each  of  his  or  her  patients.  The  department  shall  maintain  a  registry 

of  such  information  and  make  it  available  twentv-four  hours  per  dav  and  seven  davs  a  week  to 

law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 


JEF-286870-1 


46 


18-253 


7.  A  registered  patient  or  caregiver  shall  not: 

( 1)  Purchase  medical  cannabis  from  unauthorized  sources;  or 

(2)  Obtain  medical  cannabis  from  other  registered  patients  or  caregivers. 

8.  ( 1 )  To  be  considered  in  compliance  with  this  section  and  the  rules  of  the  department,  a 

patient  or  caregiver  shall  have  his  or  her  registry  identification  card  in  his  or  her  possession  at  all 

times  that  he  or  she  is  in  possession  of  anv  form  of  medical  cannabis  and  produce  the  same  upon 

request  of  a  law  enforcement  officer  to  demonstrate  that  the  patient  or  caregiver  is  not  in 

violation  of  the  law.  A  person  who  violates  this  section  or  the  rules  promulgated  bv  the 

department  mav  be  subject  to  criminal  prosecution. 

(2)  The  department  shall  maintain  a  registry  of  such  information  and  make  available 

twentv-four  hours  a  dav  and  seven  davs  a  week  to  law  enforcement  for  verification  purposes. 

Authorized  employees  of  state  or  local  law  enforcement  agencies  shall  be  granted  access  to  the 

information  contained  within  the  state  health  agency's  confidential  registry  only  for  the  purpose 

of  verifying  that  an  individual  who  has  presented  a  registry  identification  card  to  a  state  or  local 

law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession  of  such  card.  The  department  mav  promulgate 

rules  to  implement  this  subsection. 

(3)  The  department  mav  denv  a  patient's  application  for  a  registry  identification  card  or 

revoke  the  card  if  the  department  determines  that  the  physician  who  diagnosed  the  patient's 

qualifying  medical  condition,  the  patient,  or  the  caregiver  violated  this  section,  or  the  rules 

promulgated  bv  the  department  under  this  section:  except  that,  when  a  physician's  violation  is 

the  basis  for  adverse  action,  the  department  mav  only  denv  or  revoke  a  patient's  application  or 

registry  identification  card  when  the  physician's  violation  is  related  to  the  issuance  of  a  medical 

cannabis  recommendation. 


(4)  A  registry  identification  card  shall  be  valid  for  one  year  and  shall  contain  a  unique 

identification  number.  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  patient  to  apply  to  renew  his  or  her 

registry  identification  card  prior  to  the  date  on  which  the  card  expires.  The  department  shall 

develop  a  form  for  a  patient  to  use  in  renewing  his  or  her  registry  identification  card. 

(5)  If  the  department  grants  a  patient  a  waiver  to  allow  a  caregiver  to  transport  the 
patient's  medical  cannabis  from  a  medical  cannabis  center  to  the  patient,  the  department  shall 

designate  the  waiver  on  the  patient's  registry  identification  card. 

(6)  A  homebound  patient  who  receives  a  waiver  from  the  department  to  allow  a  caregiver 

to  transport  the  patient's  medical  cannabis  to  the  patient  from  a  medical  cannabis  center  shall 

provide  the  caregiver  with  the  patient's  registry  identification  card,  which  the  caregiver  shall 

carry  when  the  caregiver  is  transporting  the  medical  cannabis.  A  medical  cannabis  center  mav 

provide  the  medical  cannabis  to  the  caregiver  for  transport  to  the  patient  if  the  caregiver 

produces  the  patient's  registry  identification  card. 
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9.  ( 1 )  The  State  of  Missouri  and  the  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  which  hold 

valid  medical  cannabis  center  licenses  will  recognize  a  nonresident  card  under  the  following 

circumstances: 


(a)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 

card  grants  an  exemption  from  criminal  prosecution  for  the  medical  use  of  cannabis: 

(b)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 

card  requires,  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  issuance  of  such  a  card,  that  a  physician  advise  the  person 

that  the  person  has  a  qualifying  medical  condition  recognized  bv  the  state  of  Missouri: 

(c)  The  nonresident  card  has  an  expiration  date  and  has  not  vet  expired: 

(d)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 

card  maintains  a  database  which  preserves  such  information  as  mav  be  necessary  to  verify  the 

authenticity  or  validity  of  the  nonresident  card: 


(e)  The  state  or  jurisdiction  from  which  the  holder  or  bearer  obtained  the  nonresident 

card  allows  the  division  and  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  to  access  the  database 

described  in  paragraph  (d): 

(f)  The  division  determines  that  the  database  described  in  paragraph  (d)  is  able  to 
provide  to  medical  cannabis  centers  in  this  State  information  that  is  sufficiently  accurate,  current 

and  specific  as  to  allow  those  centers  to  verify  that  a  person  who  holds  or  bears  a  nonresident 

card  is  entitled  lawfully  to  do  so:  and 


(g)  The  holder  or  bearer  of  the  nonresident  card  agrees  to  abide  bv.  and  does  abide  bv. 

the  legal  limits  on  the  possession  of  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  this  State,  as  set  forth  in 

195.900.3(1). 

(2)  For  the  purposes  of  the  reciprocity  described  in  this  section: 

(a)  The  amount  of  medical  cannabis  that  the  holder  or  bearer  of  a  nonresident  card  is 

entitled  to  possess  in  his  or  her  state  or  jurisdiction  of  residence  is  irrelevant:  and 

(b)  Under  no  circumstances,  while  in  this  State,  mav  the  holder  or  bearer  of  a 
nonresident  card  possess  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  in  excess  of  the  limits  set  forth  in 

195.900.3(1). 

(3)  As  used  in  this  section,  "nonresident  card"  means  a  card  or  other  identification  that: 

(a)  Is  issued  bv  a  state  or  jurisdiction  other  than  Missouri:  and 

(b)  Is  the  functional  equivalent  of  a  registry  identification  card  or  letter  of  approval,  as 

determined  bv  the  division. 
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10.  ( 1 )  The  use  of  medical  cannabis  is  allowed  under  state  law  to  the  extent  that  it  is 

carried  out  in  accordance  with  sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  the  rules  of  the  department. 

(2)  A  patient  or  caregiver  shall  not: 

(a)  Engage  in  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  in  a  wav  that  endangers  the  health 

and  well-being  of  a  person: 

(b)  Engage  in  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  in  plain  view  or  in  a  place  open  to  the  general 

public: 


(c)  Undertake  any  task  while  under  the  influence  of  medical  cannabis,  when  doing  so 

would  constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice: 

(d)  Possess  medical  cannabis  or  otherwise  engage  in  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  in  or  on 

the  grounds  of  a  school  or  in  a  school  bus: 


(e)  Engage  in  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  while: 


a.  In  a  correctional  facility: 

b.  Subject  to  a  sentence  to  incarceration:  or 

c.  In  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  or  motorboat. 


(f)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  anv  vehicle,  aircraft,  or 

motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  medical  cannabis:  or 


(g)  Use  medical  cannabis  if  the  person  does  not  have  a  qualifying  medical  condition  as 

diagnosed  bv  the  person's  physician  in  the  course  of  a  bona  fide  phvsician-patient  relationship 

that  has  been  certified  to  the  department. 

(3)  A  person  shall  not  establish  a  business  to  permit  patients  to  congregate  and  smoke 

medical  cannabis. 


1 1.  Only  licensed  medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities  mav  cultivate 

medical  cannabis. 


12.  If  a  patient  raises  an  affirmative  defense  to  prosecution  under  sections  195.900  to 

195.985.  the  patient's  physician  shall  certify  the  specific  amounts  in  excess  of  an  adequate 

supply  that  are  necessary  to  address  the  patient's  qualifying  medical  condition  and  whv  such 

amounts  are  necessary.  A  patient  who  asserts  this  affirmative  defense  shall  waive  confidentiality 

privileges  related  to  the  condition  or  conditions.  If  a  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician  raises  an 

exception  to  the  state  criminal  laws,  the  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician  waives  the 
confidentiality  of  his  or  her  records  related  to  the  qualifying  medical  condition  or  conditions 

maintained  bv  the  department  for  the  medical  cannabis  program.  Upon  request  of  a  law 

enforcement  agency  for  such  records,  the  department  shall  only  provide  records  pertaining  to  the 
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individual  raising  the  exception,  and  shall  redact  all  other  patient,  caregiver,  or  physician 

identifying  information. 


13.  (1)  Except  as  provided  in  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection,  the  department  shall 

establish  a  basic  fee  that  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  service  of  any  subpoena  upon  the 
department,  plus  a  fee  for  meals  and  a  fee  for  mileage  at  the  rate  prescribed  for  state  officers  and 

employees,  for  each  mile  actually  and  necessarily  traveled  in  going  to  and  returning  from  the 

place  named  in  the  subpoena.  If  the  person  named  in  the  subpoena  is  required  to  attend  the 

place  named  in  the  subpoena  for  more  than  one  dav.  there  shall  be  paid,  in  advance,  a  sum 

to  be  established  bv  the  department  for  each  dav  of  attendance  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the 

person  named  in  the  subpoena. 

(21  The  subpoena  fee  established  under  subdivision  (1)  of  the  subsection  shall  not  be 

applicable  to  anv  federal,  state,  or  local  governmental  agency. 

14,  The  department  mav  collect  fees  from  patients  who  apply  to  the  medical 
cannabis  program  for  a  cannabis  registry  identification  card  for  the  purpose  of  offsetting  the 

department's  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  administering  the  program.  The  amount  of  such 

fees  shall  be  set  bv  rule  of  the  department.  The  amount  of  the  fees  set  under  this  section 

shall  reflect  the  actual  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  the  department  in  the  administration  and 

enforcement  of  this  section.  All  fees  collected  bv  the  department  through  the  medical 

cannabis  program  shall  be  transferred  to  the  state  treasurer  who  shall  credit  the  same  to  the 

medical  cannabis  program  account  within  the  medical  cannabis  license  cash  fund  created  in 

section  195.963. 


195.982.  1.  No  individual  or  health  care  entity  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state 

shall  be  subject  to  anv  adverse  action  bv  the  state  or  anv  agency,  board,  or  subdivision 

thereof,  including  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  anv  right  or  privilege,  the 

imposition  of  a  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 

accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  if  such  individual  or  employee  or  agent  of 

the  health  care  facility,  in  its  normal  course  of  business  and  within  its  applicable  licenses 

and  regulations,  certifies  a  qualifying  medical  condition  for  an  applicant  to  the  medical 

cannabis  program  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

2.  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  bv  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing  Arts,  or  its 

successor  agency,  for  issuing  a  physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualify  ing 

medical  condition  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional 

conduct. 


3.  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of 

anv  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 

accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  for  providing  health  care  services  that  involve  the 

medical  use  of  cannabis  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 
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4.  A  testing  laboratory  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  anv 

right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  anv 

accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that 

relate  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal 

standards  of  professional  conduct. 

5.  A  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  cannabis  for  mbdieal  use  bv  a 

qualifying  patient  under  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985. 

6.  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subject  to  disciplinary  action  bv  the  state  bar  association  or 

other  professional  licensing  body  for  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed 

medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  productive  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  medical 

cannabis  testing  facilities,  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers,  or 

others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law  pursuant  to 

this  section. 


7.  Actions  and  conduct  bv  duly  registered  or  licensed  qualifying  patients,  caregivers. 

medical  cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  and  medical 

cannabis  testing  facilities  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted  bv  this  section  and  in 

compliance  with  division  and  department  regulations  and  other  standards  of  legal  conduct,  shall 

not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  except  as  provided 

for  bv  this  section. 


8.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law  or 

statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  dangerous  device,  or 

navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  cannabis. 

9.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  cannabis  for 
medical  use  that  are  entered  into  bv  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  medical  cannabis  cultivation 

and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  or  medical  cannabis  testing  facilities  and 

those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  bv  those  entities,  shall  be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy 

of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered  into  bv  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  medical 

cannabis  cultivation  and  production  facilities,  medical  cannabis  centers,  medical  cannabis  testing 

facilities,  or  bv  a  person  who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state 

criminal  penalties  bv  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 

medical  cannabis  mav  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

10.  Real  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  testing,  distribution,  sale- 
possession  and  administration  of  cannabis  for  medical  use  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 

solely  because  of  that  use. 


195.984.1,  (1)  The  division  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  mav  summarily  suspend 

a  license  issued  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985  prior  to  a  hearing  in  order  immediately 

to  stop  or  restrict  operations  bv  a  licensee  to  protect  the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare. 

The  division  mav  rescind  or  amend  a  summary  suspension. 
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(2)  If.  based  upon  inspection,  affidavits,  or  other  evidence,  the  division  determines 

that  a  licensee  or  the  products  prepared  bv  a  licensee  pose  an  immediate  or  serious  threat  to 

the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare,  the  division  mav  summarily  suspend  a  license: 

(a)  Requiring  cessation  or  restriction  of  anv  or  all  licensee  operations  and 

prohibiting  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  produced  bv  such  licensee;  or 

(b)  Placing  restrictions  on  a  licensee  to  the  extent  necessary  to  avert  a  continued 

threat,  pending  final  investigation  results. 

(3)  The  requirements  of  the  summary  suspension  shall  remain  in  effect  until  the 
division  rescinds  or  amends  such  requirements  or  until  such  time  as  the  division  takes  final 

action  on  anv  related  pending  complaint  and  issues  a  final  decision. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  mav  summarily  suspend  anv 
registration  issued  under  section  195.981.  pending  further  proceedings  for  denial  of  renewal 

or  revocation  of  a  registration,  whenever  the  department  finds  that  the  continued 

registration  poses  an  imminent  danger  to  the  public  health,  safety,  or  welfare. 

195.985.  1.  Anv  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010. 

that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  sections  195.900  to  195.985  shall  become 

effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and. 

if  applicable,  section  536.028.  Sections  195.900  to  195.985  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable. 

and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to 

delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional- 

then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  November  6.  2018. 

shall  be  invalid  and  void. 


2.  If  anv  provision  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  or  its  application  to  anv  person  or 

circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  invalidity  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of 

sections  195.900  to  195.985  which  can  be  given  full  effect  without  the  invalid  provision  or 

application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985  are  severable. 

263.250.  1.  The  plant  "marijuana’,  botanically  known  as  cannabis  sativa.  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  noxious  weed  and  all  owners  and  occupiers  of  land  shall  destroy  all  such  plants 
growing  upon  their  land.  Any  person  who  knowingly  allows  such  plants  to  grow  on  his  land  or 
refuses  to  destroy  such  plants  after  being  notified  to  do  so  shall  allow  any  sheriff  or  such  other 
persons  as  designated  by  the  county  commission  to  enter  upon  any  land  in  this  state  and  destroy 
such  plants. 

2.  Entry  to  such  lands  shall  not  be  made,  by  any  sheriff  or  other  designated  person  to 
destroy  such  plants,  until  fifteen  days’  notice  by  certified  mail  shall  be  given  the  owner  or 
occupant  to  destroy  such  plants  or  a  search  warrant  shall  be  issued  on  probable  cause  shown.  In 
all  such  instances,  the  county  commission  shall  bear  the  cost  of  destruction  and  notification. 
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3.  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  authorized  cultivation  and 
production  of  cannabis  plants  for  purposes  of  providing  medical  cannabis  under  sections  195.900 

to  195.985. 


3 1 1 .61 0.  1 .  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  [and],  the 
liquor  control  law,  and  sections  195.900  to  195.985  the  governor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  senate,  shall  appoint  some  suitable  person  of  good  moral  character  over  the  age  of 
thirty  years,  who  has  been  a  qualified  elector  in  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  five  years  next 
before  the  date  of  his  appointment,  as  supervisor  of  liquor  control.  The  supervisor  of  liquor 
control  shall  serve  at  the  pleasure  and  under  the  supervision  and  direction  of  the  governor. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  devote  his  entire  time  to  the  duties  of  his  office 
and,  with  the  approval  of  the  governor,  appoint  and  employ  all  agents,  assistants,  deputies, 
inspectors  and  employees  necessary  for  the  proper  enforcement  and  administration  of  the 
provisions  of  the  liquor  control  law  whose  salaries  shall  be  fixed  by  the  governor,  but  no  salary 
shall  be  greater  than  that  paid  to  employees  in  other  state  departments  for  similar  work,  except 
that  no  salary  of  an  agent  directly  engaged  in  the  enforcement  of  the  liquor  control  law  shall  be 
less  than  eight  thousand  dollars  a  year.  In  addition  to  his  salary,  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control 
and  each  of  the  agents,  assistants,  deputies,  inspectors  and  employees  shall  be  reimbursed  for  all 
expenses  necessarily  incurred  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties.  No  expenses  shall  be  allowed  for 
sustenance  to  any  supervisor,  agent,  assistant,  deputy,  inspector  or  employee  while  in  the  city  or 
town  of  his  residence. 

3.  Before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall 
take  and  subscribe  to  an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of  this  state, 
and  faithfully  demean  himself  in  office,  and  shall  also  execute  bond  to  the  state  of  Missouri  in 
the  penal  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of 
his  office,  which  bond  shall  be  approved  by  the  governor  and  deposited  with  the  secretary  of 
state  and  kept  in  his  office;  the  premiums  of  the  bond  shall  be  paid  by  the  state  out  of  funds 
appropriated  for  that  purpose. 

4.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  issue  licenses  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
ardent  spirits,  malt,  vinous,  fermented  and  every  class  of  liquors  used  as  beverages.  The 
supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  keep  a  record  of  all  intoxicating  liquor  manufactured,  brewed 
or  sold  in  this  state  by  every  brewery,  distiller,  manufacturer,  distributor  or  wholesaler,  and  make 
a  complete  report  of  the  same  to  the  governor  at  the  end  of  each  calendar  year,  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  possible. 

3 1 1 .620.  1 .  No  person  shall  be  appointed  as  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  under 
the  provisions  of  the  liquor  control  law  or  the  Missouri  Patient  Care  Act  who  shall  have  been 
convicted  of  or  against  whom  any  indictment  may  be  pending  for  any  offense;  nor  shall  any 
person  be  appointed  as  such  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  who  is  not  of  good  character  or 
who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and  who  is  not  or  has  not  been  a  resident  taxpaying 
citizen  of  the  state  for  a  period  of  three  years  previous  to  his  appointment;  or  who  is  not  able  to 
read  and  write  the  English  language  or  who  does  not  possess  ordinary  physical  strength  and  who 
is  not  able  to  pass  such  physical  and  mental  examination  as  the  majority  of  a  board,  consisting  of 
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the  governor,  lieutenant  governor,  attorney  general,  and  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  may 
prescribe. 

2.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  so  appointed  shall  hold  any  other  commission 
or  office,  elective  or  appointive  or  accept  any  other  employment  compensation  while  he  is  an 
employee  of  the  department  of  liquor  control,  except  with  the  written  permission  of  the 
superv  isor  of  liquor  control.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor 
control  shall  accept  any  reward  or  gift  other  than  his  regular  salary  and  expenses  as  provided  in 
this  chapter.  No  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor  control  shall 
perform  any  police  duty  connected  with  the  conduct  of  any  election,  nor  at  any  time  or  in  any 
manner  electioneer  for  or  against  any  party  ticket,  or  any  candidate  for  nomination  or  office  on 
any  party  ticket,  nor  for  or  against  any  proposition  of  any  kind  or  nature  to  be  voted  upon  at  any 
election. 

3.  The  agents,  assistants,  deputies  and  inspectors  appointed  under  the  provisions  of 
section  31 1.610  shall  before  entering  upon  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  each  take  and  subscribe 
an  oath  to  support  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Missouri  and  to 
faithfully  demean  themselves  in  office  in  the  form  prescribed  by  Section  1 1,  Article  VII  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  State,  and  they  shall  each  give  bond  to  be  approved  by  the  supervisor  of 
liquor  control  for  faithful  performance  of  the  duties  of  their  respective  offices  and  to  safely  keep 
and  account  for  all  moneys  and  property  received  by  them.  This  bond  shall  be  in  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars,  and  the  cost  of  furnishing  all  such  bonds  shall  be  paid  by  the  state. 

4.  Any  agent,  assistant,  deputy  or  inspector  of  the  department  of  liquor  control  who  shall 
violate  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  be  immediately  discharged. 

3 1 1 .630.  1 .  The  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  and  employees  to  be  selected 
and  designated  as  peace  officers  by  the  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  peace  officers  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  with  full  power  and  authority  to  make 
arrests  and  searches  and  seizures  only  for  violations  of  the  provisions  of  this  chapter  relating  to 
intoxicating  liquors,  [and]  sections  407.924  to  407.934  relating  to  tobacco  products,  and  sections 
195.900  to  195.985  and  to  serve  any  process  connected  with  the  enforcement  of  such  laws.  The 
peace  officers  so  designated  shall  have  been  previously  appointed  and  qualified  under  the 
provisions  of  section  3 1 1 .620  and  shall  be  required  to  hold  a  valid  peace  officer  license  pursuant 
to  chapter  590. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control  shall  furnish  such  peace  officers  with 
credentials  showing  their  authority  and  a  special  badge,  which  they  shall  carry  on  their  person  at 
all  times  while  on  duty.  The  names  of  the  peace  officers  so  designated  shall  be  made  a  matter  of 
public  record  in  the  office  of  the  supervisor  of  alcohol  and  tobacco  control. 

3.  All  fees  for  the  arrest  and  transportation  of  persons  arrested  and  for  the  service  of  writs 
and  process  shall  be  the  same  as  provided  by  law  in  criminal  proceedings  and  shall  be  taxed  as 
costs. 


31 1.660.  T.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  have  the  authority  to  suspend  or  revoke 
for  cause  all  such  licenses;  and  to  make  the  following  regulations,  without  limiting  the  generality 
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of  provisions  empowering  the  supervisor  of  liquor  control  as  in  this  chapter  set  forth  as  to  the 
following  matters,  acts  and  things: 

(1)  Fix  and  determine  the  nature,  form  and  capacity  of  all  packages  used  for  containing 
intoxicating  liquor  of  any  kind,  to  be  kept  or  sold  under  this  law; 

(2)  Prescribe  an  official  seal  and  label  and  determine  the  manner  in  which  such  seal  or 
label  shall  be  attached  to  every  package  of  intoxicating  liquor  so  sold  under  this  law;  this 
includes  prescribing  different  official  seals  or  different  labels  for  the  different  classes,  varieties 
or  brands  of  intoxicating  liquor: 

(3)  Prescribe  all  forms,  applications  and  licenses  and  such  other  forms  as  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  except  that  when  a  licensee  substantially  complies  with 
all  requirements  for  the  renewal  of  a  license  by  the  date  on  which  the  application  for  renewal  is 
due.  such  licensee  shall  be  permitted  at  least  an  additional  ten  days  from  the  date  notice  is  sent 
that  the  application  is  deficient,  in  which  to  complete  the  application; 

(4)  Prescribe  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  licenses  issued  and  granted  under  this  law; 

(5)  Prescribe  the  nature  of  the  proof  to  be  furnished  and  conditions  to  be  observed  in  the 
issuance  of  duplicate  licenses,  in  lieu  of  those  lost  or  destroyed: 

(6)  Establish  rules  and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  the  business  carried  on  by  each 
specific  licensee  under  the  license,  and  such  rules  and  regulations  if  not  obeyed  by  every  licensee 
shall  be  grounds  for  the  revocation  or  suspension  of  the  license; 

(7)  The  right  to  examine  books,  records  and  papers  of  each  licensee  and  to  hear  and 
determine  complaints  against  any  licensee; 

(8)  To  issue  subpoenas  and  all  necessary  processes  and  require  the  production  of  papers, 
to  administer  oaths  and  to  take  testimony; 

(9)  Prescribe  all  forms  of  labels  to  be  affixed  to  all  packages  containing  intoxicating 
liquor  of  any  kind;  and 

(10)  To  make  such  other  rules  and  regulations  as  are  necessary  and  feasible  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  as  are  not  inconsistent  with  this  law. 

2.  The  supervisor  of  liquor  control  shall  have  the  authority  to  regulate  and  control  the 

licensing  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical 

cannabis  in  this  state:  to  grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture- 
distribution.  testing,  possession,  and  sale  of  medical  cannabis  as  provided  bv  law:  suspend,  fine. 

restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  upon  a  violation  of  sections  195.900  to  195.985.  or  a  rule 

promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  to  impose  anv  penalty  authorized  bv  sections 

195.900  to  195.985,  or  anv  rule  promulgated  under  sections  195.900  to  195.985:  and  to  establish. 

revise,  and  amend  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 

sections  195.900  to  195.985  as  set  forth  in  section  195.906. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


Iames  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f5731 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  division 


f 573)  751-2301 


July  25,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


JUi-  *  5  2017 


State  Auditor  s_ 

State  Capitol  Building  -<Tc  AUDIT CF;^ 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  156(2018-252) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  July  25.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trisli  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 


Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than 
once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St,  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  “An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,”  passed  by  the  99*  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99*  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and 

each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF _ 


OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  CERTIFIED  BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  orTypcd) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  swom  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 


18-252 


“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 
To  form  a  new  Chapter  numbered  156.  The  title  of  the  new  chapter  will  be  “Taxation  of 

‘Gross  State  Product”  to  prevent  Monopolistic  Practices'. 

156.010  1.  Beginning  on  January  1,  2019,  any  non-public  business  that  does 

business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product”  exceeding  10 

million  dollars  will  be  levied  a  sum  equal  to  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product”. 

This  levy  will  be  accessed  on  the  previous  year's  “Gross  State  Product”  and 

payments  will  be  made  quarterly. 

(a)  Any  of  the  businesses  meeting  this  qualification  that  also  controls  more  than 

50%  of  the  products  and  services  sold  or  distributed  or  have  sufficient  control  to 

cause  barriers  to  entry  in  commerce  in  the  state  of  Missouri  will  be  levied  an 

additional  sum  of  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product". 

(b)  Any  business  that  exceeds  the  10  million  dollars  “Gross  State  Product”  and 

has  vertical  integration  of  70%  or  more  of  their  product  will  be  levied  an 

additional  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product”. 

(1) ,  Vertical  Integration  will  be  calculated  by  the  sum  of  increased  value  or 

by  the  amount  of  labor  involved  or  by  the  investment  of  money  involved  in 

the  process,  whichever  is  larger. 

(2) .  If  the  investment  is  the  standard  for  calculation  and  the  final  process  is 

a  distribution  point,  the  final  dollar  amount  will  be  the  wholesale  value  at 

that  point. 


2.  All  funds  collected  will  go  to  the  state  road  fund. 


18-251 


H§§ 

James  c.  Kirkpatrick 

State  Information  Center 

15731751-4936 

John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 

State  of  Missouri 

Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

July  25.  2017 

RECEIVED 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

JUT  2  5  2017 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  1 56  and  290  (20 1 8-25 1 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  July  25,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332.  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Iefff.rson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than 
once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  "An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,"  passed  by  the  99*  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99°’  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and 

each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  CERTIFIED  BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF _ 


RECEIVED 

JUL  2  5  2017 

CIRCULATOR'S  affidavit  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


I. _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 

To  form  a  new  Chapter  numbered  156.  The  title  of  the  new  chapter  will  be  'Taxation  of  ‘Gross  State  Product" 
to  prevent  Monopolistic  Practices'. 

1 56.01 0  1 .  Beginning  on  January  1 . 201 9.  any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of 

Missouri  that  has  a  '  Gross  State  Product"  exceeding  10  million  dollars  will  be  levied  a  sum  equal  to  5% 

of  their  “Gross  State  Product".  This  levy  will  be  accessed  on  the  previous  year's  “Gross  State  Product” 

and  payments  will  be  made  quarterly. 

(a)  Any  of  the  businesses  meeting  this  qualification  that  also  controls  more  than  50%  of  the  products 

and  services  sold  or  distributed  or  have  sufficient  control  to  cause  barriers  to  entry  in  commerce  in  the 

state  of  Missouri  will  be  levied  an  additional  sum  of  5%  of  their  “Gross  State  Product”. 

(b)  Any  business  that  exceeds  the  10  million  dollars  "Gross  State  Product"  and  has  vertical 

integration  of  70%  or  more  of  their  product  will  be  levied  an  additional  5%  of  their  “Gross  State 

Product". 

(IT  Vertical  Integration  will  be  calculated  by  the  sum  of  increased  value  or  by  the  amount  of 

labor  involved  or  by  the  investment  of  money  involved  in  the  process,  whichever  is  larger. 

(2).  If  the  investment  is  the  standard  for  calculation  and  the  final  process  is  a  distribution  point. 

the  final  dollar  amount  will  be  the  wholesale  value  at  that  point. 

2.  All  funds  collected  will  go  to  the  state  road  fund. 

3.  Any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  "Gross  State  Product" 

exceeding  10  million  dollars  will  provide  their  employees  the  following  benefits: 

(a)  All  full-time  employees  (those  exceeding  32  hours  weekly)  will  receive  medical  insurance' 

(b)  All  full-time  employees  (those  exceeding  32  hours  weekly)  will  earn  vacation  time  of  at  least  1  week 

the  first  year,  2  weeks  the  second  year,  and  3  weeks  after  5  years.  One  week  of  sick  leave  will  be 

granted  each  year  which  will  accumulate  if  unused.  If  5  weeks  have  been  accumulated,  this  amount 

will  be  placed  in  a  separate  trust  fund  from  the  business  and  be  available  for  future  illness  and/or 

available  to  the  employee  at  retirement  or  age  of  60. 

(c)  All  employees  will  have  choice  of  positions  that  they  are  Qualified  for  on  a  seniority  basis.  Transfers 

will  be  allowed  for  bid  at  least  once  per  year. 

(d)  All  employees  will  have  a  weekly  posted  schedule.  Ten  percent  of  the  work  force  may  be  on  an  on- 

call  basis.  The  ‘on-call  position  will  be  a  bid  position  available  by  seniority. 

4.  290  502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January 
1 ,  2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same 
rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the,prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 , 2008,  and  on  January  1  of 
successive  years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each 
September  30  of  each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living 
by  the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately 
preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or 
successor  index  as  published  by  the  U  S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  or  decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3  Any  non-public  business  that  does  business  in  the  state  of  Missouri  that  has  a  “Gross  State  Product" 

exceeding  10  million  dollars  will  pay  a  minimum  wage  of  $15.00  per  hour  inflation-adjusted  beginning  on 

January  1.  2019. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  oe  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  18,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  147  (2018-250) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  July  18, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than 
once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  "An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,"  passed  by  the  99lh  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99't  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and 

each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  CERTIFIED  BY  THE  SECREf  ARY  OF  STATE 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF _ 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEDED 

jut-  1  8  20'7 

-T&RY  OF 


mo. 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

i. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 


The  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  amended  as  follows: 

147.010  1 .  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  1980,  but  before  January  1,  2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant 
to  or  subject  to  chapter  351  or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and 
taxes  now  required  or  paid,  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of 
one  percent  of  the  par  value  of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  outstanding  shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof 
consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in  that  event,  for  the  purpose  contained  in  this  section,  such 
shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five  dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual  value  of  such 
shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax  shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual 
value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such 
corporation  employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another  state  or  country,  then  such 
corporation  shall  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  its  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state 
exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such 
corporation  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that  proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all  its  property  and  assets 
wherever  located  A  foreign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to  a 
certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant  to  chapter  351  or  not,  shall  be  subject  to  this  section.  Any 
corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as  calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two 
hundred  thousand  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of 
state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2000,  but  ending  before  December  31,  2009, 
the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding 
shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  one  million  dollars.  Any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the 
annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January 
1 , 2010,  but  before  December  31,  2011 ,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one 
percent  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed 
ten  million  dollars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  but  before  December  31, 
2015,  any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state 
that  fact  on  the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning 
on  or  after  January  1 ,  201 1 ,  but  before  December  31 ,  201 5,  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this 
chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable 
year  ending  on  or  before  December  31,  2010.  If  the  corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under 
this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31,  2010,  because  such  corporation  was 
not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual  franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which 
such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the  applicable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's  tax  liability  for  any 
subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the 
first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri.  For  taxable  years 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1 ,  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate 
prescribed  in  this  subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares 
and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount 
prescribed  as  follows: 

(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount 
shall  be  ten  million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  2013,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be 
ten  million  dollars; 
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(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount 
shall  be  ten  million  dollars; 

(4)  For  tax  year  2015.  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount 
shall  be  ten  million  dollars; 

{(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed 
under  this  section.} 

(51  For  the  tax  year  2019.  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 

million  dollars  and  shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of 

Missouri.  The  first  quarterly  payment  will  be  due  on  April  15th  of  2019. 

(6)  The  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  stressed  portions  of  the  Missouri 

public-school  system  including  pre-kindergarten,  elementary  and  secondary  education. 

The  Missouri  budget  for  elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The 

elementary  and  secondary  education  budgets  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget 

from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during  the  year  201 5.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this 

obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds  from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly 

budget 

(7)  .All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them, 
are  severable  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain 

valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby 


18-249 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  17,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


JUL  1  7  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  V  (2018-249) 


Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 


Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  July  1 7.  20 1 7. 

We  aie  letening  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  lequiied  by  Section  1  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
he  amended: 

Article  V  entitled  Judicial  Department,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be 
known  as  Section  32,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Supreme  Court  allows  certified  paralegals  or  legal  assistants  certified  bv  a 

credited  college  or  university  to  shadow  and  work  alongside  of  an  attorney  at  law  for 

a  period  of  three  years.  Thereafter,  the  person  would  be  allowed  to  take  a  bar  exam 

and  if  passed  will  be  able  to  practice  law  in  Missouri  and  will  be  accepted  by  the 
Supreme  Court  and  the  Appeals  Courts  and  all  Courts  and  Tribunals  in  the  state  and 

have  the  same  basic  rights  to  practice  law  and  give  legal  advice  to  the  People  of  the 


state. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-249) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  V.  (Received  July  17,  2017) 


Date 


August  7,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  V  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  Missouri  Bar  Association. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent 
that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office 
can  absorb  the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  allow 
certified  paralegals  and  legal  assistants  that  have  shadowed  and  worked  alongside  of  an 
attorney  for  three  years  to  take  the  bar  exam  and,  if  passed,  practice  law  in  Missouri. 
There  should  be  no  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  since  the  number  of 
people  who  would  qualify  to  practice  law  under  this  amendment  is  unknown  the  impact 
cannot  be  quantified  at  this  time.  Any  significant  changes  will  be  reflected  in  future 
budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an 
estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot 
measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the 
ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no 
longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million 
to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November 
elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that 
cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue 
to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation 
authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are 
mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing 
requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or 
continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  proposal  may 
provide  additional  "attorneys"  to  be  hired  by  the  Public  Defender,  but  it  will  not  have  any 
significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Springfield  indicated  they  are  trying  to  determine  what  has 
changed  or  would  be  different  than  the  current  process  for  certifying  a  petition  that  might 
affect  the  costs  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  proposal  would  not  have  an  impact 
on  the  local  government. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the 
Missouri  Bar  Association. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


IamesC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573]  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573]  751-2301 


July  17,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 


JUL  1  7  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Section  54  (2018-248) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  July  1 7,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  IIUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  .  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WO LI-NKR  LIBRARY 


18-248 


Co  u  nty _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'”  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


RE( 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,. 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
he  amended: 

Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to 
be  known  as  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

A  state  sales  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  will  provide  additional  money  for  the 

State  Economic  Development  Department  to  be  used  solely  for  the  promotion  and 

development  of  "Technology  Parks  in  Missouri.’’  Technology  Parks  serve  as 

incubators  helping  create  new  companies,  jobs,  and  research  and  development.  Cities 
will  be  able  to  apply  with  the  State  of  Missouri  to  have  certified  technolouv  park 

status.  Local  counties  or  cities  operating  in  the  state  mav  place  voting  ves  or  no  on 
their  ballot  to  seek  approval  or  disapproval  of  the  People  to  have  such  a  development 

in  their  community. 


The  one  year  sales/use  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  (referred  to  above)  is  hereby 

levied  and  imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privilege  of  selling  tangible  personal 

property  or  rendering  taxable  services  at  retail  in  this  state  upon  the  sales  and  services 

which  now  are  or  hereafter  are  listed  and  set  forth  in.  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of 

tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provide  in  the  "Sales  Tax  Law" 

and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection  therewith:  the  one 
year  sales/use  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  is  levied  and  imposed  for  the  privileue 

of  storing,  using  or  consuming  within  this  state  anv  article  of  tangible  personal 

property  as  set  forth  and  provided  in  the  "Compensating  Use  fax  Law"  and,  except  as 

to  the  amount  of  the  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in 

the  "Compensating  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in 

connection  therewith. 

Schedule 

Section  54  amendment.  All  of  the  provisions  of  54  amendment  shall  be  self-enforcinu 

except  that  the  general  assembly  shall  adjust  brackets  for  the  collection  of  the  sales 
and  use  taxes.  The  abo\  e  one  tenth  of  one  percent  sales/use  tax  will  sunset  one  year 

after  imposition. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-248) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  July  17,  2017) 


Date 


August  7,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission, 
and  Missouri  Municipal  League. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent 
that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office 
can  absorb  the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department  but  will  increase  total  state  revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  imposes  a  l/10th  of 
1%  state  sales  tax  for  one  year  to  provide  additional  money  for  the  Department  of 
Economic  Development  to  promote  and  develop  technology  parks.  If  this  proposal 
passes  during  the  2018  General  Election,  the  new  sales  tax  would  begin  January  1,  2019 
and  end  December  31,  2019.  Based  on  gross  general  revenue  tax  collection  in  FY  17  of 
$2,147.1  million,  B&P  estimates  that  the  0.1%  sales  tax  would  generate  $35. 8M  in  FY  19 
and  FY  20.  The  language  is  silent  on  where  the  sales  tax  would  be  deposited;  therefore, 
B&P  assumes  it  would  be  deposited  in  general  revenue.  The  language  allows  counties  or 
cities  to  vote,  but  does  not  specify  on  what  they  are  voting.  This  response  assumes  there 
would  be  no  fiscal  impact  related  to  that  vote.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  2013,  the  appropriation  has  historically  been  an 
estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot 
measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the 
ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no 
longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million 
to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November 
elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that 
cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue 
to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation 
authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are 
mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing 


requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or 
continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  result 
in  no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Springfield  indicated  they  are  trying  to  determine  what  has 
changed  or  would  be  different  than  the  current  process  for  certifying  a  petition  that  might 
affect  the  costs  to  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  will  impose  a  state  sales  and  use  tax  of  one-tenth  of  one  percent  for  one  year.  The 
additional  revenues  of  approximately  $71.6  million  will  be  used  for  the  promotion  and  development 
of  Technology  Parks  in  Missouri. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  7S1-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  17,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEft 


JUL  1  7  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Section  30  (2018-247) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  July  1 7.  20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  rules  •  Business  services  •  Elections  •  publications  •  securities  •  state  archives  •  state  Library  •  Wolener  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


RECEIVED 


1 1 2017 


MO.  SECRf 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ _  County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-247 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the 
Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV.  section  30  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  shall  be  amended  to  provide  for  a 

one-tenth  of  one-percent  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicle  fuel,  the  proceeds  of  which  shall 

be  used  to  develop  rail  passenger  service  in  Missouri. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  17,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


B 

a 


VED 


JUL  1  7  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-246) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Steven  Reed  on  July  1 7,  20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  • 


Wolfner  Library 


18-246 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  e"1  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I. 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ,  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
he  amended: 

Article  I  entitled  Bill  of  Rights,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as 
Section  36,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  36.  All  Missouri  Career  Center  locations  will  allow  the  People  of  Missouri 

to  petition  at  their  public  entrances  as  allowed  in  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions. 

The  Career  Centers  are  public  forums  were  People  discuss  employment  and  jobs  and 

interact  with  others  and  by  use  of  computers. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-246) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  July  17,  2017) 


Date 


August  7,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent 
that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office 
can  absorb  the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  expressly 
allow  people  to  petition  at  the  public  entrances  of  all  Missouri  Career  Center  locations  as 
allowed  in  the  state  and  federal  Constitutions.  This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  result 
in  no  fiscal  impact  upon  their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Springfield  indicated  they  are  trying  to  determine  what  has 
changed  or  would  be  different  than  the  current  process  for  certifying  a  petition  that  might 
affect  the  costs  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  proposing  to  amend  Article  I  would  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the  local  government. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  and  local  governmental  entities  estimate  no  costs  or  savings  from  this  proposal. 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than 
once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  “An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,”  passed  by  the  99lb  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99lh  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and 

each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  CERTIFIED  BY  THE  SECRET ARY  OF  STATE 

•  >.  **£ 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 

COUNTY  OF _ 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  FIAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zi p  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 


“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:’’ 

Chapter  208,RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section,  to  be  known  as  section  208.207,  to 
read  as  follows: 

1.  Beginning  January  1,  2019.  individuals  age  nineteen  to  sixty-four,  who  are  not  otherwise  eligible  for  MO 

HealthNet  services  under  this  chapter,  who  qualify  for  MO  HealthNet  srvices  under  section  42  U.S.C. 

1396a(a)n00(A)(i)(VIIQ  and  as  set  forth  in  42  CFR  435.119,  and  who  have  income  at  or  below  one 

hundred  thirty-three  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  plus  five  percent  of  the  applicable  family  size  as 

determined  under  42  U.S.C  1396a(e)(14)  amd  as  set  fprti  om  42  CFR  435.603,  shall  be  eligible  for 

medical  assistance  under  Mo  HealthNet  and  shall  receive  coverage  for  the  health  benefits  service 

package. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  "health  benefits  service  package"  shall  mean,  subject  to  federal  approval, 

benefits  covered  by  the  MO  HealthNet  program  as  determined  by  the  department  of  social  services  to 

meet  the  benchmark  or  benchmark-equivalent  coverage  reguirement  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(k)(1). 

3.  The  reimbursement  rate  to  MO  HealthNet  providers  for  MO  HealthNet  services  provided  to  individuals 

Qualifying  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  comparable  to  commercial  reimbursement  payment 

levels  with  trend  adjustment  for  comparable  services.  The  rates  shall  be  determined  annually  by  the 

department  of  social  services,  and  the  department  may  develop  such  rates  through  a  contracted  actuary. 

The  higher  commercial  comparable  rates  shall  only  apply  for  services  provided  to  individuals  Qualifying 

under  this  section. 


4  (1)  The  department  of  social  srvices  shall  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  elibible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section  if: 

(a)  The  federal  medical  assistance  percentage  established  under  42  U.S.C.  Section  1396d(v)  or 

1369d(z)  is  less  than  than  ninety  percent  as  specified  for  2020  each  year  thereafter  or  an  amount 

determined  by  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  to  be  necessary  to  maintain  state  budget  solvency, 

whichever  is  lower:  and 

(b)  The  general  assembly  votes  to  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section.  Prior  to  any  vote  under  this  paragraph,  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight 

committee  and  the  department  of  social  services  shall  provide  the  general  assembly  with  information  on 

the  current  and  projected  expenses  incurred  due  to  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of 

this  section  in  relation  to  health-related  savings  and  revenues  and  health  outcomes  of  individuals  and 

families  receiving  benefits  under  subsection  1  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  inform  persons  elibible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section 

that  their  benefits  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated  if  federal  funding  decreases  of  is  eliminate. 

5.  The  MO  HealthNet  oversite  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigate  any  potential  health- 

related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this 

section.  The  committee  shall  investigate  the  federal  matching  rate  below  which  the  state  could  not 

maintain  the  expanded  esibibilitv  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  If  the  amount  is 

determined  to  be  greater  than  ninety  percent,  the  committee  shall  report  its  findings  to  the  general 

assembly  for  its  consideration  prior  to  any  vote  under  paragraph  f b)  of  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  4  of 

this  section.  In  conducting  its  research  and  investigation,  the  committee  shall  also  determine  the 

feasibility  of: 

(1)  Implementing  capped  cost  sharing  for  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  which 

may  be  reduced  based  on  healthy  behaviors  of  participants. 

(2)  Expanding  Medicaid  coverage  for  certain  health  care  services  that  are  currently  financed  by  the 

state:  and 

(3)  Enrolling  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  private  health  benefit  plans. 

6  All  person  living  one  hundred  eighty-five  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  for  the  applicable  family 

size  will  be  eligible  for  paid  birth  control  methods  to  be  paid  from  Medicaid.  Birth  control  and  family 

planning  covered  by  this  bill  which  will  begin  on  January  1 ,  2019.  There  will  be  no  cost  for  family  planning 

services,  including  office  visits  and  drugs/devices  to  the  patient.  The  patient  will  not  have  to  pay  a  co- 
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payment  for  family  planning  services.  The  patient  can  go  to  any  health  provider  who  offers  family  planning 

services  such  as: 

(a)  Birth  control  pills.  Patches  (like  the  OrthoEvra  Patch),  Vaginal  rings  (like  the  NuvaRinq),  Injections 

(like  the  Depo  shot),  Implants  (like  Implanon),  Intrauterine  devices  (lUDs  -  like  Mirena  or  Paraqard), 

Emergency  birth  control  ("the  morning-after  pill"),  Diaphragms.  Condoms.  Surgical  sterilization  for 

clients  21  years  old  and  older  (like  vasectomies  or  tubal  ligation's,  including  the  Essure  procedure)  or 

any  future  approved  medical  procedures  will  be  included  at  the  patient’s  choice. 

(b)  An  ob/gyn  or  gynecologist,  a  certified  nurse-midwife,  a  nurse  practitioner  or  other  advanced 

practice  nurse,  a  family  planning  clinic,  your  regular  doctor  or  primary  care  provider  or  Planned 

Parenthood  unit  that  accepts  Medicaid. 

Birth  control  and  family  planning  will  be  available  to  eligible  MO  women  and  male  residents  13  years  of 

age  and  over  with  proof  of  age  and  residence.  Those  seeking  birth  control  and  family  planning  will  not 

need  permission  from  family,  spouses  or  guardians.  Confidentially  will  be  ensured  at  all  levels.  Any 

savings  to  the  state  from  Medicaid  expansion  that  is  not  used  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  go 

toward  the  reduction  of  the  levy  on  hospitals  that  this  bill  mandates. 

7.  If  at  any  time  funding  for  Planned  Parenthood  by  the  federal  government  is  discontinued  or  if  it  has 

already  been  discontinued  at  the  passage  of  this  amendment,  the  hospital  levy  will  be  increased  enough 

to  replace  the  federal  funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  to  a  level  at  least  egual  to  that  of  2015  adjusted  for 

inflation.  The  state  of  MO  will  fund  Planned  Parenthood  at  a  level  at  least  egual  to  2015  adjusted  for 

inflation  beginning  on  Jan  1,  2019,  and  if  by  the  time  this  measure  is  accepted,  the  state  of  MO  has 

stopped  funding  Planned  Parenthood,  the  state  will  begin  funding  Planned  Parenthood  again  at  a  level 

egual  to  2015  inflation-adjusted. 

8.  The  cost  to  the  state  for  expanding  medical  coverage  will  be  borne  by  the  hospitals  in  the  state  of 

Missouri  as  follows: 

(a)  All  hospitals  in  MO  will  be  accessed  a  fee  to  pay  for  the  expense  of  this  expansion.  The  first 

year  will  be  an  estimate  by  the  ‘department  of  health  and  senior  services’.  Assessment  will  be 

made  based  on  the  most  recent  records  of  'department  of  health  and  senior  services'  for  a  full  year 

and  adjustments  for  new  assessments  will  begin  on  the  first  of  April  of  each  following  year.  Each 

hospital  will  pay  a  share  egual  to  the  percentage  of  patient  admittance  of  each  hospital  of  the  total 

MO  visits.  Each  admittance  will  count  separately  even  though  it  is  a  re-admittance.  Hospitals  will 

begin  monthly  payments  on  Jan  1.  2019.  Hospitals  will  make  monthly  payments  to  the  state  of  MO 

into  a  fund  that  will  only  be  used  for  the  full  Federal  Medicaid  Expansion.  Planned  Parenthood  and 

birth  control  for  residents  of  Missouri. 

(b)  Missouri  will  make  immediate  application  and  if  fees  for  implementation  have  not  occurred 

from  the  hospitals  on  implementation,  the  state  will  borrow  from  reserve  funds  to  expedite 

enrollment.  These  funds  will  be  paid  back  upon  receipt  of  funds  beginning  on  Feb  15,  2019. 

9.  The  ‘MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigation  for  any  potential 

heath  related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  Medicaid  eligibility  and  for  birth  control 

resulting  in  fewer  births  and  associated  costs  as  well  as  savings  from  continuing  Planned  Parenthood' 

Any  savings  will  go  to  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  hospital  levy.  Any  additional  savings  will  go  to  the 

mental  health  budget.  The  'health  and  senior  services’  budget  in  future  years  will  remain  at  least  at  the 

same  percent  of  total  MO  budget  as  in  201 5  with  the  excess  not  needed  going  to  the  mental  health 

budget  with  priorities  for  communities  with  the  highest  percent  of  poverty. 

11.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are 

severable  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain 

valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than 
once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  "An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty 
provisions,"  passed  by  the  99'J‘  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99th  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and 

each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  CERTIFIED  BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

receiv 
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CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF _ 


1. _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 


“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 

Chapter  208,RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one'new  section,  to  be  known  as  section  208.207,  to 
read  as  follows: 

1.  Beginning  January  1. 2019,  individuals  age  nineteen  to  sixty-four,  who  are  not  otherwise  eligible  for  MO 

HealthNet  services  under  this  chapter,  who  qualify  for  MO  HealthNet  srvices  under  section  42  U.S.C. 

1396a(a)(100(A)(i)(VIIQ  and  as  set  forth  in  42  CFR  435.119,  and  who  have  income  at  or  below  one 

hundred  thirty-three  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  plus  five  percent  of  the  applicable  family  size  as 

determined  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(e)(14)  amd  as  set  fprti  om  42  CFR  435  603,  shall  be  eligible  for 

medical  assistance  under  Mo  HealthNet  and  shall  receive  coverage  for  the  health  benefits  service 

package. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  "health  benefits  service  package"  shall  mean,  subject  to  federal  approval, 

benefits  covered  by  the  MO  HealthNet  program  as  determined  by  the  department  of  social  services  to 

meet  the  benchmark  or  benchmark-eguivalent  coverage  reguirement  under  42  U.S.C.  1396a(k)(1). 

3.  The  reimbursement  rate  to  MO  HealthNet  providers  for  MO  HealthNet  services  provided  to  individuals 

Qualifying  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  comparable  to  commercial  reimbursement  payment 

levels  with  trend  adjustment  for  comparable  services.  The  rates  shall  be  determined  annually  by  the 

department  of  social  services,  and  the  department  may  develop  such  rates  through  a  contracted  actuary. 

The  higher  commercial  comparable  rates  shall  only  apply  for  services  provided  to  individuals  Qualifying 

under  this  section. 


4.  (1)  The  department  of  social  srvices  shall  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  elibible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section  if: 

(a)  The  federal  medical  assistance  percentage  established  under  42  U.S.C.  Section  1396d(v)  or 

1369d(z)  is  less  than  than  ninety  percent  as  specified  for  2020  each  year  thereafter  or  an  amount 

determined  by  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  to  be  necessary  to  maintain  state  budget  solvency, 

whichever  is  lower:  and 

(b)  The  general  assembly  votes  to  discontinue  eligibility  for  persons  who  are  eligible  under 

subsection  1  of  this  section.  Prior  to  any  vote  under  this  paragraph,  the  MO  HealthNet  oversight 

committee  and  the  department  of  social  services  shall  provide  the  general  assembly  with  information  on 

the  current  and  projected  expenses  incurred  due  to  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of 

this  section  in  relation  to  health-related  savings  and  revenues  and  health  outcomes  of  individuals  and 

families  receiving  benefits  under  subsection  1  of  this  section. 

(2)  The  department  of  social  services  shall  inform  persons  elibible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section 

that  their  benefits  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated  if  federal  funding  decreases  of  is  eliminate. 

5.  The  MO  HealthNet  oversite  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigate  any  potential  health- 

related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  eligibility  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this 

section.  The  committee  shall  investigate  the  federal  matching  rate  below  which  the  state  could  not 

maintain  the  expanded  esibibilitv  to  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section.  If  the  amount  is 

determined  to  be  greater  than  ninety  percent,  the  committee  shall  report  its  findings  to  the  general 

assembly  for  its  consideration  prior  to  any  vote  under  paragraph  (b)  of  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  4  of 

this  section.  In  conducting  its  research  and  investigation,  the  committee  shall  also  determine  the 

feasibility  of: 

(1)  Implementing  capped  cost  sharing  for  persons  eligible  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  which 

may  be  reduced  based  on  healthy  behaviors  of  participants. 

(2)  Expanding  Medicaid  coverage  for  certain  health  care  services  that  are  currently  financed  by  the 

state:  and 

(3)  Enrolling  persons  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  private  health  benefit  plans. 

6.  All  person  living  one  hundred  eighty-five  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  for  the  applicable  family 

size  will  be  eligible  for  paid  birth  control  methods  to  be  paid  from  Medicaid.  Birth  control  and  family 

planning  covered  by  this  bill  which  will  begin  on  January  1,  2019.  There  will  be  no  cost  for  family  planning 

services,  including  office  visits  and  drugs/devices  to  the  patient.  The  patient  will  not  have  to  pay  a  co- 
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payment  for  family  planning  services.  The  patient  can  go  to  any  health  provider  who  offers  family  planning 

services  such  as: 

(a)  Birth  control  pills.  Patches  (like  the  OrthoEvra  Patch).  Vaginal  rings  (like  the  NuvaRinq).  Injections 

(like  the  Depo  shot),  Implants  (like  Implanon),  Intrauterine  devices  (lUDs  -  like  Mirena  or  Paragard). 

Emergency  birth  control  (“the  morning-after  pill").  Diaphragms.  Condoms.  Surgical  sterilization  for 

clients  21  years  old  and  older  (like  vasectomies  or  tubal  ligation's,  including  the  Essure  procedure)  or 

any  future  approved  medical  procedures  will  be  included  at  the  patient's  choice. 

(b)  An  ob/gyn  or  gynecologist,  a  certified  nurse-midwife,  a  nurse  practitioner  or  other  advanced 

practice  nurse,  a  family  planning  clinic,  your  regular  doctor  or  primary  care  provider  or  Planned 

Parenthood  unit  that  accepts  Medicaid. 

Birth  control  and  family  planning  will  be  available  to  eligible  MO  women  and  male  residents  13  years  of 

age  and  over  with  proof  of  age  and  residence.  Those  seeking  birth  control  and  family  planning  will  not 

need  permission  from  family,  spouses  or  guardians  (those  under  the  age  of  16  will  need  permission  of 

guardians  or  parent).  Confidentially  will  be  ensured  at  all  levels.  Any  savings  to  the  state  from  Medicaid 

expansion  that  is  not  used  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  go  toward  the  reduction  of  the  levy  on 

hospitals  that  this  bill  mandates. 

7.  If  at  any  time  funding  for  Planned  Parenthood  by  the  federal  government  is  discontinued  or  if  it  has 

already  been  discontinued  at  the  passage  of  this  amendment,  the  hospital  levy  will  be  increased  enough 

to  replace  the  federal  funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  to  a  level  at  least  egual  to  that  of  2015  adjusted  for 

inflation.  The  state  of  MO  will  fund  Planned  Parenthood  at  a  level  at  least  egual  to  2015  adjusted  for 

inflation  beginning  on  Jan  1 ,  201 9,  and  if  by  the  time  this  measure  is  accepted,  the  state  of  MO  has 

stopped  funding  Planned  Parenthood,  the  state  will  begin  funding  Planned  Parenthood  again  at  a  level 

egual  to  2015  inflation-adjusted. 

8.  The  cost  to  the  state  for  expanding  medical  coverage  will  be  borne  by  the  hospitals  in  the  state  of 

Missouri  as  follows: 

(a)  All  hospitals  in  MO  will  be  accessed  a  fee  to  pay  for  the  expense  of  this  expansion.  The  first 

year  will  be  an  estimate  by  the  ‘department  of  health  and  senior  services'  Assessment  will  be 

made  based  on  the  most  recent  records  of  'department  of  health  and  senior  services’  for  a  full  year 

and  adjustments  for  new  assessments  will  begin  on  the  first  of  April  of  each  following  year.  Each 

hospital  will  pay  a  share  egual  to  the  percentage  of  patient  admittance  of  each  hospital  of  the  total 

MO  visits.  Each  admittance  will  count  separately  even  though  it  is  a  re-admittance.  Hospitals  will 

begin  monthly  payments  on  Jan  1,  2019.  Hospitals  will  make  monthly  payments  to  the  state  of  MO 

into  a  fund  that  will  only  be  used  for  the  full  Federal  Medicaid  Expansion  Planned  Parenthood  and 

birth  control  for  residents  of  Missouri. 

(b)  Missouri  will  make  immediate  application  and  if  fees  for  implementation  have  not  occurred 

from  the  hospitals  on  implementation,  the  state ‘will  borrow  from  reserve  funds  to  expedite 

enrollment.  These  funds  will  be  paid  back  upon  receipt  of  funds  beginning  on  Feb  1 5,  201 9. 

9.  The  ‘MO  HealthNet  oversight  committee  shall  conduct  research  and  investigation  for  any  potential 

heath  related  savings  and  revenues  associated  with  expanding  Medicaid  eligibility  and  for  birth  control 

resulting  in  fewer  births  and  associated  costs  as  well  as  savings  from  continuing  'Planned  Parenthood’. 

Any  savings  will  go  to  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  hospital  levy.  Any  additional  savings  will  go  to  the 

mental  health  budget.  The  health  and  senior  services'  budget  in  future  years  will  remain  at  least  at  the 

same  percent  of  total  MO  budget  as  in  201 5  with  the  excess  not  needed  going  to  the  mental  health 

budget  with  priorities  for  communities  with  the  highest  percent  of  poverty. 

11,  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are 

severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain 

valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail 
ora  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  referendum  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than 
once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

PETITION  FOR  REFERENDUM 

To  the  Honorable  John  P.  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  Senate  Substitute 

Number  2  for  Senate  Bill  No.  19,  entitled  “An  Act  To  amend  chapter  290,  RSMo,  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section  relating  to  labor  organizations,  with  penalty- 
provisions, ”  passed  by  the  99<b  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  at  the  first  regular  session  of  the  99L'‘  general  assembly,  shall  be  referred  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  unless  the  general  assembly  shall  designate  another  date,  and 

each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  CERTIFIED  BY  THE  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


RECEIVED 

JUL  1  7  2M7 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF _ 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting 
address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  swom  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_ _ Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 


'Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 


The  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  amended  as  follows: 

147.010.  1.  For  the  transitional  year  defined  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  each  taxable  year  beginning 
on  or  after  January  1,  1980,  but  before  January  1,  2000,  every  corporation  organized  pursuant  to  or  subject  to 
chapter  351  or  pursuant  to  any  other  law  of  this  state  shall,*  in  addition  to  all  other  fees  and  taxes  now  required  or 
paid,  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  to  the  state  of  Missouri  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of  the  par  value 
of  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars, 
or  if  the  outstanding  shares  of  such  corporation  or  any  part  thereof  consist  of  shares  without  par  value,  then,  in 
that  event,  for  the  purpose  contained  in  this  section,  such  shares  shall  be  considered  as  having  a  value  of  five 
dollars  per  share  unless  the  actual  value  of  such  shares  exceeds  five  dollars  per  share,  in  which  case  the  tax 
shall  be  levied  and  collected  on  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  if  the  actual  value  and  the  surplus  exceed  two 
hundred  thousand  dollars.  If  such  corporation  employs  a  part  of  its  outstanding  shares  in  business  in  another 
state  or  country,  then  such  corporation  shall  pay  an  annual  franchise  tax  equal  to  one-twentieth  of  one  percent  of 
its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this  state  if  its  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  employed  in  this 
state  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars,  and  for  the  purposes  of  sections  147.010  to  147.120,  such  corpora¬ 
tion  shall  be  deemed  to  have  employed  in  this  state  that  proportion  of  its  entire  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
that  its  property  and  assets  employed  in  this  state  bears  to  all  its  property  and  assets  wherever  located.  A  for¬ 
eign  corporation  engaged  in  business  in  this  state,  whether  pursuant  to  a  certificate  of  authority  issued  pursuant 
to  chapter  351  or  not.  shall  be  subject  to  this  section  Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  as 
calculated  in  this  subsection  does  not  exceed  two  hundred  thousand  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual 
report  form  prescribed  by  the  secretary  of  state.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2000,  but 
ending  before  December  31,  2009,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  percent  of  the 
corporation's  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  one  million  dollars 
Any  corporation  whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  one  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on 
the  annual  report  form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue.  For  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1, 
2010,  but  before  December  31.  2011,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  one-thirtieth  of  one  percent  of 
the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dol¬ 
lars.  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 , 2010,  but  before  December  31,  2015,  any  corporation 
whose  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  do  not  exceed  ten  million  dollars  shall  state  that  fact  on  the  annual  report 
form  prescribed  by  the  director  of  revenue  For  all  taxable  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 .  201 1 ,  but  be¬ 
fore  December  31 ,  201 5.  a  corporation's  annual  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  shall  not  exceed  the  amount  of 
annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corporation  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before  December  31,  2010.  If 
the  corporation  had  no  annual  franchise  tax  liability  under  this  chapter  for  the  taxable  year  ending  on  or  before 
December  31,  2010.  because  such  corporation  was  not  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri,  the  annual 
franchise  tax  for  the  first  taxable  year  in  which  such  corporation  exists  shall  be  determined  by  applying  the  appli¬ 
cable  rate  of  tax  provided  under  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  to  the  corporation's  outstanding  shares  and 
surplus  if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  ten  million  dollars,  but  in  no  case  shall  such  corporation's 
tax  liability  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  exceed  the  amount  of  annual  franchise  tax  liability  of  such  corpora¬ 
tion  for  the  first  full  taxable  year  such  corporation  was  in  existence  or  doing  business  in  Missouri  For  taxable 
years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1.  2012,  the  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  equal  to  the  percentage  rate  pre¬ 
scribed  in  this  subsection  for  the  corresponding  taxable  year  of  the  corporation’s  outstanding  shares  and  surplus 
if  the  outstanding  shares  and  surplus  exceed  the  corresponding  minimum  threshold  amount  prescribed  as  fol¬ 
lows 


(1)  For  tax  year  2012,  the  rate  shall  be  one-thirty-seventh  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be 
ten  million  dollars; 

(2)  For  tax  year  201 3,  the  rate  shall  be  one-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten 
million  dollars; 

(3)  For  tax  year  2014,  the  rate  shall  be  one-seventy-fifth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be 
ten  million  dollars; 

(4)  For  tax  year  2015,  the  rate  shall  be  one-hundred-fiftieth  of  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall 
be  ten  million  dollars: 


{(5)  For  tax  years  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 ,  2016,  no  annual  franchise  tax  shall  be  imposed  under 
this  section.} 

(5)  For  the  tax  year  2019,  the  rate  shall  be  one  percent  and  the  threshold  amount  shall  be  ten  million 

dollars  and  shall  remain  at  that  rate  unless  changed  through  a  ballot  of  the  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  The 

first  quarterly  payment  will  be  due  on  April  15m  of  2019. 

(6)  The  annual  franchise  tax  will  be  to  provide  revenue  for  the  stressed  portions  of  the  Missouri  public- 

school  system  including  pre-kindergarten,  elementary  and  secondary  education.  The  revenue  generated  from 

the  franchise  tax  will  go  to  a  dedicated  fund  that  will  be  distributed  as  listed  in  161.020  6.  The  Missouri  budget  for 

elementary  and  secondary  education  will  not  be  replaced  by  this  bill.  The  elementary  and  secondary  education 

budgets  will  remain  at  least  equal  to  a  percent  of  the  total  budget  from  general  revenue  in  future  years  as  during 

the  year  2015.  Failure  of  the  legislatures  to  fulfill  this  obligation  will  require  the  shortfall  to  be  filled  with  funds 

from  the  Elected  Officials,  &  General  Assembly  budget 

(7)  .All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are 
severable  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 
unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and 

the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby 


Department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  created-superintendents  of  schools  for  deaf 
and  for  blind  students-appointment. 

161.020.  1 .  There  is  hereby  created  a  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  headed  by  a 
state  board  of  education  as  provided  in  Article  IX,  Constitution  of  Missouri,  and  chapter  161  and  others.  The 
state  board  shall  appoint  a  commissioner  of  education  as  the  chief  administrative  officer  of  the  department. 

2  The  department  of  education,  chapter  161  and  others,  is  abolished  and  its  powers,  duties,  personnel  and 
property  are  transferred  as  provided  in  this  act*. 

3  The  division  of  public  schools  of  the  department  of  education,  chapter  161  and  others,  is  abolished  and 
its  powers,  duties,  personnel  and  property,  with  exceptions  specified  elsewhere  in  this  act*,  are  transferred  by 
type  I  transfer  to  the  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education. 

4  The  Missouri  School  for  the  Deaf,  chapter  178  and  others,  and  the  Missouri  School  for  the  Blind,  chapter 
178  and  others,  are  transferred  to  the  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  by  a  type  I  transfer 
The  commissioner  of  education  shall  appoint  superintendents  for  these  schools  and  members  of  the  advisory 
boards,  provided  in  chapter  178  and  others. 

5  The  commissioner  of  education  that  is  installed  by  the  state  department  of  health  and  senior  services  will 

set  up  a  separate  department  to  distribute  the  funds  from  the  franchise  tax  and  shall  appoint  and  shall  fix  the 

powers,  duties,  and  compensation  that  will  be  responsible  for  distribution  of  funds  as  set  out  in  this  fund  for 

distribution  of  revenue  to  pre-kindergarten,  elementary  and  secondary  education  That  director  will  use  those 

funds  to  finance  changes  to  Chapter  161,  RSMo  and  Chapter  191,  RSMo  by  this  act.  The  director  will  act  as  a 

liaison  between  this  fund  and  the  state  appropriated  education  expenses  to  prevent  duplication  and  co-ordinate 

services.  Balances  left  over  will  be  used  to  enhance  other  sections  of  Chapter  161  as  the  director  sees  need. 

6.  The  proceeds  from  the  franchise  tax  shall  be  distributed  in  this  order  of  priority  as  funds  are  available: 

(1)  161.098.  2  -for  bonus  pay  to  retain  teachers  in  destressed  areas. 

(2)  161.213.  section  1(1),  (2),  and  (6)  -will  supplement  funds  for  expanding  Pre-K  and  furnishing 

notebooks.  The  franchise  tax  will  be  only  for  expanding  this  section  and  not  for  budgeted  funds  already 

targeted  to  this  section. 

(3)  191.803  section  1,  (a)  and  section  5.  -Added  benefits  for  poverty  areas,  to  be  added  as  time  and 

funds  are  available.  Legislature  will  revisit  on  sunset  date 

(4)  161.650.  section  1,  (1),  (2),  (3)  may  require  start-up  costs,  but  should  show  a  long-term  savings 

Available  funds  to  target  start  up  costs. 

(5)  Any  surplus  funds  will  be  transferred  to  the  general  budget  for  state  department  of  health  and  senior 

services. 


Retention  and  recruitment  of  teachers,  report  required. 


161.098.  1.  Beginning  December  15,  1999,  and  annually  by  that  date  in  each  following  year,  the  state 
board  of  education  shall  report  to  the  general  assembly  on  the  retention  and  recruitment  of  teachers  in 
the  state's  schools.  The  report  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  information  on  the  numbers  of  teach¬ 
ers  entering  and  leaving  employment  in  the  public  schools  of  the  state,  analysis  of  the  issues  affecting 
teacher  recruitment,  including  the  need  for  identifying  African-American  and  other  minority  students, 
including  males,  who  show  potential  or  interest  in  becoming  a  teacher,  recruiting  such  students  as  pro¬ 
spective  teachers,  and  methods  for  providing  financial  aid  to  such  students,  and  suggestions  for  meet¬ 
ing  predicted  needs  of  numbers  of  teachers  and  in  areas  of  certification. 

2.  All  school  districts  with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  by  using  proceeds  from  the  franchise  tax  will: 

(a)  Receive  a  5%  pay  raise  for  teachers  financed  by  the  proceeds  of  the  franchise  tax.  Current 

pay  levels  will  be  maintained  by  the  district  with  inflation  adjusted  raises. 

(b)  After  3  years  teaching  in  the  same  school  district,  another  5%  will  be  added  to  the  teacher’s 

pay  The  raises  will  be  maintained  by  the  franchise  tax  in  future  years  as  long  as  current  pay 

levels  for  each  school  district  are  maintained  adjusted  for  inflation. 

(c)  The  increased  pay  will  be  given  as  a  bonus  at  the  end  of  the  school  year.  This  will  be 

effective  the  first  full  school  year  after  implementation  of  franchise  tax. 


(L.  1998  S  B.  781  §  161.220) 


High-quality  early  childhood  education  standards  required — rule  making  authority. 

161.213.  1.  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  shall  develop  standards  for  high-quality 
early  childhood  education  no  later  than  June  30,  2007.  The  standards  shall  be  applicable  to  all  public  school 
prekindergarten  programs  that  receive  Title  I  or  Missouri  preschool  project  funds. 

(1)  All  school  districts  to  provide  Universal  Pre-K  education  for  those  who  will  become  age  4  by  the  end 

of  the  calendar  year.  Because  of  the  lengthy  preparations,  implementation  of  the  Pre-K  programs 

will  target  completion  of  all  affected  districts  will  be  in  a  four-year  period  ending  2023..  Districts  with 
the  highest  poverty  level  will  be  implemented  first.  All  children  meeting  age  and  residence  will  be 

eligible  for  Universal  Pre-K.  When  Pre-K  becomes  available,  all  eligible  children  will  be  required  to 

attend  Pre-K. 

(2)  For  non-public  schools,  each  student  will  receive  at  least  2  14  hours  of  instruction.  The  instructor  will 

be  provided  by  the  state  and  will  be  travel  from  one  location  to  another  or  hold  multiple  instructions 

at  the  same  location.  This  will  allow  one  teacher  to  attend  2  or  more  schools  to  utilize  their  time  for 

maximum  efforts.  Computer  and  on-line  teaching  aids  will  be  utilized  to  allow  individual  learning. 

Notebooks  with  learning  programs  will  be  allowed  to  be  taken  home. 

2.  Such  standards  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  principles: 

(1)  Access  for  all  children  whose  parents  or  guardians  choose  to  participate, 

(2)  Focus  on  cognitive,  language,  physical,  and  social/emotional  development 

(3)  Assessment  of  needs  of  children  and  their  families: 

(4)  Highly  qualified  and  properly  certified  teachers:  and 
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(5)  Delivery  of  comprehensive  services  supported  by  strong  and  accessible  technical  assistance  and 
professional  development. 

(6)  Will  provide,  beginning  in  the  school  year  of  2019-2020.  notebooks  or  equivalent  with  learning 

programs  to  all  children  enrolled  in  public  education  in  all  districts  having  a  poverty  rate  of  10%  or  more 

Every  three  years  the  students  will  receive  a  current  notebook  through  6lh  grade.  Discarded  notebooks 

will  be  used  for  replacement  of  lost,  stolen  or  dysfunctional  notebooks.  Notebooks  will  be  distributed  to 

those  beginning  in  Pre-K.  This  franchise  tax  will  only  pay  for  notebooks  in  those  districts  that  have 

levels  of  poverty  above  15%. 


3.  In  developing  such  standards,  the  department  shall  involve  representatives  of  the  business  community,  par¬ 
ents  as  teachers,  head  start,  early  childhood  start,  early  childhood  special  education,  Missouri  preschool  project, 
first  steps,  Title  I  preschools,  school  district  personnel,  private  providers,  and  faith-based  providers. 

4  Unless  otherwise  prohibited  by  federal  law,  public  school  districts  shall  not  be  prohibited  from  charging  tuition 
and  related  charges  for  early  childhood  education  programs.  Children  living  in  poverty  conditions  (one  hundred 
eighty-five  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level)  will  not  be  charged 

5  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536  010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  del¬ 
egated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chap¬ 
ter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  pow¬ 
ers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disap¬ 
prove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any 
rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28,  2006,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

(L  2006  H  B  1511) 

191.803.  Boards  of  education  to  establish  breakfast  program  —  rules  —  waiver,  procedure.  —  1.  By  July 

1 .  1 993,  the  board  of  education  of  each  school  in  this  state  in  which  thirty-five  percent  or  more  of  the  students 
enrolled  in  the  school  on  October  first  of  the  preceding  school  year  were  eligible  for  free  or  reduced  price  meals 
shall  establish  a  school  breakfast  program. 

(a)  In  school  districts  with  levels  of  poverty  above  15%,  schools  will  provide  student  care  to  be  available 

for  all  students  from  Pre-K  through  6lh  grade  starting  at  6  AM  for  before  school  and  after  school  care  until 

6  PM.  Breakfast,  lunch  and  an  evening  meal  or  snack  will  be  provided  at  no  cost  to  all  students  in  these 

areas  regardless  of  income. 

2.  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  may  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  necessary  for 
implementation  of  sections  191.800  to  191.815  in  compliance  with  federal  guidelines  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  42  U.S.C.  1773. 

3.  A  school  shall  receive  a  waiver  from  the  requirements  of  this  section  if  the  school  board  of  the  school  district 
by  majority  vote  adopts  a  resolution  requesting  a  waiver. 

4.  A  school  district  requesting  a  waiver  must  file  in  writing  notification  that  it  has  adopted  a  resolution  which  ex¬ 
cuses  the  district  from  the  requirements  of  this  section.  Such  writing  shall  be  filed  with  the  Missouri  department 
of  elementary  and  secondary  education.  Such  a  waiver  shall  be  valid  for  a  period  of  three  years. 

5.  All  school  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  12-month  schooling  for  Pre-K  through  6th 
grade  levels. 

(a)  All  schools  from  pre-K  through  senior  high  will ‘have  an  arts  program,  a  music  program,  technical 

courses  and  will  have  chess  classes. 

(b)  In  schools  with  more  than  10%  minority  groups,  courses  offered  will  include  Bi-lingual  and  bi-culture 

classes  and  one  year  of  secondary  level  history  classes  including; 

1.  one  term.  Native  American. 

2.  one  term,  Hispanic. 

3.  one  term  European  and  Asian  History 

4.  one  term  Black  History. 

(c)  School  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  staff  available  to  allow  after  school, 

weekend  and  vacation  times  so  that  students  6lh  grade  levels  and  up  will  have  supervised  play  areas 
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at  school  areas.  Computer  lab  and  inside  access  will  be  available  for  those  with  disabilities  and  on 

days  unfit  for  outside  activity. 


Termination  9-01-20 


(Section  1 67.031 ,  RSMo,  states  that  any  parent,  guardian  or  other  person  having  custody  or  control  of  a  child 
between  the  ages  of  seven  (7)  and  the  compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district,  must  ensure  that  the  child  is 
enrolled  in  and  regularly  attends  public,  private,  parochial,  home  school  or  a  combination  of  schools  for  the  full 
term  of  the  school  year. 

The  term  "compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district"  shall  mean  seventeen  (17)  years  of  age  or  having 
successfully  completed  sixteen  (16)  credits  towards  high  school  graduation  in  all  other  cases  (Amish  students 
ruled  by  Supreme  Court  to  only  have  8  years  of  classes). 

Children  between  the  ages  of  five  (5)  and  seven  (7)  are  not  required  to  be  enrolled  in  school  As  Pre-K  becomes 
available,  enrollment  will  be  required  of  all  who  will  be  4  at  the  end  of  calendar  year.  However,  if  they  are 
enrolled  in  a  public  school  their  parent,  guardian  or  custodian  must  ensure  that  they  regularly  attend.) 

(1)  All  schools,  including;  Amish,  religion  associated,  homeschoolinq  or  other  'for  profit',  will  meet  the 

Missouri  test  regime,  (5160.518,  RSMo)  which  compels  the  State  Board  of  Education  and  the 

Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  to  annually  measure  “by  grade  level  a  student’s 

knowledge  of  academic  subjects. 

(2)  Any  school  that  does  not  provide  students  that  can  pass  the  requirements  of  §160.518,  RSMo  for  three 

consecutive  years  will  not  be  considered  filling  the  obligation  of  an  educational  school.  Either  the  school 

will  shut  down  or  the  state  will  take  over  the  administration  of  the  school.  The  failing  school  will  not  fulfil 

the  obligation  of  being  a  school  that  allows  a  parent  or  guardian  to  fulfil  the  'The  Compulsory 

Attendance  Law’: 


Department  to  identify  and  adopt  violence  prevention  program,  district  to  administer-state  board  to 
adopt  violence  prevention  program-duties-administered  how--funding. 

161  650.  1  The  department  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  shall  identify  and  adopt  an  existing 
program  or  programs  of  educational  instruction  regarding  violence  prevention  to  be  administered  by  public 
school  districts  pursuant  to  subsection  2  of  this  section,  and  which  shall  include,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to.  in¬ 
structing  students  of  the  negative  consequences,  both  to  the  individual  and  to  society  at  large,  of  membership  in 
or  association  with  criminal  street  gangs  or  participation  in  criminal  street  gang  activity,  as  those  phrases  are  de¬ 
fined  in  section  578  421,  and  shall  include  related  training  for  school  district  employees  directly  responsible  for 
the  education  of  students  concerning  violence  prevention  and  early  identification  of  and  intervention  in  violent 
behavior.  The  state  board  of  education  shall  adopt  such  program  or  programs  by  rule  as  approved  for  use  in 
Missouri  public  schools.  The  program  or  programs  of  instruction  shall  encourage  nonviolent  conflict  resolution  of 
problems  facing  youth;  present  alternative  constructive  activities  for  the  students:  encourage  community  partici¬ 
pation  in  program  instruction,  including  but  not  limited  to  parents  and  law  enforcement  officials;  and  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  as  appropriate  for  different  grade  levels  and  shall  not  be  offered  for  academic  credit 

(1)  Except  in  extreme  instances  (court  ordered  or  security  threats),  no  police  officer  will  be  on  campus  with 

a  firearm  Police  officers  preforming  community  service  will  be  unarmed  In  case  of  police  making  an 

arrest  on  a  school  campus,  no  handcuffs  or  restraints  will  be  used  unless  there  is  danger  to  others. 

(2)  SRO  (School  Resource  Officers)  will  be  phased  out  in  all  schools.  They  will  be  replaced  by  trained 

counselors  and  staff.  Each  school  will  have  fully  trained  personnel  to  address  any  issues  that  students  may 

have.  Rural  areas  with  smaller  school  system  may  share  personnel. 


(3)  To  address  school  suspensions  and  expulsions  and  encourage  high  school  graduation,  the  following 

procedures  will  be  enacted  in  all  schools: 
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(a)  School  administrators  will  develop  a  structured  process  to  assess  whether  a  student  who  makes 

a  threat  is  likely  to  carry  out  that  threat.  Each  school  will  use  "restorative  justice  practices" 

instead  of  or  in  addition  to  suspensions  or  expulsions  If  a  threat  is  deemed  unlikely,  the 

student  will  be  counseled  and/or  disciplined,  but  not  suspended 

(b)  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  Positive  Behavioral  Support  (PBS)  If  surplus  monies  are 

available,  funds  will  be  allotted  to  the  Missouri  Schoolwide  Positive  Behavior  Support  (MO  SW- 

PBS). 

(c)  Beginning  immediately  as  funds  are  available,  a  target  date  of  three  years  having  all  schools  at 

maximum  level  for  MO  SW-PBS  objectives. 


(3)  .  Any  teacher  recommending  multiple  expulsions  will  receive  “My  Teacher  Partner  Program  (MPT)" 

training.  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  behavior  management  skills.  Teachers  with  minority 

students  will  receive  culture  training  for  different  ethnic  groups 

(4)  No  student  will  be  segregated  for  disciplinary  reasons  without  a  teacher  to  keep  them  current  in 

their  education. 


2  All  public  school  districts  within  this  state  with  the  approval  of  the  district’s  board  of  education  may  ad¬ 
minister  the  program  or  programs  of  student  instruction  adopted  pursuant  to  subsection  1  of  this  section  to  stu¬ 
dents  within  the  district  starting  at  the  kindergarten  level  and  every  year  thereafter  through  the  twelfth-grade 
level. 


3  Any  district  adopting  and  providing  a  program  of  instruction  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  state  aid  pursuant  to  section  163.031.  If  such  aid  is  determined  by  the  department  to  be  insufficient  to 
implement  any  program  or  programs  adopted  by  a  district  pursuant  to  this  section 

(1)  The  department  may  fund  the  program  or  programs  adopted  pursuant  to  this  section  or  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  2  of  section  160.530,  or  both,  after  securing  any  funding  available  from  alternative  sources;  and 

(2)  School  districts  may  fund  the  program  or  programs  from  funds  received  pursuant  to  subsection  1  of 
section  160.530. 

4  No  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  become  effective  unless  it  has 
been  promulgated  pursuant  to  chapter  536 


(L.  1996  H.B.  1301  &  1298  §  3,  A.L.  2000  S  B  944,  A  L  2010  H  B.  1543) 
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18-242 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f5731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  13,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


JUL  1  3  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Rush  Loftis  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

188  (2018-242) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Rush  Loftis  on  July  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIV  E  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  cits  of  St.  Louis). 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and 

the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 

I. _ 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAV  IT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


deceived 

JUI~  1  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

DIST 

- - 1 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

8. 

9. 


10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 


state  of  Missouri  and 


County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

day  of _ A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

A  new  section  be  added  to  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  to  be  known  as  section  188.340  and  to 
read  as  follows: 

188 . 340  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

11)  "Fertilization",  the  fusion  of  a  human  spermatozoon  with  a  human  ovum, 

(2)  "Premeditated  murder",  a  murder  planned  in  advance  and  carried  out  willfully. 

(3)  “Unborn  human",  an  individual  : roar. is re  ::  -he  species  homo  sapiens  from  fertilization 

until  live  birth. 

(4)  "Abortion",  The  Willing  use  of  or  prescription  of  any  instrument,  medicine,  drug,  or  any 

other  substance  or  device  to  intentionally  kill  an  unborn  human; 

2.  This  state  recognizes  that  abortion  denies  the  most  defenseless  persons  the  same  rights, 

powers,  and  privileges  as  are  secured  or  granted  by  the  laws  of  this  state  to  any  other  human 

child. 

3.  This  state  recognizes  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and 

opportunity  under  the  law. 

4.  This  state  recognizes  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life  including  the  right  to  life 

of  every  unborn  human  child  at  every  stage  of  bi . logical  development  and  shall  protect  such  life 

from  deprivation  by  the  state  or  private  ■»  :•  1 1  :  . 

On  the  effective  late  f  this  sect i  n  pers  n  whc  lives  n  tl  .  state r  has  tray-  U 

this  star--  shal.  perform,  procure,  or  attempt  perform  an  abortion.  No  person  wit:  lives  ir.  this 

state  may  perform,  procure,  or  attempt  to  perform  an  abortion  outside  of  this  state. 

6.  Any  individual  who  violates  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  guilty  of  the  offense  of 

premeditated  murder  and  shall  be  punished  in  accordance  with  the  penalties  for  that  offense  under 

the  law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

7.  No  abortions  are  permitted  in  this  state.  Any  current  state  statutes  regarding  the  regulation  of 

abortions  are  void  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Missouri 

General  Assembly  to  immediately  repeal  laws  that  regulate  abortion  during  the  next  legislative  or 

extraordinary  session. 

8.  No  government  may  deprive  any  person  :f  life,  without  due  process  of  law,  therefore  any  federal 

statute,  regulation,  executive  order,  ::  •  '  .:-:ision  w:._  ..  .  . its  t  ■_  .5  1 ,  etc  y,  or 

overrule  this  Act  is  in  violation  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 

States  of  America  and  is  therefore  void.  The  State  of  Missouri  and  its  political  subdivisions,  and 

agents  thereof,  may  not  enter  an  appearance,  spe.-ial  -i  .  ti.eiwlse,  in  any  federal  suit  challenging 

this  Act. 


18-241 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

James  C.  Kirkpatrick  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

STATE  l(573)R75A!TS36CENTnR  STATE  OF  MISSOURI 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  10,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


OFFICE 

JUL  )  0  2017  j 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Michael  Dean  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  130,  version  2  (2018-241) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Michael  Dean  on  July  10,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  l 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day 

of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 

JUL  i  q 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip  Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Street  address  of  Affiant 

City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D  201 _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

A  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  is  hereby  enacted,  to  be  known  as  section  130.130,  to  read  as 
follows: 

no.no.  1  (a):  The  United  States  Supreme  Court  decision  in  Citizens  United  v.  Federal  Election  Commission, 

^8  U.S.  3io  (2010).  and  other  cases  have  allowed  for  the  creation  of  Super  PACs  and  other  vehicles  for 

accumulating  and  spending  unlimited  amounts  of  money  from  undisclosed  donors  in  election  campaigns  for 

public  office,  resulting  in  unregulated  campaign  expenditures  in  unprecedented  amounts. 

(b).  The  people  of  Missouri  and  the  United  States  of  America,  and  their  legislative  bodies,  must  have  the 

authority  to  regulate  political  contributions  and  expenditures  to  secure  our  rights  as  equal  citizens,  human 

beings  and  States  in  the  Republic. 

fc).  Based  on  the  American  values  of  fair  play,  leveling  the  playing  field  and  ensuring  that  all  citizens. 

regardless  of  wealth,  have  an  opportunity  for  their  political  views  to  be  heard,  there  is  a  compelling  reason 

to  regulate  political  spending  so  that  the  voices  of  natural  persons  are  not  overwhelmed  by  corporate 

spending. 

(d) .  Article  IX.  Sec.  8  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  provides  that  “The  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state 

shall  never  be  surrendered,  abridged,  or  construed  to  permit  corporations  to  infringe  the  equal  rights  of 

individuals,  or  the  general  well-being  of  the  state.” 

(e) .  The  people  of  Missouri  would  benefit  from  regular  updates  on  the  status  of  such  an  amendment  from 

the  State  of  Missouri. 

2:  The  People  of  the  State  of  Missouri  request  that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  of  America  propose 

and  send  to  the  states  for  ratification  an  amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitution  specifying  that  the 

rights  in  the  United  State  Constitution  are  rights  enjoyed  only  bv  natural  persons,  and  that  the  proposed 

amendment  to  the  United  States  Constitution  specify  that  Congress  and  state  legislatures  may  regulate  all 

moneys  raised  and  spent  for  political  purposes,  whether  from  artificial  persons  or  natural  persons,  including 

bv  prohibiting  artificial  persons  from  political  spending. 

3:  At  least  once  per  year,  until  ratification  of  such  an  amendment,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  cause  to  be 

posted  on  the  official  website  of  the  office  an  update  on  the  status  of  such  an  amendment.  The  information 

included  in  the  update  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to: 

(a)  whether  the  amendment  has  been  proposed  bv  Congress  or  a  convention  of  states,  and  is  thus  waiting 

for  ratification  bv  the  states: 

(b)  a  list  and  tally  of  the  states  currently  calling  for  anv  such  amendment: 

(c)  which  members  of  the  current  Congressional  Delegation  from  the  state  of  Missouri  are  cosponsors  of 

such  amendment  proposals  in  the  US  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives: 

(d)  the  voting  history  of  the  current  Congressional  Delegation  on  anv  such  amendment  proposals:  and 

(e)  any  other  information  regarding  the  Congressional  Delegation  with  respect  to  such  an  amendment 

proposal. 

4:  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  severable.  If  any  of  the  above  sections  are  declared  unconstitutional  by 

any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  unconstitutional  paragraph  or  section  shall  be  severed  and  the 

remainder  of  this  Act  shall  be  enforced  to  the  fullest  extent  permitted  bv  law. 

S:  This  Act  shall  be  effective  no  days  following  certification  of  the  election  results  passing  this  initiative. 


18-240 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  Sta  i  r 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


July  10,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


H’SOFFiOH 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Michael  Dean  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  130,  version  I  (2018-240) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Michael  Dean  on  July  10, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 01 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


.  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 


amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day 

of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which 


I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  nai 


T:C 


(OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  . 


t/VEC 

1  0  2017 


M0-  SECRETARY  of  ctati - 

,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 

ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip  Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  __  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Street  address  of  Affiant 

City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D  201 _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

A  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  is  hereby  enacted,  to  be  known  as  section  130.130,  to  read  as  follows: 


Section  1.  Policy  and  Purpose 

a.  This  Act  establishes  a  non-partisan  Citizens  Commission  to  examine  the  extent,  nature  and  impact  of  unlimited 

political  spending  after  the  Supreme  Court's  2010  decision.  Citizens  United  v.  Federal  Election  Commission,  and 

subsequent  decisions  struck  down  numerous  federal  and  state  campaign  finance  laws  as  unconstitutional.  The 

Citizen  Commission  will  educate  the  public  and  advance  the  policy  of  amending  the  Constitution  of  the  United 

States  to  eliminate  the  undue  influence  of  concentrated  money  on  elections  and  governmental  policy. 

b.  It  is  the  intent  of  this  Act  that  the  proposed  federal  constitutional  amendment  or  amendments  that  are  the  subject 

matter  of  this  Act  shall  be  drafted  and  construed  so  as  to  protect  the  integrity  and  fairness  of  elections  and 

government:  prevent  corruption:  secure  the  right  of  all  Americans  to  be  represented  and  to  participate  in  self- 

government  as  equal  citizens:  protect  the  freedom  of  speech,  of  the  press  and  other  rights  of  all  Americans;  and 

enable  the  sound  regulation  and  operation  of  corporations  and  other  economic  entities  by  the  people. 

c.  To  further  this  intent  and  advance  the  constitutional  amendment(s)  and  the  policies  described  herein,  an 

independent,  non-partisan  Citizens  Commission  is  hereby  established  for  the  purpose  of  reporting  and  making 

such  recommendations  as  may  be  of  assistance  in  drafting,  passing  and  ratifying  such  constitutional 

amendment(s). 

d.  This  Act  shall  be  known  as  the  Citizens  Commission  Concerning  a  Constitutional  Amendment  to  Secure  Free  and 

Fair  Elections  and  Government  of  the  People  Act. 

Section  2.  Establishment  of  Citizens  Commission  on  Free  and  Fair  Elections 


a)  This  act  establishes  a  Citizens  Commission  on  Free  and  Fair  Elections  to  advance  the  policy  of  the  State  of  Missouri, 

as  set  forth  in  this  Act. 

b)  The  People  find  and  declare  that  the  establishment  of  a  non-partisan  Citizens  Commission  as  provided  herein  will 

ensure  prudent  consideration  of  such  a  constitutional  amendment  by  the  Missouri  Congressional  delegation  and 

by  the  citizens  and  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  during  the  ratification  process  to  follow  Congressional  approval. 

c)  The  Citizens  Commission  shall  research,  take  testimony,  report,  and  make  such  recommendations  as  may  be  of 

assistance  in  drafting,  passing,  and  ratifying  such  a  constitutional  amendment. 

Section  3.  Composition.  Appointments,  and  Deliberative  Process 

a)  The  Citizens  Commission  shall  be  comprised  of  15  United  States  citizens  who  are  residents  of  Missouri,  and  shall  be 

appointed  as  follows: 

i)  The  Governor  shall  appoint  3  members: 

ii)  The  Secretary  of  State  shall  appoint  3  members; 

iii)  The  Attorney  General  shall  appoint  3  members: 

iv)  The  Speaker  of  the  House  shall  appoint  3  members:  and 

v)  The  President  of  the  Senate  shall  appoint  3  members. 

b)  No  person  shall  be  appointed  to  the  Citizens  Commission  who  has  not  publicly  applied  for  such  appointment, 

which  applications  the  Governor  shall  cause  to  be  posted  on  a  page  established  for  the  public  knowledge  and 

oversight  of  the  appointment  and  operation  of  the  Citizens  Commission  on  the  official  website  of  the  State  of 

Missouri. 

c)  An  application  by  any  citizen  who  seeks  to  serve  on  this  Commission  shall  state: 

i)  The  intent  of  the  applicant  to  comply  with  and  advance  the  policy  established  by  this  Act; 

ii)  The  applicant's  qualifications  and  interest  in  serving  on  the  Citizens  Commission; 

iii)  The  political  party  affiliation,  if  any,  of  the  applicant  over  the  previous  5  years; 

iv)  The  city  or  town  in  which  the  applicant  resides: 

v)  The  employment  of  the  applicant,  if  employed. 

d)  All  applications  for  service  on  the  Citizens  Commission  shall  be  submitted  within  60  days  of  the  posting  of  the 

appointment  opportunity  on  the  official  website  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  which  posting  the  Governor  shall  cause 

to  be  made  within  30  days  of  effective  date  of  this  Act. 

e)  All  appointments  to  the  Citizens  Commission  shall  be  made  no  sooner  than  90  days  and  no  later  than  120  days 

after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act. 
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f)  In  making  appointments  to  the  Commission,  the  Governor.  Secretary  of  State.  Attorney  General.  President  of  the 

Senate  and  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  have  due  regard  for  the  non-partisan  nature  of  the 

Citizens  Commission,  and  shall  seek  to  ensure  that  the  Citizens  Commission  reflect  a  range  of  geographic,  political. 

and  demographic  backgrounds. 

g)  Appointees  to  the  Citizens  Commission  shall  serve  without  compensation. 

h)  Members  of  the  Citizens  Commission  shall  elect  a  chair  or  co-chairs,  in  the  manner  as  the  members  of  the 

Commission  may  decide  by  majority  vote. 

i)  The  Citizens  Commission  shall  meet  on  a  regular  basis  to  gather  evidence,  testimony,  and  advice  in  the  manner 

that  the  members  of  the  Commission  determine  is  most  conducive  to  achieving  the  objectives  of  this  Act,  provided 

however,  that  the  Citizen  Commission  proceedings  and  activities  shall  be  subject  to  the  Open  Meeting  Law  and  the 

Public  Records  Law,  and  that  all  residents  of  Missouri  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  offer  their  views  and  ideas 

related  to  the  policies  herein  to  the  Commission. 

Section  4.  Report  and  Recommendations 


a)  The  Citizens  Commission  shall  issue  a  Report  of  Findings  and  Recommendations,  which  shall  include  the  following: 

i)  The  nature  and  impact  of  political  and  election  spending  in  Missouri; 

ii)  The  limitations,  if  any,  on  the  legal  ability  of  the  State  and  its  citizens  to  reasonably  regulate  corporations  and 

other  entities  due  to  the  Supreme  Court's  conclusion  that  corporations  may  assert  Constitutional  rights  of 

human  beings; 

iii)  Recommendations  as  to  the  scope  and  language  of  one  or  more  constitutional  amendment  resolutions  that 

would  address  the  problem  and  policies  described  herein,  and  that  would  be  prudent  for  the  State  of  Missouri 

to  ratify  under  Article  V  of  the  United  States  Constitution; 

iv)  An  analysis  of  the  constitutional  amendments  that  have  been  introduced  in  Congress  to  date  in  response  to 

the  Supreme  Court's  decision  in  Citizens  United  v.  FEC,  an  assessment  of  their  alignment  with  the  policies  and 

objectives  set  forth  in  this  Act;  and 

v)  Recommendations  for  actions  to  be  taken  by  Congress,  the  Missouri  General  Assembly,  the  Governor, 

Secretary  of  the  State,  the  Attorney  General  and  other  public  officials  and  bodies,  and  citizens  of  the  State  of 

Missouri  to  further  passage  and  ratification  of  the  recommended  constitutional  amendment  or  amendments. 

b)  The  Citizens  Commission  shall  deliver  its  final  Report  and  Recommendations  to  the  President  of  the  Senate,  the 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  the  Governor,  the  Secretary  of  the  State,  the  Attorney  General  and  the 

citizens  of  Missouri  on  or  before  December  31,  2019. 

c)  Within  5  days  of  receipt,  the  Secretary  of  the  State  is  instructed  to  deliver  the  Report  and  Recommendations  of  the 

Citizens  Commission  to  all  current  members  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly,  all  current  members  of  the  United 

States  Congress,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

d)  The  Secretary  of  the  State  is  directed  to  immediately  deliver  copies  of  this  law,  when  enacted,  to  the  following 

persons:  The  Governor,  the  Attorney  General,  all  current  members  of  the  Missouri  General  Assembly,  all  current 

members  of  the  United  States  Congress,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

e)  With  the  Act,  the  People  hereby  request  that  ConEress,  the  General  Assembly  of  Missouri,  the  Governor,  Secretary 

of  the  State,  the  Attorney  General  and  other  public  officials  and  bodies,  and  citizens  of  the  State  of  Missouri 

carefully  review  the  Citizen  Commission's  findings  and  take  all  constitutional  and  lawful  actions  to  further  passage 

and  ratification  of  the  recommended  constitutional  amendment  or  amendments. 


Section  5.  Severability 

The  several  provisions  of  this  Act  are  independent  and  severable  and  the  invalidity,  if  any,  of  any  part  or  feature 

thereof  shall  not  affect  or  render  the  remainder  of  the  Act  invalid  or  inoperative. 

Section  6.  Effective  Date 


This  act  shall  take  effect  on  January  1,  2019 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


eJLAIE^DIT°R'S  office 


JUN  2  7  2017 

urody  u  ni W 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


June  27, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  V  (2018-239) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  June  27,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Stree  t  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  lillSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLLNFK  LIBRARY 
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Co  u  nty _ 

Page  No. _ 

K  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6!h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


RECEr/ygTQ 

JUN  2  7  20 17 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

•v. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  „  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-239 


BE  IT  RESOL  VED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Article  V  entitled  Judicial  Department,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as 
Section  32,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  Supreme  Court  allows  certified  paralegals  or  legal  assistants  certified  by  a  credited  college 

or  university  to  shadow  and  work  alongside  of  an  attorney  at  law  for  a  period  of  three  years. 

Thereafter,  the  person  would  be  allowed  to  take  a  bar  exam  and  if  passed  will  be  able  to  practice 

law  in  Missouri  and  will  be  accepted  bv  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  Appeals  Courts  and  all 

Courts  and  Tribunals  in  the  state  and  have  the  same  basic  rights  to  practice  law  and  uive  legal 

advice  to  the  People  of  the  state. 


18-238 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  75 1-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


state  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

7^n^nnnDJ^ 

JUN  2  7  2017 
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Elections  Division 
(573)  7S1-2301 


June  27,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Section  36(2018-238) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  June  27, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  Rules  •  business  services  •  elections  •  Publications  •  securities  •  state  archives  •  State  library  •  wolfner  library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6!h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


R£CEiVed 

'Am  2  7 1017 

MO,  SECRET  y 

''OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,. 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-238 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he 
amended: 

Section  36(a)  of  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  Section 
36(a).  The  existing  Section  36(a)  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  underlined. 

Section  36(a).  Economic  development,  department  of  -  duties  of  department  -  director,  how 
appointed.  -  The  department  of  economic  development  shall  be  in  charge  of  a  director  appointed 
by  the  governor,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  The  department  shall 
administer  all  programs  provided  by  law  relating  to  the  promotion  of  the  economy  of  the  state, 
the  economic  development  of  the  state,  trade  and  business,  technology  development  and  other 
activities  and  programs  impacting  on  the  economy  of  the  state. 

A  state  sales  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  will  provide  additional  money  for  the  State 

Economic  Development  Department  to  be  used  solely  for  the  promotion  and  development  of 

"Technology  Parks  in  Missouri.  Technology  Parks  serve  as  incubators  helping  create  new 

companies,  jobs,  and  research  and  development.  Cities  will  be  able  to  apply  with  the  State  of 

Missouri  to  have  certified  technology  park  status.  Local  counties  or  cities  operating  in  the  state 

may  place  voting  ves  or  no  on  their  ballot  to  seek  approval  or  disapproval  of  the  People. 

The  one  year  sales/use  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  (referred  to  abovef  is  hereby  levied  and 

imposed  upon  all  sellers  for  the  privilege  of  selling  tangible  personal  property  or  rendering 

taxable  services  at  retail  in  this  state  upon  the  sales  and  services  which  now  are  or  hereafter  are 

listed  and  set  forth  in.  and,  except  as  to  the  amount  of  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be 

collected  as  provide  in  the  "Sales  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated 

in  connection  therewith:  the  one  year  sales/use  tax  of  one  tenth  of  one  percent  is  levied  and 

imposed  for  the  privilege  of  storing,  using  or  consuming  within  this  state  anv  article  of  tangible 

personal  property  as  set  forth  and  provided  in  the  "Compensating  Use  Tax  Law"  and,  except  as 

to  the  amount  of  the  tax,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  and  to  be  collected  as  provided  in  the 

"Compensating  Tax  Law"  and  subject  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  in  connection 

therewith. 


Schedule 


Section  36(a)  amendment.  All  of  the  provisions  of  36(a1  amendment  shall  be  self-enforcing 

except  that  the  general  assembly  shall  adjust  brackets  for  the  collection  of  the  sales  and  use 

taxes.  The  above  one  tenth  of  one  percent  sales/use  tax  will  sunset  one  year  after  imposition 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Centf.r 
(573) 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  27,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Section  30  (2018-237) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  June  27,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  riii.es  •  business  Services  •  elections  •  publications  •  securities  •  State  archives  •  State  Library  •  vvolfner  library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


RECEIVED 

UJN  2  7  2017 


MO 


r  Ch  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,. 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

■v. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


.  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  „  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-237 


BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution 
be  amended: 

Article  IV,  section  30  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  shall  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  one- 

tenth  of  one-percent  sales  tax  on  motor  vehicle  fuel,  the  proceeds  of  which  shall  be 

used  to  develop  rail  passenger  service  in  Missouri. 


18-236 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 75 1-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

fTs  p  /^\  n  n  n  n  n 


D 

n 


JUN  2  7  2017 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  27,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Steven  Reed  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-236) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Steven  Reed  on  June  27,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  ItUUS  *  BUSINESS  SERVICES  ♦  ELECTIONS  ♦  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  *  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOI.ENER  LIBRARY 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"’  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


RECEIVED 

JUN  2  7  2017 

*0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  1  do . 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  ~  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

Article  I  entitled  Bill  of  Rights,  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section 
36,  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  36.  All  Missouri  Career  Center  locations  will  allow  the  People  of  Missouri  to  petition  at 

their  public  entrances  as  allowed  in  the  State  and  Federal  Constitutions.  The  Career  Centers  are 

public  forums  were  People  discuss  employment  and  jobs  and  inter  act  with  others  by  use  of 

computers. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
fS731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATS  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


JUN  2  3  2017 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  23,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Rush  Loftis  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to  Chapter 

188(2018-235) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Rush  Loftis  on  June  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSiVlo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  lute  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis). 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and 

the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ballot  title] 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I. _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 
IMS  1 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1 

!  2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

- “ - 

6. 

8. 

9- 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing 

aetition.  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has 

stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  I  HAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  ol  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  I  f  paid,  list  the  pay  er: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  Cits.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D. 201 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

A  new  section  be  added  to  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  to  be  known  as  section  188.340  and  to 

read  as  follows: 


188.340  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  ''Fertilization",  the  fusion  ;f  a  hu::  a :  sperm. i~  :■ :  ~  _ :,  with  a  human  ovum. 

(2)  "Premeditated  murder",  a  murder  planned  in  .  • .  e  and  carried  out  willfully. 

(3)  "Unborn  human",  an  individual  organism  of  the  species  homo  sapiens  from  fertilization 

until  live  birth. 

(4)  "Abortion",  The  Willing  use  of  or  prescription  of  any  instrument,  medicine,  drug,  or  any 

other  substance  or  device  to  intentionally  kill  an  unborn  human; 

2.  This  state  recognizes  that  abortion  denies  the  most  defenseless  persons  the  same  rights, 

powers,  and  privileges  as  are  secured  or  granted  by  the  laws  of  this  state  to  any  other  human 

child. 

3.  This  state  recognizes  that  all  persons  are  created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and 

opportunity  under  the  law. 

4.  This  state  recognizes  that  ail  perscns  n •  i  :  :  ::.t  CO  life  including  the  rigr.t  r  _  ,ii-r 

of  every  unborn  human  child  at  every  stage  ~  f  bi: I .  gi  :al  lerelopment  and  shall  protect  such  life 

from  deprivation  by  the  state  or  private  action. 

5.  On  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  who  lives  in  this  state  or  has  traveled  to 

this  state  shall  perform,  procure,  or  attempt  to  perform  an  abortion.  Mo  person  who  lives  in  this 

state  may  perform,  procure,  or  attempt  to  perform  an  abortion  outside  of  this  state. 

6.  Any  individual  who  violates  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  guilty  of  the  offense  of 

premeditated  murder  and  shall  be  punished  in  accordance  with  the  penalties  for  that  offense  under 

the  law  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

7.  No  abortions  are  permitted  in  this  state.  Any  current  state  statutes  regarding  the  regulation  of 

abortions  are  void  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Missouri 

General  Assembly  to  immediately  repeal  laws  that  regulate  abortion  during  the  next  legislative  or 

extraordinary  session. 

8.  Mo  government  may  deprive  any  persa:.  life,  without  due  process  of  law,  therefore  any  federal 

statute,  regulation,  exec.:-  ire  riei,  cl  decision  which  purports  to  supersede,  stay,  or 

overrule  this  Act  is  in  violation  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  of  America  and  is  therefore  void.  The  State  of  Missouri  and  its  political  subdivisions,  and 

agents  thereof,  may  not  enter  an  appearance,  special  or  otherwise,  in  any  federal  suit  challenging 


this  Act. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731 7S1-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATS  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  16,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  lo 

the  Missouri  Constitution  (2018-234) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  June  16, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:” 
The  State  of  MO  will  levy  a  one  and  one-half  percent  (1.5)  tax  on  the  GSP  (Missouri  Gross 

State  Product)  of  the  private  sector  with  a  GSP  greater  than  5  million  dollars. 

The  one  percent  portion  of  the  levy  will  be  used  to  enhance  stressed  portions  of  the  public- 

school  system  including  pre-kindergarten .  elementary  and  secondary  education. 

The  one  half  of  one  percent  (.5)  of  the  revenue  from  the  GSP  will  go  a  separate  budget  for 

improving  higher  education. 

All  school  districts  with  a  15%  or  more  poverty  level  using  proceeds  from  the  levy  will: 

•  receive  a  10%  pay  raise  for  teachers  financed  by  the  proceeds  of  the  levy.  Current  pay 

levels  will  be  maintained  by  the  district  with  inflation  adjusted  raises.  After  3  years  in 

the  same  school  district,  another  5%  will  be  added.  The  10%  raise  will  be  maintained 

by  the  levy  in  future  years  as  long  as  current  pay  levels  are  maintained  by  the  district 

adjusted  for  inflation.  The  increased  pay  will  be  given  as  a  bonus  at  the  end  of  the 

school  year.  This  will  be  effective  the  first  full  school  year  after  implementation  of  levy. 

•  Will  provide,  beginning  in  the  school  year  of  2019-2020,  notebooks  or  equivalent  to  all 

children  enrolled  in  public  education  in  these  districts.  Every  three  years  the  students 

will  receive  a  current  notebook.  Notebooks  will  be  distributed  to  those  beginning  in  Pre- 

K.  This  levy  will  only  pay  for  notebooks  in  those  districts  that  have  levels  of  poverty 

above  15%. 

•  Gifted  students  from  rural  areas  that  do  not  have  access  to  suitable  education 
opportunities,  will  be  afforded  opportunities  to  attend  summer  classes.  These  classes 

will  be  set  up  at  the  MU  campus  and  will  utilize  experienced  instructors.  The  classes 

will  be  free  to  the  student.  Utilizing  vacant  housing  because  of  the  summer  session. 

housing  will  be  available  for  free  to  the  student  along  with  a  guardian.  A  transportation 

allowance  and  meal  expense  will  be  furnished  to  the  student  and  guardian.  This  will 

be  available  summer  of  2020. 


The  levy  will  fund  all  school  districts  to  provide  Universal  Pre-K  education  for  those  who  will 

become  age  4  by  the  end  of  the  calendar  year.  Because  of  the  lengthy  preparations. 

implementation  of  the  following  programs  will  target  completion  of  all  affected  districts  in  a 

four-year  program.  Districts  with  the  highest  poverty  level  will  be  implemented  first.  All 

children  meeting  age  and  residence  will  be  eligible  for  Universal  Pre-K.  When  Pre-K 

becomes  available,  all  eligible  children  will  be  reguired  to  attend  Pre-K. 

•  Each  student  will  receive  at  least  2  V2  hours  of  instruction.  This  will  allow  one  teacher 

to  attend  2  or  more  schools  to  utilize  their  time  for  maximum  efforts.  Computer  and  on¬ 

line  teaching  aids  will  be  utilized  to  allow  individual  learning.  Notebooks  will  be  allowed 
to  be  taken  home. 

•  If  schools  do  not  have  space  available  to  school  Pre-K  students,  teachers  may  go  to 

other  public  centers  where  children  of  this  age  group  are  and  provide  the  2  14  hours  of 

instruction.  By  the  school  year,  2022,  all  schools  will  provide  Pre-K  space. 

•  In  school  districts  with  levels  of  poverty  above  15%,  schools  will  provide  student  care 

to  be  available  for  all  students  from  Pre-K  through  6th  grade  starting  at  6  AM  for  before 

school  and  after  school  care  until  6  PM.  Breakfast,  lunch  and  an  evening  meal  will  be 

provided  at  no  cost  to  all  students  in  these  areas  regardless  of  income. 
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•  All  school  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  12-month  schooling  for 

Pre-K  through  6th  grade  levels. 

•  All  schools  from  pre-K  through  senior  high  will  have  an  arts  program,  a  music  program, 

technical  courses  and  will  have  chess  classes. 

•  In  schools  with  More  than  10%  minority  groups,  courses  offered  will  include  Bi-linqual 

and  bi-culture  classes  and  one  year  of  secondary  level  history  classes  including; 

1.  one  term.  Native  American, 

2.  one  term,  Hispanic, 

3.  one  term  European  and  Asian  History 

4.  one  term  Black  History. 

•  Any  enlargement  of  sports  activities  will  be  in  an  area  that  addresses  those  less 

inclined  to  exercise  or  with  physical  handicaps.  Pre-K  through  6th  grade  schools  will 

have  equipment  to  encourage  physical  activity  including  activities  such  as  ping  pong, 

badminton,  whiffle  ball,  or  other  minimal  impact,  low  effort,  limited  skill  games. 

•  School  districts  with  a  poverty  level  of  15%  or  more  will  have  staff  available  to  allow 

after  school,  weekend  and  vacation  times  so  that  students  6th  grade  levels  and  up  will 

have  supervised  play  areas  at  school  areas.  Computer  lab  and  inside  access  will  be 

available  for  those  with  disabilities  and  on  days  unfit  for  outside  activity. 

As  monies  are  available,  funds  will  be  allotted  to  the  Missouri  Schoolwide  Positive  Behavior 

Support  (MO  SW-PBS).  Beginning  immediately  as  funds  are  available,  a  target  date  of  three 

years  having  all  schools  at  maximum  level  for  MO  SW-PBS  objectives. 

•  Magnet  schools  will  be  established  in  school  districts  with  minority  groups  that  exceed 

40%  of  the  student  enrollment.  Sufficient  magnet  schools  will  be  established  in  these 

districts  to  have  extra  room  for  30%  of  students  from  adjoining  districts.  Students  from 

adjoining  districts  will  be  afforded  transportation  to  the  magnet  schools.  This  will 

encourage  diverse  cultures  to  attend  low  income  schools. 

Except  in  extreme  instances  (court  ordered  or  security  threats),  no  police  officer  will  be  on 

campus  with  a  firearm.  Police  officers  preforming  community  service  will  be  unarmed.  In 

case  of  police  making  an  arrest  on  a  school  campus,  no  handcuffs  or  restraints  will  be  used 

unless  there  is  danger  to  others. 


SRO  (School  Resource  Officers)  will  be  phased  out  in  all  schools.  They  will  be  replaced  by 

trained  counselors  and  staff.  Each  school  will  have  fully  trained  personnel  to  address  any 

issues  that  students  may  have.  Rural  areas  with  smaller  school  system  may  share  personnel. 


To  address  school  suspensions  and  expulsions  and  encourage  high  school  graduation,  the 

following  procedures  will  be  enacted  in  all  schools: 

School  administrators  will  develop  a  structured  process  to  assess  whether  a  student  who 

makes  a  threat  is  likely  to  carry  out  that  threat.  Each  school  will  use  "restorative  justice 

practices"  instead  of  or  in  addition  to  suspensions  or  expulsions.  If  a  threat  is  deemed 


? 
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unlikely,  the  student  will  be  counseled  and/or  disciplined,  but  not  suspended.  All  teachers  will 

receive  training  in  Positive  Behavioral  Support  (PBS) 

Any  teacher  recommending  multiple  expulsions  will  receive  “My  Teacher  Partner  Program 

(MPT)”  training.  All  teachers  will  receive  training  in  behavior  management  skills.  Teachers 

with  minority  students  will  receive  culture  training  for  different  ethnic  groups 

No  student  will  be  segregated  for  disciplinary  reasons  without  a  teacher  to  keep  them  current 

in  their  education. 


All  schools,  including:  Amish,  religion  associated,  homeschooling  or  other  'for  profit’,  will  meet 

the  Missouri  test  regime,  (§160.518,  RSMo)  which  compels  the  State  Board  of  Education  and 

the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  to  annually  measure  “by  grade  level 

a  student’s  knowledge  of  academic  subjects.  All  schools  will  employ  teachers  with  a  state 

recognized  BA  or  BS  degree. 

Any  school  that  does  not  provide  students  that  can  pass  the  reguirements  of  §160.518,  RSMo 

for  three  consecutive  years  will  not  be  considered  filling  the  obligation  of  an  educational 

school.  Either  the  school  will  shut  down  or  the  state  will  take  over  the  administration  of  the 

school.  The  school  will  not  fulfil  the  obligation  being  a  school  that  allows  a  parent  or  guardian 

to  fulfil  the  ‘The  Compulsory  Attendance  Law’: 

(Section  167.031,  RSMo,  states  that  any  parent,  guardian  or  other  person  having  custody  or 
control  of  a  child  between  the  ages  of  seven  (7)  and  the  compulsory  attendance  age  for  the 
district,  must  ensure  that  the  child  is  enrolled  in  and  regularly  attends  public,  private, 
parochial,  home  school  or  a  combination  of  schools  for  the  full  term  of  the  school  year. 

The  term  "compulsory  attendance  age  for  the  district"  shall  mean  seventeen  (17)  years 
of  age  or  having  successfully  completed  sixteen  (16)  credits  towards  high  school  graduation 
in  all  other  cases. 

Children  between  the  ages  of  five  (5)  and  seven  (7)  are  not  reguired  to  be  enrolled  in 
school.  However,  if  they  are  enrolled  in  a  public  school  their  parent,  guardian  or  custodian 
must  ensure  that  they  regularly  attend.) 

To  ensure  that  this  levy  is  not  used  to  replace  the  current  educational  budgets  from  the 

general  revenue,  the  state  of  MO  will  be  reguired  to  maintain  a  budget  at  a  current  basis. 

This  ‘current  basis’  for  school  financing  by  the  state  of  MO  will  be  egual  to  the  state 

appropriations  per  full-time  student  of  the  school  year  2001  inflation-adjusted  (as  measured 

by  the  Consumer  Price  Index).  At  any  time  that  this  education  budget  is  not  appropriated  to 

meet  this  basis,  the  deficit  will  be  drawn  from  the  Elected  Officials  budget  to  fulfill  this 

obligation. 

The  one  half  of  one  percent  (.5)  of  the  revenue  from  the  GSP  will  go  to  state  higher 

education.  Beginning  with  the  fall  semester  of  2019  utilization  of  this  revenue,  the  higher 

education  schools  (state  colleges  and  universities): 

•  Will  begin  the  process  of  restoring  full  time  instructors  and  tenured  professors.  In  a 

three-year  period,  this  restoration  will  proceed  to  restore  the  status  of  per  student 

relationships  to  full  time  instructors  and  tenured  professors  egual  to  the  year  1976. 

•  The  wages  and  salaries  for  instructors  and  professors  will  be  adjusted  to  at  least  egual 

those  paid  in  1976  (as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index).  This  additional 
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income  from  the  levy  will  not  replace  current  budgeted  expenses  from  the  state,  but  will 

be  given  to  the  school  to  make  wages  as  adjusted. 

•  Current  budgeted  expenses  for  instructors  from  the  state  will  remain  at  the  level  per 

student  as  of  2001  as  adjusted  for  CPI. 

•  At  least  one  university  will  have  a  graduate  program  in  sustainable  agriculture  financed 

by  the  levy. 

•  The  levy  will  pay  for  summer  gifted  student  classes. 

•  All  state  colleges  and  universities  will  have  expanded  courses  to  supply  needed 

counselors  and  support  staff  to  fill  needed  spots  in  Pre-K  through  senior  high  for 

enacting  MO  SW-PBS  and  MPT.  These  courses  will  be  in  co-ordination  with  the 

federal  government’s  National  Technical  Assistance  Center  on  Positive  Behavioral 

Intervention  and  Supports. 


The  levy  will  be  based  on  the  previous  year.  The  first  Quarterly  payment  will  be  due  on  April 

15th  of  2019.  This  will  allow  training  and  implementation  of  the  programs  for  the  fall  school 

season. 


The  programs  listed  will  begin  to  be  implemented  at  the  first  of  the  fall  session.  2019.  This 

will  give  the  state  time  to  set  up  training  for  the  areas  covered.  All  the  procedures  listed  are 

currently  in  use  at  several  school  systems  across  the  United  States.  In  addition,  there  are 

different  organizations,  non-profit  and  for  profit,  that  can  be  contacted  for  proven  procedures. 

In  addition,  the  state  will  apply  for  grants  available  to  implement  these  procedures.  The 

federal  government  will  be  a  source  both  for  information  and  grants. 

A  director  will  be  hired  to  manage  this  endeavor.  The  director  will  act  as  a  liaison  between 

this  fund  and  the  state  appropriated  education  expenses  to  prevent  duplication  and  co¬ 

ordinate  services.  The  revenue  generated  by  this  bill  will  be  distributed  by  a  commission  set 
up  for  that  purpose.  The  revenues  will  be  kept  separate  from  the  state  budget.  School 

districts  receiving  monies  will  be  responsible  for  accounting  for  their  use  to  ensure  used  as 

directed. 

Eight  representatives  will  be  hired  to  represent  8  districts.  Each  district  will  be  a 

Congressional  District.  Each  representative  will  have  at  least  a  Master’s  Degree  in  an 

education  related  subject.  Each  representative  will  have  lived  and  taught  in  the  district  they 

represent  for  at  least  3  years,  preferably  in  a  stressed  school. 

Each  representative  will  be  responsible  for  assessing  the  needs  to  be  supplied  by  this  bill  for 

their  district.  They  will  act  as  an  overseer  and  liaison  for  the  schools  in  their  district.  All 

support  personnel  will  be  furnished  by  the  levy. 

The  representatives  will  be  responsible  for  presenting  the  needs  of  their  district  and  working 

with  the  other  representatives  and  the  director  to  make  a  budget  once  a  year  with  allowances 

for  each  district. 


Any  surplus  funds  not  used  to  implement  the  listed  programs  will  be  available  for  ‘education’ 

scholarships  for  minority  students  from  districts  with  minority  students. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  12,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


8TATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

r?\n/A\nnn 


fWjcnnmE/ 


JUN  1  2  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

the  Missouri  Constitution  (2018*233) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  lo  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  June  12,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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“Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:'’ 

To  increase  medical  care  of  Missouri  residents  through  Federal  Medicaid  Expansion,  Planned  Parenthood 

and  birth  control  procedures. 


8W, 


The  cost  to  the  state  of  expanding  medical  coverage  will  be  borne  by  the  hospitals  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

All  hospitals  in  MO  will  be  accessed  a  fee  to  pay  for  the  expense  of  this  expansion.  Each  hospital  will  pay  a 

share  equal  to  the  number  of  patients  admitted  at  their  hospital.  The  fee  paid  will  be  equal  to  the  percentage  of 

patient  admittance  of  each  hospital  of  the  total  MO  visits.  Each  admittance  will  count  separately  even  though  it  is 

a  re-admittance.  Hospitals  will  begin  quarterly  payments  on  April  1,  2019.  Assessment  will  be  made  based  on  the 

previous  year  and  adjustments  for  new  assessments  will  begin  on  the  first  of  April  of  each  year.  Hospitals  will 

make  quarterly  payments  to  the  state  of  MO  into  a  fund  that  will  only  be  used  for  the  full  Federal  Medicaid 

Expansion.  Planned  Parenthood  and  birth  control  for  residents  of  Missouri. 

Missouri  will  accept  the  full  federal  program  of  Medicaid  Expansion  These  funds  generated  by  the  hospitals  will 

be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost  to  the  state  for  Medicaid  expansion.  Missouri  will  make  immediate  application  and  if 

fees  for  implementation  have  not  occurred  from  the  hospitals  on  implementation,  the  state  will  borrow  from 

reserve  funds  to  expedite  enrollment.  These  funds  will  be  paid  back  upon  receipt  of  funds  beginning  on  April  1, 

2019. 


If  at  any  time  funding  for  Planned  Parenthood  by  the  federal  government  is  discontinued  or  if  it  has  already  been 

discontinued  at  the  passage  of  this  amendment,  the  hospital  levy  will  be  increased  enough  to  replace  the  federal 

funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  to  a  level  at  least  equal  to  that  of  201 5  adjusted  for  inflation.  The  state  of  MO  will 

continue  its  funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  at  a  level  at  least  equal  to  2015  adjusted  for  inflation  and  if  by  the 

time  this  measure  is  accepted,  the  state  of  MO  has  stopped  funding  Planned  Parenthood,  the  state  will  begin 

funding  Planned  Parenthood  again  at  a  level  equal  to  201  £  inflation-adjusted. 

Birth  control  and  family  planning  covered  by  this  bill  which  will  begin  on  April  1 ,  2019: 

Birth  control  pills.  Patches  (like  the  QrthoEvra  Patch).  Vaginal  rings  (like  the  NuvaRinq) 

Injections  (like  the  Depo  shot).  Implants  (like  Implanon).  Intrauterine  devices  (lUDs  -  like  Mirena  or 

Paraqard),  Emergency  birth  control  (“the  morning-after  pill").  Diaphragms,  Condoms.  Surgical  sterilization  for 

clients  21  years  old  and  older  (like  vasectomies  or  tubal  ligation's,  including  the  Essure  procedure)  or  any 

future  approved  medical  procedures. 

There  will  be  no  cost  for  family  planning  services,  including  office  visits  and  druos/devices  to  the  patient.  The 

patient  will  not  have  to  pay  a  co-pavment  for  family  planning  services.  The  patient  can  go  to  any  health  provider 

who  offers  family  planning  services  such  as: 

an  ob/qyn  or  gynecologist,  a  certified  nurse-midwife,  a  nurse  practitioner  or  other  advanced  practice 

nurse,  a  family  planning  clinic,  vour  regular  doctor  or  primary  care  provider  or  Planned  Parenthood.  The 

patient  may  see  ‘out  of  network’  doctors  as  the  state  will  be  billed  directly  covering  the  costs. 

The  patient  does  not  need  a  referral  from  their  primary  care  provider  to  receive  family  planning  services.  They 

may  choose  to  see  any  family  planning  provider  or  doctor  even  if  they  are  in  a  managed  care  plan  provider  plan 

The  patient  may  see  'out-of-network'  providers  as  the  state  will  be  covering  the  costs.  Birth  control  and  family 

planning  will  be  available  to  all  MO  women  and  male  residents  13  years  of  age  and  over  with  proof  of  age  and 

residence.  Applications  for  birth  control  and  family  planning  will  not  need  permission  from  family,  spouses  or 

guardians.  Confidentially  will  be  ensured  at  all  levels. 

Payments  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  be  made  by  the  state  from  funding  of  this  measure  directly  to 

the  provider  without  the  recipient  having  any  costs. 

Any  savings  to  the  state  from  Medicaid  expansion  that  is  not  used  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  go 

toward  the  reduction  of  the  lew  on  hospitals  that  this  bill  mandates. 


18-232 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


June  8.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
Slate  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 
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JUN  o  8  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Gerald  Peterson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

the  Missouri  Constitution  (2018-232) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Gerald  Peterson  on  June  8,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 10 1 
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"Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended 


To  increase  medical  care  of  Missouri  residents  through  Federal  Medicaid  Expansion,  Planned  Parenthood 
and  birth  control  procedures. 

The  cost  to  the  state  of  expanding  medical  coverage  will  be  borne  by  the  hospitals  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

All  hospitals  in  MO  will  be  accessed  a  fee  to  pay  for  the  expense  of  this  expansion.  Each  hospital  will  pay  a 
share  equal  to  the  number  of  patients  admitted  at  their  hospital.  The  fee  paid  will  be  equal  to  the  percentage  of 
patient  admittance  of  each  hospital  of  the  total  MO  visits.  Each  admittance  will  count  separately  even  though  it  is 
a  re-admittance.  Hospitals  will  begin  quarterly  payments  on  April  1 ,  2019.  Assessment  will  be  made  based  on  the 
previous  year  and  adjustments  for  new  assessments  will  begin  on  the  first  of  April  of  each  year.  Hospitals  will 
make  quarterly  payments  to  the  state  of  MO  into  a  fund  that  will  only  be  used  for  the  full  Federal  Medicaid 
Expansion,  Planned  Parenthood  and  birth  control  for  residents  of  Missouri. 

Missouri  will  accept  the  full  federal  program  of  Medicaid  Expansion.  These  funds  generated  by  the  hospitals  will 
be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost  to  the  state  for  Medicaid  expansion.  Missouri  will  make  immediate  application  and  if 
fees  for  implementation  have  not  occurred  from  the  hospitals  on  implementation,  the  state  will  borrow  from 
reserve  funds  to  expedite  enrollment.  These  funds  will  be  paid  back  upon  receipt  of  funds  beginning  on  April  1 , 
2019. 

if  at  any  time  funding  for  Planned  Parenthood  by  the  federal  government  is  discontinued  or  if  it  has  already  been 
discontinued  at  the  passage  of  this  amendment,  the  hospital  levy  will  be  increased  enough  to  replace  the  federal 
funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  to  a  level  at  least  equal  to  that  of  2015  adjusted  for  inflation.  The  state  of  MO  will 
continue  its  funding  of  Planned  Parenthood  at  a  level  at  least  equal  to  2015  adjusted  for  inflation  and  if  by  the 
time  this  measure  is  accepted,  the  state  of  MO  has  stopped  funding  Planned  Parenthood,  the  state  will  begin 
funding  Planned  Parenthood  again  at  a  level  equal  to  2015  inflation-adjusted. 

Birth  control  and  family  planning  covered  by  this  bill  which  will  begin  on  April  1,  2019: 

Birth  control  pills,  Patches  (like  the  OrthoEvra  Patch),  Vaginal  rings  (like  the  NuvaRing) 

Injections  (like  the  Depo  shot),  Implants  (like  Implanon),  Intrauterine  devices  (lUDs  -  like  Mirena  or 
Paragard),  Emergency  birth  control  ("the  morning-after  pill"),  Diaphragms,  Condoms,  Surgical  sterilization  for 
clients  21  years  old  and  older  (like  vasectomies  or  tubal  ligation's,  including  the  Essure  procedure)  or  any 
future  approved  medical  procedures. 

There  will  be  no  cost  for  family  planning  services,  including  office  visits  and  drugs/devices  to  the  patient.  The 
patient  will  not  have  to  pay  a  co-payment  for  family  planning  services.  The  patient  can  go  to  any  health  provider 
who  offers  family  planning  services  such  as: 

an  ob/gyn  or  gynecologist,  a  certified  nurse-midwife,  a  nurse  practitioner  or  other  advanced  practice 
nurse,  a  family  planning  clinic,  your  regular  doctor  or  primary  care  provider  or  Planned  Parenthood.  The 
patient  may  see  ‘out  of  network'  doctors  as  the  state  will  be  billed  directly  covering  the  costs. 

The  patient  does  not  need  a  referral  from  their  primary  care  provider  to  receive  family  planning  services.  They 
may  choose  to  see  any  family  planning  provider  or  doctor  even  if  they  are  in  a  managed  care  plan  provider  plan. 
The  patient  may  see  ‘out-of-network’  providers  as  the  state  will  be  covering  the  costs.  Birth  control  and  family 
planning  will  be  available  to  all  MO  women  and  male  residents  13  years  of  age  and  over  with  proof  of  age  and 
residence.  Applications  for  birth  control  and  family  planning  will  not  need  permission  from  family,  spouses  or 
guardians.  Confidentially  will  be  ensured  at  all  levels. 

Payments  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  be  made  by  the  state  from  funding  of  this  measure  directly  to 
the  provider  without  the  recipient  having  any  costs. 

Any  savings  to  the  state  from  Medicaid  expansion  that  is  not  used  for  family  planning  and  birth  control  will  go 
toward  the  reduction  of  the  levy  on  hospitals  that  this  bill  mandates. 
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MAY  2  6  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  AUDITORS  OrriL, 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


May  26,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (20 1 8-231) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  26,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RS.Mo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  Ionorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at 
the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I 

am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name 

of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


receded 

mm  2  6 

wo.sk®m«ofs,me 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  no  P.O  boxes  )  (City,  Town  orVillage) 

ZIP 

CODE 

TfiVT." 
K.  I1IST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  Tl  I  AT  I  1 1 AVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  ( Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires. 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  195.01 0.(1 0)(b)c, 
195.010.(10)(d),  1 95.010. (17)(m)(b),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(g),  195.010.(17)0),  195.010(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  195.017.2(4) 
(ii), 195.140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or 

any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk. 

stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo  mentioning  marijuana, 
bf  "hemo":  the  fiber  ot  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  of 

cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use 

in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing. 

testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  tor  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or 

otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

eV  establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail 

cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/ 

or  cannabis  accessories. 

f)  “dispensary"  refers  to  a  facility  where  medicine  are  prepared  and  provided. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession  and  consumption  for  cannabis  tor  medical  treatment  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis 

accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  cannabis  to  patients,  care  givers,  and  medical  dispensaries. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall 

be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall 

change  to  retlect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

at  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated 

through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bt  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  18  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or 

legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician, 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians: 

no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

ft  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given  a  doctor's  a 

medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  iob  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bt  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is  impaired  bv 

marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

bt  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver, 

ct  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's  Recommendation. 

dt  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the 

product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be  false  or 

misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Sen/ices  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the  alphabet  on  a 

state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  reouest  under  rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law 

enforcement  aoenev  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically. 

Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations  b)  paving  registration  fees  c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry, 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  individuals  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent. 

cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this 

Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv  the  Court  even  if  such  offense  wasn't  related  to 

medical  treatment.  This  shall  not  apply  to  individuals  convicted  of  convicted  of  offenses  other  then  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  offenses. 

Within  1 20  davs  of  of  the  passages  of  this  Act,  the  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  legal  documents  ordering 

destruction  of  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  civil  and  criminal  offenses  records  committed  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirement,  discriminatory, 

prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

11 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

12.  A  4  %  excise  tax  shall  apply  to  the  retail  sell  of  cannabis  from  the  dispensaries.  The  excise  tax  shall  be  used  in  the  following: 

a)  1  %  of  the  excise  tax  be  dedicated  to  a  new  trust  fund  called  the  Veterans  Health  Fund  for  the  purpose  of  funding  health  services  for 

Missouri  veterans 

b)  3  %  of  the  excise  tax  shall  be  dedicated  to  a  new  trust  fund  called  Show  the  Me  Health  Access  Fund.  The  purpose  of  this  trust  fund  is  to 

subsidize  primary  care  doctor  visits,  dental  visits,  and  ophthalmology  and  vision  services  for  Missourians  in  poverty. 
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MAY  2  5  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


May  25,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-230) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  25.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  ot 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVH  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  ot  St.  Louis),  respcctlully  order 

that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at 
the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I 

am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name 

of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


received 


MAY  2  5  20V7 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


wo.secreW'ofs1we 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

Name  DATE  REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS  ZIP  Vi’iisr* 

(signature)  SIGNED  (Street,  no  P.O  boxes  )  (City,  Town  orVillage)  CODE 


NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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He  a  re.soKcd  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105, 105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.01 0.(1 0)(b)c, 

1 95.01 0.(1 0)(d),  195.01 0.(1 7)(m)(b),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(g),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(l),  195.010(24),  195.015.4.  1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(z),  195.017.2(4) 
(ii), 195. 140. 2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or 

any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk. 

stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo  mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  “hemp”:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tiberboard,  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  ot 

cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  (or  use 

in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manutacturinq,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing, 

testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or 

otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

e) “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail 

cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/ 

or  cannabis  accessories. 

f)  "dispensary"  refers  to  a  facility  where  medicine  are  prepared  and  provided. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession  and  consumption  for  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis 

accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  the  purpose  ot  supplying  cannabis  to  patients,  care  givers,  and  medical  dispensaries. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  may  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall 

be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall 

change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

a)  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated 

through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  aeguisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or 

legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians: 

no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical 

cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

f)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given  a  doctor's  a 

medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Reouire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is  impaired  by 

marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  If,  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

c)  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  my  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's  Recommendation. 

d)  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the 

product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be  false  or 

misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the  alphabet  on  a 

state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  reguest  under  rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law 

enforcement  agency  my  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  my  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically. 

Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations  b)  paying  registration  fees  c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry, 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  individuals  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent. 

cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this 

Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  by  the  Court  even  if  such  offense  wasn’t  related  to 

medical  treatment.  This  shall  not  apply  to  individuals  convicted  of  convicted  of  offenses  other  then  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  offenses. 

Within  120  days  of  of  the  passages  of  this  Act,  the  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  legal  documents  ordering 

destruction  of  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  civil  and  criminal  offenses  records  committed  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

9.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reouirement,  discriminatory. 

prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

1 1 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

1 2.  A  4  %  excise  tax  shall  apply  to  the  retail  sell  of  cannabis  from  the  dispensaries.  The  excise  tax  shall  be  used  in  the  following: 

a)  1  %  of  the  excise  tax  be  dedicated  to  a  new  trust  fund  called  the  Veterans  Health  Fund  for  the  purpose  of  funding  health  services  for 

Missouri  veterans 

b)  3  %  of  the  excise  tax  shall  be  dedicated  to  a  new  trust  fund  called  Show  the  Me  Health  Access  Fund.  The  purpose  of  this  trust  fund  is  to 

subsidize  primary  care  doctor  visits,  dental  visits,  and  ophthalmology  and  vision  services  for  Missourians  in  poverty. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


May  24,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

MAY  2  H  2017 

state  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  115(2018-229) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  24.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  UUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  ■  WOLF Nl.lt  LIBRARY 


18-229 


County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election 
to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered 

voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


RECEIVED 

MAY  24  2017 

[Official  Ballot  Title]  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of. 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  P.O  Boxes)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

com;r. 

OINT 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 

or" her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  T1 1  AT  I  1 1AVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Section  1 15.427.  is  amended  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined 
matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  1 16.050  RSMo. 

1 15.427.  I .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and  eligibility  to  vote  at  the 
polling  place  by  presenting  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  No  form  of  personal  identification 
other  than  the  forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a  voter's  qualifications  to  vote.  Forms  of 
personal  identification  that  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this  section  are  any  one  of  the  following: 

( 1 )  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and  the  name 
substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration  record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual; 

(c)  Except  form  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education.  [Tjthe  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and 
the  document  is  not  expired,  or.  if  expired,  the  document  expired  after  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election; 
and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States,  an  accredited  institution  of  hitiher  education,  or  the  state  of 
Missouri;  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the  Missouri  National 
Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Veteran  Affairs  to  a  member  or  former 
member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have 
an  expiration  datef.]: 

(5)  A  picture  identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election  authority  of 

the  state: 

(6)  A  identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof: 

2. (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in 
subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place  may  execute  a  statement, 
under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register;  averring  that  the 
individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  I  of  this  section;  acknowledging 
that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote;  and 
acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  I 
of  this  section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall  be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official  receiving 
the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual  may  cast  a  regular  ballot,  provided  such  individual 
presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  non-picture  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election  authority 
of  the  state; 

[(b)  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof:] 

[(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college,  vocational  and 
technical  school,  located  within  the  stale  of  Missouri;] 

Kd)l(b)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other  government 
document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

|  (e)l(cj  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in 
subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  the  election  authority  may 
take  a  picture  of  such  individual  and  keep  it  as  part  of  that  individual's  voter  registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  ( 1)  of  this  subsection  may 
cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it  meets  the  requirements  of 
subsection  4  of  this  section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working  under  the 
authority  of  the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall  be  substantially 
in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

1  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at . ;  that  I  am 

the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at  this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  1  do 
not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of 
personal  identification  approved  for  voting.  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri 
nondriver's  license  at  any  fee  office  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  I  furthermore  acknowledge  that  1  am  required  to 
present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to  possible 
criminal  prosecution. 
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Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20.... 


Signature  of  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 15.430  even  if  the  election  judges  cannot 
establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a  notation  on  the  provisional  ballot 
envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The  provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be 
counted  unless: 

( 1 )  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by  section  1 1 5.407  and 
provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify  the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in 
subsection  1  of  this  section:  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's  signature  to  the 
signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was  eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the 
polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  I 
of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of  the  requirement  for  forms  of  personal 
identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice  shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements 
and  public  service  announcements  in  print,  broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the 
posting  of  information  on  the  opening  pages  of  the  official  state  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and 
governor. 

6. (1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  to  the  contrary,  the  state  and  all 
fee  offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified  voter  who  does  not  already 
possess  such  identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to  vote. 

(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if  needed  by  an 
individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  I  of  this  section  in  order  to  vole: 

(a)  A  birth  certificate: 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name: 

(f)  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State  proving  citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification 

described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of  state  to  facilitate  the  acquisition 
of  such  documents.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees  charged  by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  this  state  or  any  other  state,  or  the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to 
obtain  any  of  the  above  documents  from  such  state  or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  general  revenue  ot 
this  state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient  appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the 
personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  not  be  enlorced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  a  fee 
if  the  applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  applicant  does  not  have  any  other 
form  of  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally 
required  fees  for  any  such  applicant.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for 
this  purpose.  The  total  cost  associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
borne  by  the  slate  of  Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  1  he 
department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local  election  authority 
to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  ot  each  year,  prepare  and  deliver  to  each 
member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals  who  have  requested  and  received  a 
nondriver's  license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the 
number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's  license  for  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such 
license,  and  the  reason  for  the  denial  of  the  nondriver’s  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall  be  printed  at 
the  top  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right  to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL.  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Date 
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I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my  address  by 
signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority 
delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of 
chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the 
powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to 
disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any 
rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28,  2002.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or  computer  printout,  an 
election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate  place  on  the  precinct  register,  the  voter 
shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark  shall  be  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  [shall]  became  fbccomel  effective  [only )  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the  voters  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the  authorization  of  photo 
identification  requirements  forelections  by  general  law.  Future  Amendments  to  this  section  shall  become  effective 
immediately.  [If  such  constitutional  amendment  is  approved  by  the  voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective  June  I , 
2017.1 


IamesC.  Kirkpatrick 

John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 

Elections  division 

State  Information  Center 

State  or-  Missouri 

(573)751-2301 

(573)  751-4936 

May  24,  2017 

RECEIVE! 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

MAY  2  i  2017 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFr! 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  version  2  (2018-228) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  24,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  (efferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  ST ATF.  ARCHIVES  •  SI  AT  I.  LIBRARY  -  WOLFNER  LIBRARY 


18-228 


County 

Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at 
the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I 

am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name 

of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

MAY  2  4  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  no  P.O  boxes  )  (City,  Town  orVillage) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONC.R. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  TI I  AT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  Address  of  Affiant 

A.D . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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lie  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105, 105.1108, 105.1112,  1 95.01 0.(1 0)(b)c, 

1 95.01 0.(1 0)(d),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(m)(b),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(g),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(l),  1 95.01 0(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(z),  195.017.2(4) 
(ii),  195. 140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp'1  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis,  or 

any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk. 

stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo  mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  ‘hemp":  the  fiber  ot  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  ol 

cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use 

in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing, 

testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  tor  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or 

otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

ePestablishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manutacturing  facility,  or  a  retail 

cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/ 

or  cannabis  accessories. 

f)  “dispensary’’  refers  to  a  facility  where  medicine  are  prepared  and  provided. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  tor  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession  and  consumption  for  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  with  a  doctor's  recommendation. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis 

accessories,  and  cannabis  products  tor  the  purpose  ot  supplying  cannabis  to  patients,  care  givers,  and  medical  dispensaries. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall 

be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall 

change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

al  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated 

through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acouisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  18  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or 

legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician, 
cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians: 

no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical 

cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

fl  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given  a  doctor's  a 

medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Reouire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is  impaired  bv 

marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's  Recommendation 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the 

product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be  false  or 

misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the  alphabet  on  a 

state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  reouest  under  rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law 

enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically. 

Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  for: 

al  licensing  and  regulations  bl  paving  registration  fees  cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry, 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  individuals  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent, 

cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this 

Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv  the  Court  even  if  such  offense  wasn’t  related  to 

medical  treatment.  This  shall  not  apply  to  individuals  convicted  of  convicted  of  offenses  other  then  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  offenses. 

Within  1 20  days  of  of  the  passages  of  this  Act,  the  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  legal  documents  ordering 

destruction  of  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  civil  and  criminal  offenses  records  committed  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  reouirement.  discriminatory, 

prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

1 1 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

1 2.  A  4  %  excise  tax  shall  apply  to  the  retail  sell  of  cannabis  from  the  dispensaries.  The  excise  tax  shall  be  used  in  the  following: 

al  1  %  of  the  excise  tax  be  dedicated  to  a  new  trust  fund  called  Veterans  Health  Fund  for  the  purpose  of  funding  health  services  for  Missouri 

veterans 

b)  3  %  of  the  excise  tax  shall  be  dedicated  to  a  new  trust  fund  called  Show  Me  Health  Access  Fund.  The  purpose  of  this  trust  fund  is  to 

subsidize  primary  care  doctor  visit,  dentist,  and  ophthalmology  and  vision  services  for  Missourians  in  poverty. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


May  24,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
JelTerson  City.  MO  65101 


MAY  2  4  2017 


STATE  auditors  0 


JC£ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  version  I  (2018-227) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  24,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at 
the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  tins  petition;  I 

am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name 

of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

MAY  2  4  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

1, . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  no  P.0  boxes  )  (City,  Town  orVillage) 

ZIP 

CODE 

COV.K, 

i>ist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  Address  of  Affiant 

A.D . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.01 0.(10)(b)c, 

1 95.01 0.(10)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b),  195.010.(17)(g),  195.010.(17)0),  195.010(24),  195.015.4,  195.01 7.2(4)(r),  195.017.2(4)(z).  195.017.2(4) 
(ii), 195.140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

ai  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or 

any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk. 

stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo  mentioning  marijuana, 
bl  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  ot 

cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  (or  use,  or  designed  (or  use 

in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing. 

testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  inaestina,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or 

otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

eVestablishment"  relers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  tacilitv.  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail 

cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/ 

or  cannabis  accessories. 

0  “dispensary"  refers  to  a  facility  where  medicine  are  prepared  and  provided. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

ai  Possession  and  consumption  for  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation. 

bl  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis 

accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  the  purpose  ot  supplying  cannabis  to  patients,  care  givers,  and  medical  dispensaries. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn’t  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall 

be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall 

chance  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  ot  this  amendment,  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawtul  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  tor  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

a)  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated 

through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acouisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  18  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or 

legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician, 
cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  (or  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  tor  medical  purposes  to  any  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  tor  the  licensure  of  physicians: 

no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  ol  recommending  or  approving  medical 

cannabis  therapy. 

el  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

fl  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given  a  doctor's  a 

medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

ai  Reouire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  ot  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is  impaired  by 

marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verity  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  It.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

c)  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's  Recommendation. 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  (or  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  ot  the 

product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be  false  or 

misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

7.  The  Department  ol  Health  and  Senior  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  ot  the  alphabet  on  a 

state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  reouest  under  rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law 

enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically. 

Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations  bl  paving  registration  fees  c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  individuals  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent. 

cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this 

Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv  the  Court  even  if  such  offense  wasn't  related  to 

medical  treatment.  This  shall  not  apply  to  individuals  convicted  of  convicted  of  offenses  other  then  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  offenses. 

Within  1 20  davs  of  of  the  passages  of  this  Act,  the  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  legal  documents  ordering 

destruction  of  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  civil  and  criminal  offenses  records  committed  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

9.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reouirement.  discriminatory, 

prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

1 1 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


May  2,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


MAY  0  2  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory'  amendment  to 

Chapter  I  1 5  (20 1 8-226) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  2,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  liscal  note  and  liscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election 
to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered 

voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

MAY  02  2017 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  P.0  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCH. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  TI I  AT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  TI  I  AT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Section  1 15.427.  is  amended  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined 
matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  1 16.050  RSMo. 

1 15.427.  1 .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and  eligibility  to  vote  at  the 
polling  place  by  presenting  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  No  form  of  personal  identification 
other  than  the  forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a  voter's  qualifications  to  vote.  Forms  of 
personal  identification  that  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this  section  are  any  one  of  the  following: 

( 1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license: 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and  the  name 
substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration  record: 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual; 

(c)  Except  form  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education.  |T]the  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and 
the  document  is  not  expired,  or.  if  expired,  the  document  expired  after  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election: 
and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States,  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education,  or  the  slate  of 
Missouri:  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the  Missouri  National 
Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Veteran  Affairs  to  a  member  or  former 
member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have 
an  expiration  date| .]: 

(5)  A  picture  identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election  authority  of 

the  state: 

(6)  A  identification  issued  bv  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof: 

2. (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in 
subsection  I  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place  may  execute  a  statement, 
under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register;  averring  that  the 
individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging 
that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote;  and 
acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  1 
of  this  section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall  be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official  receiving 
the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual  may  cast  a  regular  ballot,  provided  such  individual 
presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  non-picture  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election  authority 
of  the  state; 

((b)  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof;] 

f(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college,  vocational  and 
technical  school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri;] 

f(d)l(b)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other  government 
document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

f(e)Kc)  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in 
subsection  I  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  the  election  authority  may 
take  a  picture  of  such  individual  and  keep  it  as  pail  of  that  individual's  voter  registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  (1)  of  this  subsection  may 
cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it  meets  the  requirements  of 
subsection  4  of  this  section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working  under  the 
authority  of  the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall  be  substantially 
in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at . ;  that  I  am 

the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at  this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  1  do 
not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of 
personal  identification  approved  for  voting,  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri 
nondriver's  license  at  any  fee  office  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  1  furthermore  acknowledge  that  I  am  required  to 
present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to  possible 
criminal  prosecution. 
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Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20.... 


Signature  of  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 15.430  even  if  the  election  judges  cannot 
establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a  notation  on  the  provisional  ballot 
envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The  provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be 
counted  unless: 

(1)  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by  section  1 15.407  and 
provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify  the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in 
subsection  1  of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's  signature  to  the 
signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was  eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the 
polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  I 
of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of  the  requirement  for  forms  of  personal 
identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice  shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements 
and  public  service  announcements  in  print,  broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the 
posting  of  information  on  the  opening  pages  of  the  official  state  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and 
governor. 

6. (1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  to  the  contrary,  the  state  and  all 
fee  offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified  voter  who  does  not  already 
possess  such  identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to  vote. 

(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if  needed  by  an 
individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote: 

(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name; 

(f)  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State  proving  citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification 

described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of  state  to  facilitate  the  acquisition 
of  such  documents.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees  charged  by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  this  state  or  any  other  state,  or  the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to 
obtain  any  of  the  above  documents  from  such  slate  or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  general  revenue  of 
this  state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient  appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the 
personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  not  be  enforced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  a  fee 
if  the  applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  applicant  does  not  have  any  other 
form  of  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally 
required  fees  for  any  such  applicant.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for 
this  purpose.  The  total  cost  associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
borne  by  the  state  of  Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The 
department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local  election  authority 
to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and  deliver  to  each 
member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals  who  have  requested  and  received  a 
nondriver's  license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the 
number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's  license  for  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such 
license,  and  the  reason  for  the  denial  of  the  nondriver's  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall  be  printed  at 
the  top  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right  to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL.  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Date 
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I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my  address  by 
signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority 
delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of 
chapter  536  and.  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the 
powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to 
disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any 
rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28, 2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or  computer  printout,  an 
election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate  place  on  the  precinct  register,  the  voter 
shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark  shall  be  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  [shall]  became  I  become  1  effective  [only]  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the  voters  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the  authorization  of  photo 
identification  requirements  for  elections  by  general  law.  Future  Amendments  to  this  section  shall  become  effective 
immediately.  [If  such  constitutional  amendment  is  approved  by  the  voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective  June  I , 
2017.] 
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I  am  esc.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573] 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573]  751-2301 


May  2,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slale  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


MAY  0  2  2017 

STATE  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-225) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  2,  20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 10 1 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft.  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

may  02  2017 


CIRCULATOR'S  affidavit  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

1, . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) _ _ 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

(  OM.K. 

i>ist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . . 

A.D .  Be  it  resolved  by  the  people 

of  the  state  ol  Missouri  that 

the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary' 
Address  of  Notary' . 


18-225 


Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but 
not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.01 0.(1 0)(b)c,  1 95.01 0.(1 0)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b), 
195.010.(1 7)(g),  195.010.(17)(l),  195.010(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(ii),1 95. 140.2(2), 
195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  ot  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  anv  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

bl  "hemp":  the  fiber  ot  this  plant,  extracted  trom  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  ot  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

e)  ‘cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  lor  use,  or 

designed  (or  use  in  planting,  propaaating.  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

f)  “dispensary"  refers  to  a  facility  where  medicine  are  prepared  and  provided. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

at  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  tor  the  purpose  of  supplying  cannabis  to  patients,  care 

givers,  and  medical  dispensaries. 

bl  Procession  and  consumption  of  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  with  a  doctor's  recommendation. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as 

marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to 

marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two;  clause  a  o(  this  amendment,  shall  be 

available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

a)  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  18  with  the 

consent  ot  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  ot  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  trom  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person, 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  ot  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  ot  cannabis. 

fl  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given 

a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

at  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  ot  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verity  the  following: 

at  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  tor  medical  treatment. 

bl  It.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verities  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  my  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's 

Recommendation. 

dt  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated 

potency  ot  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  ol  cannabis. 

Labels  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  trom  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human 

experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under 

rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  agency  my  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view 

a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations  b>  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  SI  00.00  cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry, 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  individuals  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall 

be  expunge  bv  the  Court  even  if  such  offense  wasn't  related  to  medical  treatment.  This  shall  not  apply  to  individuals 

convicted  of  offenses  other  then  nonviolent,  cannabis  related  offenses.  Within  120  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the 

Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of 

nonviolent  cannabis  related  civil  and  criminal  records  committed  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

11 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  countv.  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. This  shall 

12.  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 
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|amks  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


May  2,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


MAV  0  2  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  III  (2018-224) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  May  2,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at 
the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I 

am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name 

of  the  city,  town  or  v  illage  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  Title] 

MAY  02  201? 

M0- SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

. being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Box)  (City.  Town  orVillagc) 

ZIP 

CODE 

com;k. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  T!  I  AT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 
OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  III  section  50  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  en¬ 
closed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Section  50.  Initiative  petitions  proposing  amendments  to  the  constitution  shall  be  signed  by  eight  percent 
of  the  legal  voters  in  each  of  two-thirds  of  the  congressional  districts  in  the  state,  and  petitions  proposing 
laws  shall  be  signed  by  five  percent  of  such  voters.  Every  such  petition  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of 
state  not  less  than  six  months  before  the  election  and  shall  contain  an  enacting  clause  and  the  full  text  of 
the  measure.  Petitions  for  constitutional  amendments  shall  not  contain  more  than  one  amended  and  re¬ 
vised  article  of  this  constitution,  or  one  new  article  which  shall  not  contain  more  than  one  subject  and  mat¬ 
ters  properly  connected  therewith,  and  the  enacting  clause  thereof  shall  be  "Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of 
the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:".  Petitions  for  laws  shall  contain  not  more  than  one 
subject  which  shall  be  expressed  clearly  in  the  title,  and  the  enacting  clause  thereof  shall  be  "Be  it  enacted 
by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri:".  A  petition  may  be  filed  following  a  November  election  and  no  filing 
fee  shall  be  imposed.  Any  adult  18  years  old  or  older  may  collect  signatures  any  petition  approved  of  circu¬ 
lation.  A  petitioner  may  volunteer  or  be  paid.  An  employer  may  pay  per  signature,  by  the  hour,  or  any  way 
agreed  to.  The  legislature  may  pass  no  law  requiring  ID  badges.  No  changes  to  election  laws  without  voter 

approval.  The  Secretary  of  State  shall  host  and  maintain  a  web  based  system  for  the  purpose  of  providing 

voters  the  option  of  sign  petitions  electronically.  The  office  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  provide  a  verified 

voter  with  a  unique  identification  number  and  collect  identical  information  as  required  by  existing  initiative 

petition  law.  The  electronic  signature  process  is  in  addition  to  existing  signature  requirements  and  allows 

an  individual  to  choose  between  the  electronic  signature  and  personally  signing  a  hard  copy  of  a  petition. 

Voters  shall  have  the  option  of  receiving  a  confirmation  text,  confirmation  email,  email,  any  electronic  mes¬ 

sage  within  the  capacity  of  Secretary  of  State  and  available  at  the  time,  or  postcard  confirming  the  elec¬ 
tronic  signature  and  informing  the  voter  about  the  20  day  period  respond  with  any  corrections  or  objections 
to  the  electronic  signature. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR’S  OFFICE 
FISCAL  NOTE  (18-224) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  III.  (Received  May  2,  2017) 


Date 


May  22,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  proposal  amends  Article  III,  Section  50  of  the  MO  Constitution  with  the  following: 

•  Prohibits  filing  fees  for  initiative  petitions  and  allows  them  to  be  filed  following  a 
November  elections. 

•  Allows  any  adult  over  age  18  to  collect  signatures  as  a  volunteer  or  paid  staff. 

•  Requires  the  Secretary  of  State  to  host  and  maintain  a  system  to  provide  an  option 
for  voters  to  sign  petitions  electronically,  receive  confirmation  of  such  signatures 
and  provide  a  time  period  for  the  voter  to  response  with  any  corrections  or 
objections  to  the  electronic  signature. 

There  are  various  spelling  and  grammatical  errors  in  the  petition  that  may  impact 
implementation  if  passed. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated: 

Petition  2018-224  would  require  their  office  to  develop  a  web  page  to  allow  electronic 
signature  of  initiative  and  referendum  petitions.  The  Information  Technology  Division 
estimates  the  labor  costs  for  this  project  at  $238,767.96.  The  Elections  Division  would 
require  an  additional  FTE  to  process  the  queue  of  electronic  signatures  at  an  initial  salary 
of  $38,148  beginning  in  FY  2019. 

This  proposed  amendment  would  also  require  their  office  to  contact  each  voter  within  20 
days  of  receipt  of  an  electronic  petition  signature.  The  proposal  does  authorize  electronic 
methods  such  as  e-mail  or  text  messages  to  be  used.  However,  since  telephone  numbers 
and  e-mail  addresses  are  optional  information  on  a  voter  record  and  not  currently 
captured  on  initiative  or  referendum  petitions,  the  remaining  feasible  option  is  a  physical 
mailing  to  each  voter  using  an  electronic  signature.  While  they  cannot  determine  the 
specific  number  of  voters  that  will  utilize  the  electronic  system,  they  can  determine  a 
reasonable  estimate  based  on  the  petitions  received  in  the  2016  cycle. 


For  the  2016  cycle,  their  office  received  five  initiative  petitions,  with  the  largest  petition 
having  approximately  369,319  signatures  checked  by  local  election  authorities.  If  five 
petitions  with  that  number  of  signatures  on  each  are  received  in  one  petition  cycle,  that 
number  would  total  up  to  1,846,595  signatures  for  the  cycle,  any  or  all  of  which  could  be 
submitted  electronically.  Assuming  a  going  rate  of  postage  and  processing  at  $0.49  per 
postcard,  a  reasonable  estimated  cost  of  mailing  could  equal  up  to  $904,831.55. 

Additionally,  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with 
core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  to  the  extent  that  electronic 
signature  gathering  may  make  it  easier  for  initiative  petitions  to  succeed  in  Missouri,  thus 
making  initiative  petitions  a  more  attractive  option,  it  is  conceivable  that  their  office 
could  experience  an  increased  initiative  petition  review  workload.  They  cannot,  however, 
quantify  that  potential  increase  at  this  time,  so  as  to  say  whether  it  could  be  handled  with 
existing  resources. 

As  to  the  remainder,  they  do  not  see  any  other  provisions  that  may  have  a  fiscal  impact 
upon  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis 
Community  College. 

Liscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  one-time  costs  of  $239,000,  increased  annual  costs 
of  $38,000,  and  unknown  costs  during  each  2-year  election  cycle  of  up  to  $900,000 
depending  on  how  many  registered  voters  sign  petitions  electronically  and  the 
correspondence  method  the  state  uses.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


KE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-223) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Charles  Jones  on  April  24,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Count\ _ 

I ’age  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'h  day  ofNovember.  2018.  and  each  for  himselfor  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


M°'SECR^oFsm 

CIRCULATORS  ALT' IDA  VIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


^C£T,veo 


Registered  Voting  Name 
(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Registered  Voting  Address 
(Number)! Street )< City .  Town.  Village) 

/ip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Registered  Voting  Name 
(printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FUR  1 1 IERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  I  I IAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  I  RUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLE  D  GUII  I  Y  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  A  ffiant  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ . 

A.D. _  Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in 
whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105.1.  105.1 108.1, 

105.1 1 12.1,  195.0010.1.  1 96.0 1 00.1. 263.0250.1.  577.0024.  L  579.0015.1.  579.0020.1.  579.0030.1.  579.0055.1. 579.0065.1, 
579.0068.1.  and  579.0105.1. 

lie  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV.  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

JL  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  anions’ 

Missouri's  drug  schedules. 


2.  Definitions:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  Cannabis.  Marijuana.  Cannabis  Saliva.  Cannabis  Indica.  Cannabis  Ruderalis  or 

anv  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed. 

stalk,  stem,  oranv  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  nhvsician  recommended  use. 

b.  Personal  use  refers  to  anv  use  not  recommended  bv  physician. 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  planting. 

propagating.  cultivation,  growing.  harvesting,  manufacturing.  compounding  .  converting.  producing.  processing  preparing. 

testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging.  storing.  or  containing  cannabis  or  for  ingesting.  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or 

otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that 

cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products  or  accessories. 

e.  Minor  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8. 

3.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  1 8  shall  have  access  to  cannabis 

through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parent  legal  guardian. 

a.  No  minor  shall  be  criminally  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

m  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

Iv  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use,  to  obev  zoning  restrictions. 

e,  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis. 

cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to 

run  a  business  in  Missouri. 

d.  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Anv  product  to  be  sold  to  public  must  be  tested 

for  purity  and  weight. 

e.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for 

anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (e)  of  this  section. 
fi  The  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  to  be  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  D.U.I.  (driving  under  the  influence),  arrest  or  fines  when 

operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

5.  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when  physician  recommended. 

C  All  prisoners  that  have  been  incarcerated  for  non-violent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  be  released  within  30  davs.  unless  time 

remains  on  the  sentence  for  another  dissimilar  offense. 

a.  Within  60  davs  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  expungement  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be 

distributed  to  all  circuit  courts  within  the  state. 


7.  No  stale  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  stale  of  Missouri. 

a.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guiltv  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  he  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirements,  licensing 

fee  that  is  discriminant,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agriculture  farmer. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor, 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and 

challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

It),  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document. 

shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  countv.  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution. 

1 1 .  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before 

the  people. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-223) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  April  24,  2017) 


Date 


May  15,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
expungement  of  all  cannabis-related  “non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in 
increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb  the  costs  associated  with  that  increased 
litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to 
result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  estimated 
increased  operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$72,713  in  fiscal  year  2019, 
and  unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons  with 
intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in  order 
to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  dispensary,  and 
testing  facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  their  department  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct 
inspections  to  ensure  the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections 
196.010  through  196.298,  RSMo,  gives  their  department  responsibility  for  the  regulation 
of  food  to  include  such  duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  proper  labeling,  etc. 
Therefore,  their  department  would  have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities 
manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and  marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same 
as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  In  states  that  have  legalized  marijuana,  the 
demand  for  marijuana- infused  food  products  has  increased.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these  manufacturing 
facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  additional  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  ($44,352,  A27,  Step  G).  This  proposal  is  to  be  implemented  no 
later  than  April  20,  2019.  Therefore,  for  purposes  of  this  estimate,  DCPH  assumes  that 
the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  April  1,  2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  Months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,741,186  in  fiscal  year 
2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  legislation.  They  have,  however,  forwarded  this  to  both 
ATC  and  MSHP  for  their  input,  should  that  be  required.  They  will  respond  directly,  if 
needed. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,235  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,385  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  109,072  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS) 
pertaining  to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  records 
with  or  without  a  court  conviction  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  1 8  years  and  older 
with  an  NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten 
percent  of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so, 
the  Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  four  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large 
number  of  these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog 
would  compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol 
Records  Division  would  require  44  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one 
year.  The  addition  of  44  FTE's  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel. 
However,  due  to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol 
Records  Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  109,072  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the 
following  percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate 
to  the  number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  109,072  x  .10  =  10,907  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  109,072  x  .50  =  54,536  /  2,485  =  22  FTE’s 
100%  =  109,072  /  2,485  =  44  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 

expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 

for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that 
1,500  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per 
square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 


Utility  Costs 


$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  For  example,  it  is  uncertain  what  a  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and 
criminal  record  is.  It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records 


are  required  to  abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state 
statutes.  Does  the  individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and 
the  record  is  expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate 
expungement  of  all  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only 
offenses? 

They  have  concerns  with  number  7.  This  wording  would  prevent  us  from  assisting 
federal  agencies. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

This  proposal  enacts  one  new  section  in  Article  IV,  Section  54  which: 

•  Legalizes  cannabis  under  certain  circumstances. 

•  Orders  the  release  of  those  convicted  of  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes  and 
requires  the  expungement  of  those  criminal  records. 

•  Prohibits  the  use  of  state  funds  to  enforce  federal  laws  that  are  no  longer  illegal  in 
Missouri. 

•  Prohibits  special  zoning  requirements  or  licensing  fees  for  cannabis  farmers, 
manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors. 

•  Repudiates  and  challenges  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this 
initiative  petition. 


•  Sets  an  effective  date  of  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election. 

This  proposal  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of 
eighteen  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption 
of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  They  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 
(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  date  requested  for  this 
response  to  provide  actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kanas  City  indicated: 

Their  local  government  estimates  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional 
amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018,  2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  proposing  to  amend 
Article  IV  would  have  fiscal  impact  on  the  local  government.  There  have  been  increased 
concerns  from  a  public  safety  aspect  that  may  contribute  to  additional  law  enforcement 
officers  to  deal  with  the  repercussions  of  this  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  initiative  will  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay 
County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St. 
Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the 
City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  Additional 
state  operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually. 
Local  law  enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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Jam  esc.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  7,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


f»n2KSa*°moe 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X  (20 18-222) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  April  7, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Box)  (City,  Town  orVillage) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 


„  A.D 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires, 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Section  26.  AJn  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 
voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not 
be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  [subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1, 2015.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation  centers  or  facilities  without  voter 

approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits  for  the 

purpose  of  funding  sports  and  entertainment  centers,  recreation  centers  or  facilities,  without  voter 

approval. 

D.  No  unelected  governmental  body,  committee,  or  commissions  shall  have  the  power  to  spend 

money,  apply  for  grants,  enter  into  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  funding  sports  and 

entertainment  centers,  recreation  centers  or  facilities.  No  unelected  body  of  government  body. 

committee,  or  commissions  shall  have  to  power  to  sue  in  any  official  capacity  to  dispute  any  part  of 

this  section. 

E.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-222) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  X.  (Received  April  7,  2017) 


Date 


April  27,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  X  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  their  impact  is 
unknown. 

This  initiative  petition  amends  the  MO  Constitution  so  that  public  money  can't  be  spent 
on  any  sports  facility  without  voter  approval.  This  may  cause  a  decrease  in  the  amount  of 
public  money  that  is  spent  on  sports  facilities.  The  impact  is  unknown  because  the  state 
may  save  money  that  it  would  have  spent  on  the  facilities  but  there  will  be  lost  economic 
activity  that  the  facilities  would  have  caused. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  that  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 

to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to  their 

department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article 

X,  Section  26. 

•  Subsection  A  prohibits  the  imposition  of  state  and  local  taxes  on  any  services  or 
transactions  that  were  approved  by  voters  instead  of  the  current  language  which 
prohibits  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1,  2015.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not 
have  enough  information  to  estimate  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  provision,  however, 
it  could  have  a  significant  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  state  and  local  taxing 
authorities. 

•  Subsection  B  prohibits  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation 
centers  or  facilities  without  voter  approval.  B&P  assumes  this  language  is 
prospective;  therefore,  it  would  impact  only  new  taxes  and  construction  of  new 
sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation  centers  or  facilities.  While  there 
would  be  a  fiscal  impact,  B&P  is  unable  to  determine  the  impact,  as  the  operative 
terms  are  undefined. 

•  Subsection  C  prohibits  expansion,  extension  modification  or  amending  current  or 
future  bonds,  or  tax  credits  without  voter  approval.  The  intent  of  this  provision  is 
unclear.  A  broad  interpretation  would  be  that  provision  C  would  not  allow 
refunding  transactions  (which  save  tax  payer  money  by  reducing  debt  service 
without  substantive  changes  to  principal  payments  or  dates)  on  any  bonds  (not 
just  sports  stadiums)  without  voter  approval  (which  would  be  unlikely  to  obtain  in 
a  timely  manner  to  execute  the  transaction  before  the  markets  changes).  An  even 
broader  but  reasonable  interpretation  would  be  that  no  changes  to  any  existing 
bond  documents  could  be  made  regardless  of  how  trivial.  This  could  present 
challenges  in  managing  the  state’s  current  debt  and  could  result  in  higher  debt 
service  costs  for  the  state.  In  regards  to  the  reference  to  tax  credits,  this  could  be 
interpreted  to  mean  that  the  state  could  not  take  any  action  on  any  existing  tax 
credit  program  without  a  vote  of  the  people.  This  means  the  program  could  not  be 
extended  or  ended,  caps  could  not  be  lowered  or  raised,  and  other  program 
changes  such  as  limiting  the  transferability  of  credits  could  not  be  implemented 
by  the  General  Assembly  without  a  vote  of  the  people. 


•  Subsection  D  prohibits  any  unelected  governmental  body,  committee,  or 
commission  from  spending  money,  applying  for  grants  or  entering  into 
agreements  for  the  purpose  of  funding  sports  and  entertainment  centers,  recreation 
centers  or  facilities.  It  also  removes  the  ability  of  any  unelected  government  body 
from  suing  or  being  sued  in  any  official  capacity  to  dispute  any  part  of  this 
section.  B&P  does  not  have  enough  information  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of 
this  proposal. 

•  Subsection  E  states  the  provisions  of  the  initiative  petition  are  self-executing  and 
severable  and  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory, 
local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  enough 
information  to  estimate  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  provision,  however,  it  could  have 
a  significant  negative  impact  on  the  state  and  local  taxing  authorities. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  could  have  a  very 
significant  negative  fiscal  impact  on  their  city  in  an  indeterminate  amount. 

This  amendment  could  end  their  city’s  ability  to  funds  projects  with  industrial  revenue 
bonds  or  do  sale-leasebacks  through  economic  development  corporations.  The 
amendment  would  also  prohibit  the  restructuring  of  bonds  for  entertainment  districts 
without  getting  approval  of  the  voters  and  there  is  an  expense  to  the  city  in  putting 
questions  before  the  voters. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  have  a  fiscal 
impact  if  it  required  going  to  the  voters  to  approve  construction  of  sporting  and 
entertainment  centers. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community 
College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  proposal  could  have  a  significant  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  state  and  local 
governmental  entities.  The  amount  of  the  impact  is  unknown. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  5,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  5  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Wayne  Baker  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  Version  3  (20 1 8-22 1 )  * 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Wayne  Baker  on  April  5.  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary',  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


|,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_ Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  section  30(e)  of 
Article  IV  to  read  as  follows: 


Section  30(e).  1.  Neither  the  General  Assembly  nor  anv  other  entity  or  officer  of  state 

government  may  finance,  acquire,  construct,  maintain,  improve,  reconstruct,  or  operate  toll  roads 

or  toll  facilities  in  this  state. 

2.  "Toll  facility"  includes  anv  facility,  structure,  or  appurtenance  which  is  to  be  paid  for 

in  whole  or  in  part  from  revenues  collected  from  tolls,  fees,  rents,  or  other  charges  imposed  for 

the  use  of  the  facility. 


3.  The  state  may  not  relocate  or  incorporate  anv  public  roads,  highways,  or  bridges  into  a 

toll  facility  project. 

4.  The  state  may  not  transfer  all  or  part  of  a  public  road,  highway,  or  bridge  to  another 

entity  for  operation  as  a  toll  road  or  toll  facility. 

5.  Nothing  herein  shall  prevent  the  collection  of  taxes  for  the  benefit  of  the  state 

transportation  fund. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-221) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Wayne  Baker  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  April  5,  2017) 


Date 


April  25,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility 
Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that  the  enactment  of 
this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They  assume  they  could  absorb  costs 
associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  fiscal  impact  -  unknown 
negative,  as  it  would  prohibit  the  imposition,  collection  and  operation  of  toll  facilities  by 
the  Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission  and  Missouri  Department  of 
Transportation,  which  would  eliminate  a  future,  possible  revenue  stream  to  build,  operate 
and  maintain  state  highways.  But,  since  the  Commission  and  Department  do  not 
currently  operate  any  state  toll  facility,  any  future  negative  fiscal  impact  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  prohibit 
public  toll  roads  or  toll  facilities  and  the  transfer  of  any  non-tolled  roads  or  bridges  to 
another  entity  to  operate  as  a  toll  project.  It  also  states  that  this  amendment  does  not 
prevent  the  collection  of  taxes  for  the  benefit  of  the  state  transportation  fund. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  a  very 
significant  negative  fiscal  impact  on  their  city  in  an  indeterminate  amount. 

Their  city  (both  in  its  own  right  and  through  the  use  of  multiple  economic  development 
corporations  agencies)  has  a  large  number  of  economic  development  projects  that  are 
owned  by  the  city  and  financed  with  bonds  that  are  repaid  using  the  rents  that  are  derived 
from  these  projects.  This  process  is  commonly  referred  to  as  a  “sale-leaseback”.  This 
proposes  amendment,  if  it  passes,  would  make  sale-leasebacks  unlawful. 

If  the  purpose  of  this  proposed  amendment  is  to  prohibit  toll  roads  than  the  language  it 
uses  to  also  prohibit  toll  facilities  is  overbroad. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  state  currently  operates  no  toll  facilities  and  thus  passage  of  this  proposal  results  in 
no  immediate  fiscal  impact;  however,  state  governmental  entities  expect  a  future 
unknown  negative  fiscal  impact  because  the  proposal  eliminates  potential  sources  of 
revenue.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  a  significant  unknown  negative  fiscal 
impact. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 5731 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  5,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

Stale  Capitol  Building 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  5  2017 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Rfi:  Petition  approval  request  from  Wayne  Baker  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  Version  2  (2018-220)  ' 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Wayne  Baker  on  April  5.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Vlissouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City.  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_ Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary' 


My  commission  expires: 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  section  30(e)  of 
Article  IV  to  read  as  follows: 


Section  30(e).  All  tzovernmenl  owned  roads  in  existence  at  the  time  of  passage  of  this 

amendment  shall  be  public  and  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  anv  toll  for  their  use.  The  highways 

and  transportation  commission  shall  not  transfer  all  or  part  of  a  nontolled  road  to  another  entity 

for  operation  as  a  toll  project. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-220) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Wayne  Baker  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  April  5,  2017) 


Date 


April  25,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility 
Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that  the  enactment  of 
this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They  assume  they  could  absorb  costs 
associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  fiscal  impact  -  unknown 
negative,  as  it  would  prohibit  the  imposition,  collection  and  operation  of  toll  facilities  by 
the  Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission  and  Missouri  Department  of 
Transportation,  which  would  eliminate  a  future,  possible  revenue  stream  to  build,  operate 
and  maintain  state  highways.  But,  since  the  Commission  and  Department  do  not 
currently  operate  any  state  toll  facility,  any  future  negative  fiscal  impact  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  require  all 
government-owned  roads  at  the  time  of  passage  of  the  amendment  to  remain  public  and 
not  subject  to  tolling  for  their  use.  It  would  also  prohibit  the  Highways  and 
Transportation  Commission  from  transferring  all  or  part  of  a  non-tolled  road  to  another 
entity  to  operate  as  a  toll  project. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  state  currently  operates  no  toll  facilities  and  thus  passage  of  this  proposal  results  in 
no  immediate  fiscal  impact;  however,  state  governmental  entities  expect  a  future 
unknown  negative  fiscal  impact  because  the  proposal  eliminates  a  potential  source  of 
revenue.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  5,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 01 


APR  0  5  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Wayne  Baker  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  Version  I  (2018-219) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Wayne  Baker  on  April  5,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
liscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Elawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Vlissouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OP  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OP _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


*£C£/V£D 

APR0tm 


I, _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 


or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City.  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D. _ . 

_ _  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


Article  IV  of  lire  Constitution  is  revised  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  section  30(e)  of 
Article  IV  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  30(e).  Neither  the  General  Assembly  nor  anv  other  entity  or  officer  of  state 

government  may  fund,  design,  acquire,  construct,  maintain,  reconstruct,  or  operate  all  or  part  of 

an  existing  state  road  as  a  toll  project,  and  mav  not  transfer  all  or  part  of  a  nontolled  road  to 

another  entity  for  operation  as  a  toll  project. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-219) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Wayne  Baker  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  April  5,  2017) 


Date 


April  25,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility 
Commission. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that  the  enactment  of 
this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They  assume  they  could  absorb  costs 
associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  fiscal  impact  -  unknown 
negative,  as  it  would  prohibit  the  imposition,  collection  and  operation  of  toll  facilities  by 
the  Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission  and  Missouri  Department  of 
Transportation,  which  would  eliminate  a  future,  possible  revenue  stream  to  build,  operate 
and  maintain  state  highways.  But,  since  the  Commission  and  Department  do  not 
currently  operate  any  state  toll  facility,  any  future  negative  fiscal  impact  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  would  prohibit 
public  toll  roads  and  the  transfer  of  any  non-tolled  roads  to  another  entity  to  operate  as  a 
toll  project. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  state  currently  operates  no  toll  facilities  and  thus  passage  of  this  proposal  results  in 
no  immediate  fiscal  impact;  however,  state  governmental  entities  expect  a  future 
unknown  negative  fiscal  impact  because  the  proposal  eliminates  a  potential  source  of 
revenue.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


April  4.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


33idJ0  saonanv  3ivis 

m  <7  o  ydv 
3AI-2sOzSH 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Doug  Burlison  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-218) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Doug  Burlison  on  April  4.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  city  65  toi 
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County  _ 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


Mo, 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street.  No  PO  Boxes)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

It). 

1  1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do  _  do  not  _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  lhe_ 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  ot  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  ofNotary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
Amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  87.400.1(6).  87.400.1(7).  87.505. 1(  12).  87.505.1(13), 
105  1108  1.  105.1 1 12.1.  192.945.1,  195.010.1(  17)(g),  195.010.1(1),  195.010.1(24),  195.010.1(40).  195.01 7. 1  (4)(w),  1 95.0 1 7. 1  (4)(ee). 

1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(w),  I95.0l7.2(ec),  195.140.2.  195.207.1,  195.211. 1.  195.222.1(7),  195.223.1(7),  195.223.1(8),  261.265.1, 263.250.1, 261.265.1, 
306.110.1(2).  579.015.1(2).  579.015.1(3).  579.015.1(4),  579.015.1(5).  579.020.1(2),  579.020.1(3).  579.020.1(4).  579.020.1(5),  577.024.1(2). 
579.030. 1 .  579.055. 1  (3 ).  579.055. 1 (4).  579.068. 1(7),  579.068. 1 (9)3 .(7),  579.068.1(9)3.(8),  579. 1 05. 1 . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1 .  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  he  listed  among 

Missouri’s  drug  schedules.  Cannabis  shall  no  longer  be  considered  a  controlled  substance  or  a  drim  hence  forth  bv  Missouri  law. 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

(at  "Cannabis"  and  “Cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  Cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana.  Cannabis  sativa.  Cannabis  sativa  L..  Cannabis  Americana, 

Cannabis  Gigantca.  Cannabis  indica.  Cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  Cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract.  Ilower,  leaf. 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

(b)  "Medical  Cannabis"  refers  to  Cannabis  used  to  prevent  or  to  treat  a  medical  condition. 

(cl  "Personal  use"  refers  to  the  personal  use  or  consumption  of  Cannabis. 

(d)  "Cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  am  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting, 

propagating,  cultivating,  growing.  harvesting,  manufacturing.  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing. 

packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  Cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  Cannabis  into 

and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

(e)  "Establishment”  refers  to  a  Cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  Cannabis  testing  facility,  a  Cannabis  product  manufacturing  facil i tv ,  or  a  retail  store. 

Cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  Cannabis.  Cannabis  products  and/or  Cannabis 
accessories. 


3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law: 

(a)  Possession  of  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(b)  Cultivating  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(cl  Cultivation,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  Cannabis.  Cannabis 
accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 

establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing. 

packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

(d)  Providing  Cannabis.  Cannabis  accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  sale  to  consumers. 

(e)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the 

activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

(0  No  one  shall  be  denied  housing  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(g)  No  one  shall  be  denied  employment  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(lit  The  use  and/or  possession  of  Cannabis  shall  not  be  grounds  for  issuing  a  “Driving  under  the  inllucnce"  (DUD  stop,  charge,  arrest  or  lines  when 

operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

4.  Medical  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  without  taxation  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation  for  its  use. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  Cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  a  Horded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional 

therapeutic  means,  whether  or  not  under  the  care  of  a  physician, 

(b)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any  person  under  their 

care. 

(c)  Veterinarians  shall  not  be  penalized  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  for  anv  creature  under  their  care, 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  Cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians:  no 

physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  Cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  Any  individual  who  is  a  Cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  Cannabis  patient. 

(0  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  Cannabis. 

5.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent. 

Cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  Cannabis  only  offenses  which  are 

no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  a  legal  document  shall  be  developed  and  made  available  to  the  public  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  Cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  any  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment  which  is  no 

longer  illegal  in  the  Stale  of  Missouri  under  this  Act.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  pertinent  parties  throughout  the  state. 

6.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  Cannabis  laws  involving  acts 

w  hich  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

(a)  Asset  Forfeiture  shall  no  longer  be  instilled  or  used  bv  anv  Missouri  law  enforcement  through  association  with  Cannabis.  Cannabis  cultivation. 

it's  use  and/or  possession. 

7.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement,  licensing  fee  that  is 

excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer. 

processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge 

federal  Cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  Act. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  citv.  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

1 1 .  flic  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  3 1st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people. 
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Initiative  petition  from  Doug  Burlison  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
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Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  the  development  and  issuance  of  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  "all  Cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in 
increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb  the  costs  associated  with  that  increased 
litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to 
result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  $109,353  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $169,098  in 
fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  their  department  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct 
inspections  to  ensure  the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  196.010 
through  196.298,  RSMo,  gives  their  department  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food 
to  include  such  duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore, 
they  would  have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing 
marijuana  and  marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
that  will  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  additional 
Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  staff  ($44,352,  A27,  Step  G).  This  law  shall 
be  implemented  no  later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election. 
Therefore,  DCPH  assumes  that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV 
positions  would  begin  January  1,  2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  expect  cost  avoidance  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  Months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  $10,741,186  in  fiscal 
year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  the  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  the  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  will 
not  be  responding  to  these  fiscal  notes.  They  have  no  effect  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition.  They  have  forwarded  this  to  MHSP  for 
their  input. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $474,311  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $538,337  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $544,128  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  5  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Division 

Currently,  there  are  111,977  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS) 
pertaining  to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  17  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  5  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  five  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  45  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  45  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  111,977  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the 
following  percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate 
to  the  number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  111,977  x.  10=  11, 198/  2,485  =  5  FTE’s 
50%  =  1 1 1,977  x  .50  =  55,989  /  2,485  =  23  FTE’s 
100%  =  111,977  /  2,485  =  45  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $121,800 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  5 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that 
1,150  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per 
square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 


Utility  Costs 


$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 


abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  6.  This  wording  would  prevent  them  from 
assisting  federal  agencies. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri's  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Under  this  proposal: 

•  Cannabis  would  be  removed  from  the  list  of  scheduled  drugs 

•  Possessing,  cultivating,  harvesting  and  distributing  cannabis  for  personal  or 
medical  use  would  be  decriminalized. 

•  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  Driving  Under  the 
Influence  infraction  and  no  one  shall  be  denied  housing  or  employment  solely 
based  on  their  use  of  cannabis. 

•  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients,  without  taxation,  when  recommended 
by  a  physician  as  a  medicine. 

•  All  prisoners  who  have  been  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  MO  Board 
of  Probation  and  Parole  for  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes  shall  be 
immediately  released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 


•  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce 
federal  laws  that  are  no  longer  illegal  in  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

•  Asset  forfeiture  will  no  longer  be  allowed  through  association  with  cannabis, 
cannabis  cultivation,  its  use  and/or  possession.  This  could  result  in  an  unknown 
decrease  to  the  state  Federal  Drug  Seizure  Fund. 

•  Language  is  included  to  state  that  the  people  of  Missouri  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  proposal. 

•  Effective  date  is  no  later  than  January  31st  following  the  election. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 


However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 
(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan 
Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln 
University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $10.7  million.  Additional  state 
operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 


18-217 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  *}  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (20 1 8-2 1 7) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  April  4,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

conc:r. 

HIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  Address  of  Affiant 

A.D . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105, 
105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d),  195.0l0.(17)(m)(b),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(  t*),  195.0 1 0.(  1 7)(1),  1 95.0 1 0(24), 
195.015.4,  195.017.2(4)(r),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  1 95. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3, 
195.211.4.  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all.rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

bl  “hemp’’:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  (rom  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  (iberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Exounqeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

fl  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

ol  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 
facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

al  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

bl  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which 

is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 

possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  may  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as 

marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to 

marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two;  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be 

available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

al  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

fl  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given 

a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

al  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

bl  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  my  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's 

Recommendation. 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated 

potency  of  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis. 

Labels  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human 

experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under 

rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  aoencv  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  my  only  view 

a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

for: 

al  licensing  and  regulations 

bl  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  $100.00 

cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv 

the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 
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11 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution.This  shall 

12.  become  effective  on  December  6!;i  2018. 


13.  In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  sections  1  through  12  &  replace  it  with  the  below 

section  14  through  26.  A  ves  vote  approve  the  repeal  above  sections  1  through  12  and  replace  with  below  sections  14 

through  26.  It  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  ves.  the  above  sections  1  though  12  remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  (our 

years  until  voters  vote  ves.  Because  such  voter  is  contingent  on  the  passage  of  1  though  12.  voters  will  neither  be  asked  to 

repeal  1  though  12  and  replace  with  14  through  26  it  1  though  12  don't  pass. 

14. The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

1 5.  Definition  ot  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof, 
bl  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  ‘personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Exounoeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

ft  "cannabis  accessories”  means  any  eouioment.  products,  or  materials  ot  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  tor  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  tor 

inoestino.  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

of  ‘establishment"  reters  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  tacilitv.  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 

cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

16.  The  Missouri  legislature  my  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Marijuana  shall  shall  not  be  listed  in 
Missouri  Controlled  Substance  to  reflect  the  change  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  section  14:  clause  a.  are  permitted  for 
personal  use  for  persons  21  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 
at  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older, 
bl  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

cl  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 

or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the  product. 

lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be 

false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

17.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

at  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acouisition.  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 
anv  person. 

df  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 
recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

18.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

at  Reouire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis, 
bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 
impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

19.  Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

20.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1.  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative 

before  the  people. 

21 .  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and 

Parole  for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 

(al  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 
offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(bl  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

22.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 

cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

23.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

24.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  reguirement, 
licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

25.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

26.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C'.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  S  tate 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


R 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  4  2017 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  2 1  (20 1 8-2 1 6) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway- 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  vv.  Main  street  •  Jefferson  City  65  ioi 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  )ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  oi¬ 
lier  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known 
as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1, 2019,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waues  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9,00  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailinu  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  two  years,  until  it  reaches  $1 1 .00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2021.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1,  2022,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wauc  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wauc  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wauc  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  wauc  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  waues  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  he  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-216) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $11.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2021.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $1 1.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $11.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  substantial  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  university.  A  proposed 
minimum  wage  increase,  beginning  January  2019  to  $9.00  an  hour  would  increase 
current  payroll  expenditures  by  approximately  $455,840.00.  With  the  proposed  $1.00 
increase  for  the  next  two  years  payroll  expenditures  could  increase  approximately 
$1,236,640.00.  These  payroll  increases  would  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 


7 


categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 


2 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 

wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 


11 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 

storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 


25 


Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  $20,000  to  $170  million  depending  on  business  decisions. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Si  aii;  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RECEIVED 

APR  0  4  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  0'rc!CE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glalm  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  20  (20 1 8-2 1 5) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

1 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


APR  »  3  201 7 

M0'  SECRETARY 


Ed 


,  being  First  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signer: 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

j  A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waucs  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.75  per  hour,  or  wattes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $  1 1 .00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1,  2023,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (21  of  this 

section. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paraaraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-215) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.75  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $11.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $1 1.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $11.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed 
minimum  wage  increase  to  $8.75  per  hour  beginning  in  2019  and  continuing  with  .75 
increases  for  the  next  3  years  to  $11.00  per  hour  will  result  in  approximately 
$1,236,000.00  increase  in  a  three  year  span  in  their  payroll  expenditures.  This  increase 
would  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

2 


Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 

8 


We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 


3 


I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 


27 


Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  $600,000  to  $164  million  depending  on  business  decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


APR  0  h  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  19  (2018-214) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 1 6. 1 75.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  strep:  i  •  Jefferson  City  65  loi 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1, 2019,  every  employer  shall  nay  to  each  employee  waucs  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.75  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $  1 1 .00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2023,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (31,  hut  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  aueney,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villaue,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  he  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-214) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.75  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $11.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $1 1.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $11.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed 
minimum  wage  increase  to  $8.75  per  hour  beginning  in  2019  and  continuing  with  .75 
increases  for  the  next  3  years  to  $11.00  per  hour  will  result  in  approximately 
$1,236,000.00  increase  in  a  three  year  span  in  their  payroll  expenditures.  This  increase 
would  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

2 


Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
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ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 


7 


C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  $600,000  to  $164  million  depending  on  business  decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  Statf. 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  h  2017 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  18  (2018-213) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  liscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 

aoministratu  i  Rules- Busim  ss  Services  -  ele<  tions-Pi  bi  h  ltkjns-  SECURITIES  •  ST  ATI  LRCIUVES  •  STATE  LlBH  ARY  -  WOLFNER I  IMK  Vl<> 


18-213 


Count>’ _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


18-213 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known 
as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding* 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 . 20 1 9,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.75  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  watze  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $  1 1 .00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 , 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2023.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wage  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villaue.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-213) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.75  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $11.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $1 1.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $11.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed 
minimum  wage  increase  to  $8.75  per  hour  beginning  in  2019  and  continuing  with  .75 
increases  for  the  next  3  years  to  $11.00  per  hour  will  result  in  approximately 
$1,236,000.00  increase  in  a  three  year  span  in  their  payroll  expenditures.  This  increase 
would  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 


9 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 

storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 


7 


TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


1 


I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 


10 


The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 
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Research  Associate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1993-2001, 2003- 
2009. 

Visiting  Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1992- 
1993. 

Research  Affiliate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1992-1993,  2001- 
2003. 

Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1991-1993. 

Assistant  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1987-1991. 

Research  Areas 

Labor  Economics,  Labor  Market  Aspects  of  Pensions,  Labor  Unions,  Racial  and  Gender 
Differences  in  the  Labor  Market,  Minimum  Wage,  Deregulation. 
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Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  $600,000  to  $164  million  depending  on  business  decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
St  a  i  i :  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  4  2017 


Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  1 7  (20 1 8-2 1 2) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


ado  w.  Main  Stree  i  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  u  1 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OP  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I, _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


C£y 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Q  o 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


.day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  2U1 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  bv  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1,  2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8.50  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailimz  federal  minimum  watie  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

S.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  six  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2026,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includiim  a  department,  auenev,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includiim  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  he  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-212) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  RSMo,  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  A  projected  minimum 
wage  increase  in  2019  to  $8.50  an  hour  would  increase  their  payroll  expenditure  for  2019 
by  approximately  $275,800.00.  With  a  proposed  increase  of  .75  per  hour  for  six  years, 
reaching  $13.00  an  hour  by  2025  their  payroll  expenses  would  see  an  approximate 
increase  of  $2,039,200.00,  proving  to  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

2 


Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 

9 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  u.c 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 


9 


suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 
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"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
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Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $7.5  million  decrease  to  a  $261  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


F.i  ections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  h  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  1 6  (20 18-211) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Mo. 


03  ° 


'S£CR^Ry0c 

,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers)' 


2017 


$Tat$ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  oi¬ 
lier  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and 


County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


.day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 . 2019,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.50  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  six  years,  until  it  reaches  SI  3.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1,  2026.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wauc  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wauc  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wauc  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  reciuired  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-211) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  RSMo,  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  A  projected  minimum 
wage  increase  in  2019  to  $8.50  an  hour  would  increase  their  payroll  expenditure  for  2019 
by  approximately  $275,800.00.  With  a  proposed  increase  of  .75  per  hour  for  six  years, 
reaching  $13.00  an  hour  by  2025  their  payroll  expenses  would  see  an  approximate 
increase  of  $2,039,200.00,  proving  to  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

3 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $7.5  million  decrease  to  a  $261  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


APR  0  h  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  1 5  (20 1 8-2 1 0) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 

/-"'I 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  1  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 

Administrative  rules*  Business  Si  r  vices*  Ele(  nous  •  Pi  bucations  •  Sei  t  rities  *Stati  archives*  State  Library  •  w  i  ibr \ks 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I, _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Mo, 


apr 

S£cRst, 


«3 


?0j? 


ARy 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


°FST/ 


% 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


clay  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


18-210 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known 
as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  i , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008,  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  Except  as  mav  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019.  every  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wages  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.50  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  watte  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hi  idler.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  six  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2026.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wage  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wage  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wage  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  long  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  AH  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-210) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  A  projected  minimum 
wage  increase  in  2019  to  $8.50  an  hour  would  increase  their  payroll  expenditure  for  2019 
by  approximately  $275,800.00.  With  a  proposed  increase  of  .75  per  hour  for  six  years, 
reaching  $13.00  an  hour  by  2025  their  payroll  expenses  would  see  an  approximate 
increase  of  $2,039,200.00,  proving  to  be  detrimental  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

2 


Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 

3 


32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
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ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 
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the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $7.5  million  decrease  to  a  $261  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


JamksC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  S  tate 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


APR  0  h  201? 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  1 4  (20 1 8-209) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  Hind  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 o  i 
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Cou  nty _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 
Ill  ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 201 9,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8.50  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.70  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  five  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1.  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wa^e  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2025.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  ineludinu  a  department,  auency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  emn lover  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  ineludinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-209) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.70  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  Payroll  expenses  will 
increase  in  2019  approximately  $275,800.00  and  increase  annually  with  an  overall 
projected  increase  in  2024  of  $1,635,000.00.  The  projections  are  based  on  a  starting 
minimum  wage  of  $8.50  per  hour  in  2019,  increasing  .70  an  hour  annually  until  2024 
when  the  proposed  fiscal  note  would  reach  $12.00  an  hour. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
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“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 
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October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
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Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
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19 


"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
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"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
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“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
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“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 


35 


11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $1.7  million  decrease  to  a  $207  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4.  2017 


!VED 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


APR  0  k  2017 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  STATE  AUDI  10° c 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  1 3  (20 1 8-208) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  vv.  Main  S  i  reet  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  l 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis],  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


^c£/V£o 

APR  0  3  2017 

MaSEC<*TARY0FSTm 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1,  2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290. 530,  and  notwithstanding* 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waucs  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.50  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.70  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  five  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2025,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  aueney,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  ineludinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-208) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.70  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  Payroll  expenses  will 
increase  in  2019  approximately  $275,800.00  and  increase  annually  with  an  overall 
projected  increase  in  2024  of  $1,635,000.00.  The  projections  are  based  on  a  starting 
minimum  wage  of  $8.50  per  hour  in  2019,  increasing  .70  an  hour  annually  until  2024 
when  the  proposed  fiscal  note  would  reach  $12.00  an  hour. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 

5 


RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $1.7  million  decrease  to  a  $207  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  motions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capilol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

APR  (I  4  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  1 2  (20 1 8-207) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

\DMIMSTRATIYt  RULES  •  in  MNESSSf  RVICES  •  I.IECTIOSS-  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLFNEK  LIBRARY 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  tyi 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known 
as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1, 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  nay  to  each  employee  waues  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.50  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  by 

$.70  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  five  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2025,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (31,  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villaue,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  waues  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-207) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  290.527  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.70  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  Payroll  expenses  will 
increase  in  2019  approximately  $275,800.00  and  increase  annually  with  an  overall 
projected  increase  in  2024  of  $1,635,000.00.  The  projections  are  based  on  a  starting 
minimum  wage  of  $8.50  per  hour  in  2019,  increasing  .70  an  hour  annually  until  2024 
when  the  proposed  fiscal  note  would  reach  $12.00  an  hour. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

2 


Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 

3 


32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 

5 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


13 


June  2014 


The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
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support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 
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of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 


3 


I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 


12 


(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 


21 


"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 


27 


Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $1.7  million  decrease  to  a  $207  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


received 

APR  0  4  2017 

-TATE  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  1 1  (2018-206) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •Jefferson City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  oi¬ 
lier  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

,A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  nay  to  each  employee  waues  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8.60  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  watte  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.85  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2024,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section. 


4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  atteney,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villattc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  he  ttiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-206) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Section 
290.502  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.60  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.85  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed  minimum 
wages  increases  beginning  in  2019  at  $8.60  per  hour;  with  .85  increases  for  the  next  four 
years,  2023  @  $12.00  an  hour,  they  project  the  overall  increase  in  payroll  expenditures  to 
be  in  access  of  $200,000.00  in  2019  and  more  than  $1,000,000.00  by  2023;  resulting  in 
the  severe  negative  fiscal  impact  to  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 

5 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 

8 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 

storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 


7 


C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 
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Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
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Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $2.9  million  decrease  to  a  $214  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu  Information Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


F-i.ections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

APR  0  h  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  1 0  (20 1 8-205) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  KSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


0  3  2017 

UO'SECmAafOFSTATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 , 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  nay  to  each  employee  waucs  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.60  per  hour,  or  waucs  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  by 

$.85  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1,  2024,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer'1  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-205) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Section 
290.502  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.60  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.85  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed  minimum 
wages  increases  beginning  in  2019  at  $8.60  per  hour;  with  .85  increases  for  the  next  four 
years,  2023  @  $12.00  an  hour,  they  project  the  overall  increase  in  payroll  expenditures  to 
be  in  access  of  $200,000.00  in  2019  and  more  than  $1,000,000.00  by  2023;  resulting  in 
the  severe  negative  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


13 


June  2014 


The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 


2 


THE  IMPACT 

OF  A  $10.10  MINIMUM  WAGE 
ON  JOBS  AND  TAXPAYER  COSTS 

IN  MISSOURI 

-  June  2014  - 


Economic  Analysis  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson 
Trinity  University 


Index 


Executive  Summary 

■l 

Results 

5 

Technical  Appendix 

7 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
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“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $2.9  million  decrease  to  a  $214  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


April  4.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 
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RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Claim  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  9  (2018-204) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Strei:  r  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  First  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


.day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

j  A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known 
as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1, 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1, 2019,  every  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8.60  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prcvailiim  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.85  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 , 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2024,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wage  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wage  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  long  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  wage  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  foil  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-204) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  290.527  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.60  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.85  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed  minimum 
wages  increases  beginning  in  2019  at  $8.60  per  hour;  with  .85  increases  for  the  next  four 
years,  2023  @  $12.00  an  hour,  they  project  the  overall  increase  in  payroll  expenditures  to 
be  in  access  of  $200,000.00  in  2019  and  more  than  $1,000,000.00  by  2023;  resulting  in 
the  severe  negative  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 


6 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 


5 


B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 


10 


The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 


11 


E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $2.9  million  decrease  to  a  $214  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  75 1-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
Sta  te  of  Missouri 


El  ECTIONS  DIVISION 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  Citv.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  8  (2018-203) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
llscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Stree  i  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OK  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

,A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 20 1 9.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waucs  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S8.50  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  limber.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  six  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2026.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 
waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.5 12.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Bcuinninu  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding* 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  waucs  is  required  to  pay  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,530: 

( 1 )  fifty-one  percent,  effective  January  1 . 20 1 9: 

(2)  fifty-three  percent,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  fifty-five  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  fifty-seven  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  fiftv-eiuht  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1.  2024; 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  bcinu  made  up  by  the  employer. 

3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 
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the  pci  entage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  fonn  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-203) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.50  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2025.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 


•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  university.  With  the  proposed 
minimum  wage  increase  beginning  in  2019  at  $8.50  per  hour  and  proposed  .75  annual 
increases  for  the  next  six  years  their  payroll  expenditures  will  increase  steadily  reaching  a 
$2,039,000.00  projected  increase  in  2025.  These  additional  expenditures  will  have  a 
severe  negative  impact  on  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 


4 


between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 


26 


Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 


35 


11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $7.5  million  decrease  to  a  $262  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Cen ter 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


APR  0  k  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  7  (2018-202) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  .Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administr  At  ivii  Kin  is  •  business  Services  •  i.t.i  chons  •  publications*  skuritirs  •  state  archives  •  si  a  n  i  ihkaio  •  woli-m-.k  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


(Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

«J. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1, 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 , 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding, 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waues  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8,25  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rale  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  five  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2025,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  hut  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  net'  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.5 1 2.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beginning  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  (1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specitied  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  lifiy- five  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2020: 

(3)  sixty- five  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2022: 

(5)  seventy-five  percent,  effective  January  1, 2023: 

(6)  eighty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

(7)  eighty-five  percent,  effective  January  1, 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1, 2026: 

(9)  ninety-five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2027: 

( 1 0)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 
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3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including,  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  vil latte,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  emp lover  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290,500  to  290.530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  arc  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-202) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 


•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  severe  negative  impact  on  the  university.  The  proposed  minimum 
wage  increase  in  2019  to  $8.25  will  impact  their  payroll  expenditures  by  approximately 
$187,007.00.  With  continued  increases  as  proposed  annually  to  2024  the  over  payroll 
increase  will  be  approximately  $1,637,920.00. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 

3 


32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 


10 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
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support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 
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MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 


18 


“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 


21 


"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 


34 


David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $1.7  million  decrease  to  a  $211  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


14  i ci  ions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Si  VsbQ 


APR  0  4  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  6  (2018-201) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  Cn  y  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  APR  0  3  20tf 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _  MO  .<?Fr>Df~r 

tCRBTARY0FsTATp 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers  J  1  c 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10, 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


18-201 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1, 2019,  every  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  bv 

$1.00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2024,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

inercased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinn  a  department,  anency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villane,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  arc  severable.  If  anv  provision,  includinu  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paranranh,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-201) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  detrimental  impact  on  the  university.  As  proposed  increasing 
minimum  wage  to  $9.00  an  hour  up  to  and  including  $13.00  per  hour  by  2023  their 
payroll  increases  would  escalate  to  a  minimum  of  $455,840.00  with  the  first  scheduled 
increase  to  $2,039,200.00  by  2023,  the  proposed  date  for  minimum  wage  to  reach  $13.00 
per  hour.  These  additional  expenditures  would  be  devastating  to  the  university's  overall 
operations. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 

8 


We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 

storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


13 


June  2014 


The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
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Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 


29 


Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 


30 


Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $13.1  million  decrease  to  a  $278  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  a  i  f.  Information  Center 
<573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State; 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei.ik  i  ions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


VED 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


APR  0  4  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  5  (2018-200) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  llscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


^c£7\/£-0 

APR  a  0  U 
^S£0RBTa  2017 


ARYQp 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


STATS 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  290.502  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  section 
290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  ot 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 . 2019.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waues  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S9.00  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

SLOP  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $  12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 , 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2023,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wage  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wauc  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wauc  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  wauc  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-200) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  the  requirements;  therefore,  there  would  be 
no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 
Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  detrimental  impact  on  the  operations  of  the  university.  Beginning  in 
2019  with  a  minimum  wage  increase  of  $9.00  and  continuing  with  $1.00  increases 
through  2022  their  payroll  expenditures  will  increase  steadily  and  conclude  in  2022  with 
a  payroll  budget  increase  exceeding  $2,000,000.00.  This  negative  impact  on  the 
university's  budget  would  be  detrimental. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 


4 


between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 


7 


categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 


11 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 


4 


RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
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Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 


22 


"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $4.4  million  decrease  to  a  $221  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  ot  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


APR  0  h  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  4  (20 1 8- 1 99) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trisli  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65  ioi 
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County _ 

Pago  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  law  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be 
construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  provisions  ol  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Section  285.055  and  Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  and  290.528.  The 
proposed  law  enacts  two  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended,  and  two  new  sections 
to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1, 2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9,00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1.00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2024.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstandinu 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  (1)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  waues  is  required  to  pav  waues  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fiftv-onc  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2019: 

(2)  fifty-three  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2020: 

(3)  fiftv-five  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  fiftv-seven  percent,  effective  January  1.  2022: 

(5)  fiftv-ciuht  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530.  the  difference  hems’  made  up  by  the  employer. 
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3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includiim  a  department,  auenev,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  perccntaue  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290,500  to  290.530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  arc  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.526.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  municipalities, 

cities,  counties,  towns,  and  villages  shall  have  the  power  to  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an 

employer  to  pay  wattes  to  an  employee  who  performs  work  while  physically  present  within  the  boundaries  of 

the  municipality,  city,  county,  town,  or  village,  includiim  employees  not  subject  to  the  state  or  federal  minimum 

wage,  at  a  minimum  rate  per  hour  that  exceeds  the  rate  set  under  state  or  federal  law,  except  that  such  a 

requirement  shall  not  apply  to  employees  employed  by  another  local,  state,  or  federal  government  entity  or 

instrumentality, 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includiim  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Sections  290.526  and  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Section  290.526  allows  municipalities,  cities,  counties,  towns  and  villages  to  implement  a 
minimum  wage  that  exceeds  the  state  or  federal  minimum  wage  rate,  but  exempts  local, 
state  or  federal  government  entities  from  the  higher  minimum  wage  rate. 


Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university.  The 
proposal  will  have  a  detrimental  impact  on  the  university.  As  proposed  increasing 
minimum  wage  to  $9.00  an  hour  up  to  and  including  $13.00  per  hour  by  2023  their 
payroll  increases  would  escalate  to  a  minimum  of  $455,840.00  to  $2,039,200.00.  These 
additional  expenditures  would  be  devastating  to  the  university's  overall  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 

5 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 

storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 
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improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 
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Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
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Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 


4 


RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 


9 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


Prepared  for 

Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich 
Circuit  Court  of  Cole  County,  Missouri 


Prepared  by 


David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 
125  Park  Drive 
San  Antonio,  TX  78212 


March  26, 2012 


EXHIBIT 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


1 


I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Director  of  Research,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1995-2000. 
Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1993-1996. 
Research  Associate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1993-2001, 2003- 
2009. 

Visiting  Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1992- 
1993. 

Research  Affiliate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1992-1993,  2001- 
2003. 

Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1991-1993. 

Assistant  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1987-1991. 

Research  Areas 

Labor  Economics,  Labor  Market  Aspects  of  Pensions,  Labor  Unions,  Racial  and  Gender 
Differences  in  the  Labor  Market,  Minimum  Wage,  Deregulation. 
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Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 


35 


11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $13.1  million  decrease  to  a  $279  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 


James  C.  Kirkpatric  k 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  op  State 
State  oi  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


APR  0  4  201? 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65 101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  3  (2018-198) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  line!  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  MainStkeei  •  J eft erson City 65101 

\R\!i'.isiK,\m !  hi  es •  business servii  e s  •hi-  tions- Pi  di k  ations •  securities -Stati  archives- St ati  i  ibrary  •  wot i  m  u  i  idrary 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  ]ohn  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

.A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  law  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be 
construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  provisions  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Section  285.055  and  Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  and  290.528.  The 
proposed  law  enacts  two  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended,  and  two  new  sections 
to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstandiim 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 2019,  every  employer  shal  I  pav  to  each  employee  waues  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9,00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prcvailimz  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

SLOP  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2024.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includiim  a  department,  auenev,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  ora  city,  county,  town,  villaue,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Bcginniim  January  1 , 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstandiim 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uratuities  in  addition  to  waues  is  required  to  pav  waues  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290,500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fifty-five  percent,  effective  January  1, 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2020: 

(3)  sixty-five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2021: 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2022: 

(5)  seventy- five  percent,  effective  January  1, 2023: 

(6)  eiuhtv  percent,  effective  January  1, 2024: 

(7)  eiuhtv-fivc  percent,  effective  January  1, 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1, 2026: 

(9)  ninety-five  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2027: 

( 1 0)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1 ,  2028: 


18-198 


however,  in  ail  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  vvaue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  \vat»c  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290,500  to  290,530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  arc  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.526.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  municipalities, 

cities,  counties,  towns,  and  villages  shall  have  the  power  to  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an 

employer  to  pay  wages  to  an  employee  who  performs  work  while  physically  present  within  the  boundaries  of 

the  municipality,  city,  county,  town,  or  village.  including  employees  not  subject  to  the  state  or  federal  minimum 

waste,  at  a  minimum  rate  per  hour  that  exceeds  the  rate  set  under  state  or  federal  law',  except  that  such  a 

requirement  shall  not  apply  to  employees  employed  by  another  local,  state,  or  federal  government  entity  or 

instrumentality. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wastes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  he  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-198) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Sections  290.526  and  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Section  290.526  allows  municipalities,  cities,  counties,  towns  and  villages  to  implement  a 
minimum  wage  that  exceeds  the  state  or  federal  minimum  wage  rate,  but  exempts  local, 
state  or  federal  government  entities  from  the  higher  minimum  wage  rate. 


Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office,  as  it  would  not  apply  to  state  employees. 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are  included 
they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Combined  Work  Study  Students  and  Non-Exempt  Staff  Minimum  Wage  Increase: 

Proposed  $9.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $  455,840.00  annually 

Proposed  $10.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $  835,360.00  annually 

Proposed  $11.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $1,251,928.00  annually 

Proposed  $12.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $1,701,646.00  annually 

Proposed  $13.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $2,039,200.00  annually 

This  proposal  would  be  detrimental  to  the  operations  of  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 


7 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 


5 


B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


13 


David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 
March  26,  2012 


Appendix  A 


Resume  and  Testimony  of 
David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 


15 


DAVID  A.  MACPHERSON 


3/2012 


Home  Address 


Office  Address 


125  Park  Drive 

San  Antonio,  TX  78212 

(210)-863-4808 


Department  of  Economics 
Trinity  University 
One  Trinity  Place 
San  Antonio,  TX  78212 


Citizenship:  U.S. 

E-mail:  David.Macpherson@trinitv.edu: 

davemacpherson  1  @vahoo  .com 
Webpage:  http://www.davemacpherson.com 

Ph.D.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

B.S.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Current  Positions 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics,  Trinity  University,  2009- 
Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Previous  Positions 

Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU  2004-2009. 

Director,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  2003-2009. 

Abba  P.  Lemer  Professor  of  Economics,  FSU,  2000-2009. 

Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1996-2009. 

Director  of  Research,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1995-2000. 
Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1993-1996. 
Research  Associate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1993-2001, 2003- 
2009. 

Visiting  Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1992- 
1993. 

Research  Affiliate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1992-1993,  2001- 
2003. 

Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1991-1993. 

Assistant  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1987-1991. 

Research  Areas 

Labor  Economics,  Labor  Market  Aspects  of  Pensions,  Labor  Unions,  Racial  and  Gender 
Differences  in  the  Labor  Market,  Minimum  Wage,  Deregulation. 


16 


Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 


17 


Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 


18 


“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 


19 


"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 


23 


National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 


24 


Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 


25 


Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 


26 


Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $13.1  million  decrease  to  a  $282  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
<573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
<573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

APR  0  h  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  Version  2  (2018-197) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  11  seal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  Rill  F.S  •  Ul  SINES5  SERYICi  S  •  fcl.EC HONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  StCt  KITIFS*  ST  Ml  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  YVOLFNl  R  LIBRARY 


18-197 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (|ay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 


this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  law  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be 
construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  provisions  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Section  285.055  and  Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  and  290.528.  The 
proposed  law  enacts  two  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended,  and  two  new  sections 
to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1, 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1.  2008,  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding, 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 , 20 1 9.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  waives  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S9.00  per  hour,  or  waucs  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hitzher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wauc  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  bv 

S 1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  S 1 2.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2023.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wauc  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  limber  than  the  state  minimum  watte  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includiim  a  department,  attcncy.  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  countv.  town,  vilhme.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinnirm  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstandiim 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  (1)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wattes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  watte  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fiftv-onc  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2019: 

(2)  fifty-three  percent,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  fifty- five  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  fifty-seven  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  fifty-eiuht  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530.  the  difference  beintz  made  up  by  the  employer. 
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3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  countv.  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  ol'the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  sendees  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  othenvise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.526.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  municipalities, 

cities,  counties,  towns,  and  villages  shall  have  the  power  to  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an 

employer  to  pay  wages  to  an  employee  who  performs  work  while  physically  present  within  the  boundaries  of 

the  municipality,  city,  county,  town,  or  village,  including  employees  not  subject  to  the  state  or  federal  minimum 

waue,  at  a  minimum  rate  per  hour  that  exceeds  the  rate  set  under  state  or  federal  law,  except  that  such  a 

requirement  shall  not  apply  to  employees  employed  by  another  local,  state,  or  federal  uovemment  entity  or 

instrumentality. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including*  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  ttiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-197) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Sections  290.526  and  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Section  290.526  allows  municipalities,  cities,  counties,  towns  and  villages  to  implement  a 
minimum  wage  that  exceeds  the  state  or  federal  minimum  wage  rate,  but  exempts  local, 
state  or  federal  government  entities  from  the  higher  minimum  wage  rate. 


Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects,  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 


1  http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are  included 
they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Combined  Work  Study  Students  and  Non-Exempt  Staff  Minimum  Wage  Increase: 

Proposed  $9.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $  455,840.00  annually 
Proposed  $10.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $  835,360.00  annually 
Proposed  $11.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $1,251,928.00  annually 
Proposed  $12.00:  increases  our  payroll  by  $1,701,646.00  annually 

This  proposed  fiscal  note  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 
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Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Graves  Garrett  uc 

Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 


12 


Graves  Garrett  llc 

storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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22 
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“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $4.4  million  decrease  to  a  $222  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Ini-ormation  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  4,  2017 


The  I  Ionorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


(jrr. 


3 


APR  0  4  2017 


STATE  auditors  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  Version  I  (2018-196) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  April  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  S  i  reet  •  Jefferson  City  65101 


ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES*  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  NVOLFNER  LIBRARY 
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Count)' _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


^C£/V£-£) 

APR0  3  20I7 

M0-SEC^ARY0Fsm 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and 


County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


.day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  law  changes,  repeals,  or  modifies  by  implication,  or  may  be 
construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  provisions  of  the 
Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Section  285.055  and  Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  and  290.528.  The 
proposed  law  enacts  two  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended,  and  two  new  sections 
to  be  known  as  sections  290.526  and  290.529  arc  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I , 
2007,  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008,  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1, 2019.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  waues  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1,00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 , 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2023,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auency.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villauc,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  (1)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  waues  is  required  to  pay  waues  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  watte  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fifty-five  percent,  effective  January  1, 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1, 2020: 

(3)  sixty-live  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2021 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1, 2022: 

(5)  seventv-fivc  percent,  effective  January  1, 2023: 

(6)  eighty  percent,  effective  January  1, 2024: 

(7)  eiuhtv-five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2026: 

(9)  ninety-five  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2027: 

( 1 0)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2028: 
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however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wa»e  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wauc  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  agency.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  ofthe  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  ofthe  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sendees,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  ofthe  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  ofthe  employee. 

290.526.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  municipalities, 

cities,  counties,  towns,  and  villages  shall  have  the  power  to  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an 

employer  to  pay  wattes  to  an  employee  who  performs  work  while  physically  present  within  the  boundaries  of 

the  municipality,  city,  county,  town,  or  village,  including  employees  not  subject  to  the  state  or  federal  minimum 

wage,  at  a  minimum  rate  per  hour  that  exceeds  the  rate  set  under  state  or  federal  law,  except  that  such  a 

requirement  shall  not  apply  to  employees  employed  by  another  local,  state,  or  federal  government  entity  or 

instrumentality. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  ofthe  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includirm  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  April  4,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 


Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the 
Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations.  They  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal 
would  result  in  any  other  increased  costs  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  public  employers  are  exempt 
from  the  new  provisions  proposed. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  defers 
to  the  Office  of  Administration  to  determine  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  Their  department  defers  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  a 
state  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
will  defer  to  the  response  provided  for  this  initiative  petition  by  the  Office  of 
Administration  -  Human  Resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Sections  290.526  and  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Section  290.526  allows  municipalities,  cities,  counties,  towns  and  villages  to  implement  a 
minimum  wage  that  exceeds  the  state  or  federal  minimum  wage  rate,  but  exempts  local, 
state  or  federal  government  entities  from  the  higher  minimum  wage  rate. 


Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  they  do  not  predict  an  immediate 
fiscal  impact  upon  their  office  if  Missouri's  minimum  wage  rate  were  increased  to  $12.00 
per  hour.  However,  the  potential  future  impact  of  applying  cost  of  living  increases  and/or 
increases  in  the  federal  minimum  wage  to  a  Missouri  minimum  wage  of  $12.00  per  hour, 
as  called  for  elsewhere  in  Section  290.502,  RSMo.,  is  unknown. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  may  have  a  small  negative 
fiscal  impact  on  their  city  as  a  result  of  the  increased  hourly  minimum  wage  being  higher 
than  the  hourly  rate  paid  some  city  employees. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any 
significant  financial  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
since  they  are  excluded  under  the  public  employer  definition  in  section  4. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  wording  is  unclear  as  to 
whether  Colleges/Universities  are  included  in  this  petition.  In  assuming  they  are 
included,  they  calculate  the  following  significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Work  Study  Employees: 

They  currently  have  626  work  study  students  averaging  between  720  hours  to  832  hours 
per  academic  year. 

Based  on  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  they  project  the  following  salary 
increases: 

Per  Hr  Additional  Costs: 

$9.00  $  455,840.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  work  study  employees 
$10.00  $  835,360.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  work  study  employees 
$1 1.00  $1,236,640.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  work  study  employees 

$12.00  $1,637,920.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  work  study  employees 

$13.00  $2,039,200.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  work  study  employees 

University  Staff  Employees: 

The  payroll  increase  calculations  for  staff  will  start  at  $11.00  per  hour.  They  do  not  have 
any  employees  earning  less  than  $1 1.00  per  hour. 


They  comprised  these  payroll  increase  calculations  based  on  a  37.5  hour  work  week 
(which  is  their  normal  work  week)  for  52  weeks  each  year  multiplied  by  155  nonexempt 
staff: 

Per  Hr  Additional  Costs: 

$1 1.00  $  15,288.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  nonexempt  employees 
$12.00  $  63,726.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  nonexempt  employees 
$13.00  $1 17,195.00  overall  increase  in  payroll  for  nonexempt  employees 

Combined  Work  Study  Students  and  Non-Exempt  Staff  Minimum  Wage  Increase: 

Year  One:  $  455,840.00 
Year  Two:  $  835,360.00 
Year  Three:$l, 251, 928.00 
Year  Four:  $1,701,646.00 
Year  Five:  $2,156,395.00 

This  proposed  fiscal  note  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  no  fiscal 
effect  on  their  operations. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  this  petition  does  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


April  12,  2017 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 
Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 


Summary  of  Proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiatives 

Version  Number 

Initiative  Summary 

Version 

Number 

Used  in 

This 

Impact 

Analysis 

Version 

Number 

Assigned  by 
the  Secretary 

of  State 

Minimum  Wage 

Level 

Matches 

the 

Federal 

Minimum 

Wage 

When  It 

Is  Higher 

Stronger 
Penalty  for 
Wage 

Violations 

Tipped 

Worker 

Minimum 

Wage 
(as  a  %  of 

Full 

Minimum 

Wage) 

Allows  Localities  to 

Enact  a  Local 

Minimum  Wage 

Version  13 

2018  -  204 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  14 

2018-205 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  15 

2018  -  206 

$12  by  2023  (Start 
at  $8.60  and 
$.  85/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  16 

2018  -  207 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  17 

2018-208 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  18 

2018  -  209 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  70/year ) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  19 

2018-210 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  20 

2018-211 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  21 

2018-212 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50  and 
$.  75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  22 

2018-213 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  23 

2018-214 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  24 

2018-215 

$11  by  2022  (Start 
at  $8.75  and 
$. 75/year) 

No 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  25 

2018-216 

$11  by  2021  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

No  Change 

No 

Version  26 

2018  -  200 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  27 

2018-201 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

No 

No  Change 

No 

Version  28 

2018  -  202 

$12  by  2024  (Start 
at  $8.25;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

No 

Version  29 

2018  -  203 

$13  by  2025  (Start 
at  $8.50;  .75/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

No 

Version  30 

2018  - 196 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

Version  31 

2018  - 197 

$12  by  2022  (Start 
at  $9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

Version  32 

2018  - 198 

$13  by  2023  (Start 
at  9;  $l/year) 

Yes 

Yes 

100% 

Yes 

2 


Version  33 

2018  - 199 

$13  by  2023  (Start 

Yes 

Yes 

60% 

Yes 

at  $9;  $l/year) 

This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the 
following  fiscal  impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above- 
mentioned  seven  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue, 
with  some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  of  similar  initiative 
petitions  in  the  past. 

As  these  petitions  exclude  public  workers  from  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases,  we  do  not  include  in 
our  analysis  an  estimate  of  the  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs  of  the  proposed  Minimum  Wage 
Initiative  Petitions. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  Missouri  in  the  Final 
Year  of  Minimum  Wage  Implementation. 


Proposal 

Year  of  Peak 
Minimum  Wage 
(MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal 

Dollars 

13,14,15a 

2023 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

835,350 

$4,358,798,129 

16,17,18 a 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

819,652 

$4,209,438,048 

19,20,21 a 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

900,788 

$5,309,336,662 

22,23,24 a 

2022 

$  11.00 

$  5.50 

738,515 

$3,347,138,756 

25 

2021 

$  11.00 

$5.50 

761,164 

$3,469,534,559 

26 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.00 

852,284 

$4,510,285,824 

27 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  6.50 

949,801 

$5,667,065,534 

28 

2024 

$  12.00 

$  9.60 

832,328 

$4,288,614,460 

29 

2025 

$  13.00 

$  7.80 

905,942 

$5,332,471,496 

30 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  8.40 

864,090 

$4,558,317,729 

31 

2022 

$  12.00 

$  6.84 

855,887 

$4,523,341,931 
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32 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  9.75 

948,421 

$5,745,051,956 

33 

2023 

$  13.00 

$  7.54 

942,566 

$5,685,951,766 

Notes:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 

(a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are  treated  as  equal  for 
the  purposes  of  this  report. 


Across  the  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of  $3,347 
billion  (Proposals  22-24)  to  a  high  of  $5,745  billion  under  Proposal  32.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same  final  impact 
numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases  in  earlier 
years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  A1  through  A13  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  for  the  state  of  Missouri  is  calculated  using  the  following 
procedure.  The  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014) 
for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  American  Community  Survey  was  chosen 
over  the  Current  Population  survey  because  the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry, 
Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for  calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage 
income,  typical  hours  worked  each  week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around 
whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the  wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15  percent 
above  of  the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim 
(2006)  and  Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015).)  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than 
the  actual  impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

The  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  exclude  public  employees.  However,  it  was  not  practicable  to  exclude  public 
employees  from  these  calculations  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that  allows  for  identification  of 
public  employees.  Nonetheless,  this  inclusion  of  public  employees  should  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  our  results, 
since  their  numbers  are  small  and  most  already  earn  more  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  rates  of  inflation  were  used  to  adjust  wages  up  to  2016.  For  all  subsequent 
years  between  2017  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  adjusted  using  the  projected  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage 
of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by  the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in 
2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twenty-one  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  that  used 
only  basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  In  larger  counties  and  cities  most  all  public  employees  already  earn  more  than  the 
highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Smaller  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees  who  earn  less  than  the  highest 
proposed  minimum. 
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between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twenty-one  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offer  nine  different  paths  for 
raising  the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers,  we 
create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used  information  on  a 
worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them  the  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  for  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighing  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  state  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 

We  do  not  include  an  estimate  of  job  losses  due  to  minimum  wage  changes.  Existing  research  is  clear  that  past 
minimum  wage  increases  have  had  no  measurable  effect  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  in  Los  Angeles,  Seattle,  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been  studied  to  detect  a  clear 
disemployment  effect.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment  losses  due  to  automation  or  other 
factors,  this  potential  negative  effect  is  likely  offset  by  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier 
effects  of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to 
indicate  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason  and 
because  of  the  likely  increases  in  wages  for  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wage  rates,  the  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next,  it  is  necessary  to  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment. 
Opponents  often  claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  is  true,  then  those 
employment  reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue.  However,  review  of  the  most 
credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum  wage  shows  that  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  had  no 
discernible  impact  on  employment.  We  thus  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  project  that  the  proposed  initiative 
petitions  would  result  in  any  detectable  employment  reduction,  and  resulting  losses  in  income  and  sales  tax  revenue,  or 
increases  in  unemployment-related  costs  to  the  state. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  recent  meta-study 
-  a  formal  statistical  study  of  studies  -  by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  minimum  wage  has  little  or  no  discernible  effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low- 
wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure  and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of 
predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings  across  studies  with  different  results. 


2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders'  (4040),  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food 
preparation  and  serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers'. 
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(Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  "Publication  Selection  Bias  in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta- 
Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations, vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406-428.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum-wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2).  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-163;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005. 

"Living  Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no. 
1,  pp.  106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90  percent  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the 
minimum  wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time 
record,  faster  and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor 
performers."  (p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the 
minimum  wage  increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve 
productivity."  (pp.  28-29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum 
wage  increase  may  function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about 
where  cost  savings  can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage 
Channels  of  Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
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being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-444;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-569.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any 
resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also  do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs  - 
both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses,  and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are 
paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not  a  cost  to  the  state. 

For  similar  reasons,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  increase  will  have  any  significant  adverse  economic  impact  on 
small  businesses  or,  by  extension,  on  corporate  income  tax  revenue.  In  fact,  many  small  businesses  already  pay  little  if 
any  corporate  income  tax. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  various  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  higher  prices  (which 
would  be  taxable). 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue.  In  order  to  determine  the  projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that 
would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to  develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of 
the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 

1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax. 

In  light  of  these  assumptions,  the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as 
follows:  (total  wage  increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  state  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate 
is  7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
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categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  we  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3  percent. 


Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  income  tax  revenue  resulting  from  the  increased  wages  would  be  as  follows: 

Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Year  of 
Full  Minimum  Wage  Final  Implementation. 


Proposal 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

13,14,15a 

$55,814,587 

$38,971,132 

$94,785,719 

$119,213,129 

$213,998,848 

16,17, 18a 

$53,902,025 

$37,635,734 

$91,537,759 

$115,128,131 

$206,665,889 

19,20,21 a 

$67,986,272 

$47,469,704 

$115,455,976 

$145,210,358 

$260,666,334 

22,23,24 a 

$42,860,248 

$29,926,090 

$72,786,338 

$91,544,245 

$164,330,583 

25 

$44,427,531 

$31,020,406 

$75,447,937 

$94,891,770 

$170,339,707 

26 

$57,754,393 

$40,325,553 

$98,079,946 

$123,356,317 

$221,436,263 

27 

$72,567,004 

$50,668,086 

$123,235,090 

$154,994,242 

$278,229,333 

28 

$54,915,882 

$38,343,634 

$93,259,516 

$117,293,605 

$210,553,122 

29 

$68,282,514 

$47,676,548 

$115,959,062 

$145,843,095 

$261,802,158 

30 

$58,369,444 

$40,754,996 

$99,124,440 

$124,669,990 

$223,794,430 

31 

$57,921,577 

$40,442,285 

$98,363,862 

$123,713,402 

$222,077,264 

32 

$73,565,624 

$51,365,347 

$124,930,970 

$157,127,171 

$282,058,141 

33 

$72,808,843 

$50,836,944 

$123,645,787 

$155,510,781 

$279,156,568 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures,  (a)  Since  these  proposals  only  vary  on  non-economic  factors,  their  economic  and  fiscal  impacts  are 
treated  as  equal  for  the  purposes  of  this  report. 


As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the  ultimate 
level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase  out.  The  estimates  of  the  total  fiscal  benefit 
range  from  $164  million  to  $282  million  annually.  Appendix  tables  A1  through  A13  provide  a  year-by-year  summary  of 
the  fiscal  benefits. 


3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50  percent 

of  the  spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 

2725  Clifton 

St.  Louis,  MO  63139 
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Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  13,14,15 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Aggregate  Annual 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Share  of  Workforce  Wage  Increase  in 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

2019 

$ 

8.60 

$ 

4.30 

2,864,237 

497,398 

17.4% 

1,581,650,596 

2020 

$ 

9.45 

$ 

4.73 

2,881,586 

575,932 

20.0% 

2,130,289,226 

2021 

$ 

10.30 

$ 

5.15 

2,899,041 

659,958 

22.8% 

2,771,131,323 

2022 

$ 

11.15 

$ 

5.58 

2,916,602 

760,288 

26.1% 

3,507,758,569 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

Total  Sales  and 
Personal  Income 

State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax  Total  Sales  Tax  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Revenue  Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

$ 

20,253,100 

$ 

14,141,218 

$ 

34,394,318 

$ 

43,258,144 

$  77,652,462 

$ 

27,278,440 

$ 

19,046,485 

$ 

46,324,925 

$ 

58,263,410 

$  104,588,335 

$ 

35,484,449 

$ 

24,776,124 

$ 

60,260,573 

$ 

75,790,442 

$  136,051,015 

$ 

44,916,991 

$ 

31,362,159 

$ 

76,279,150 

$ 

95,937,197 

$  172,216,347 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$  213,998,848 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$  206,665,889 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$  199,463,816 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$  192,415,915 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$  185,574,835 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$  179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the  population 
projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  16,17,18 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.20 

$ 

4.60 

2,881,586 

547,712 

19.0% 

1,938,698,253 

$ 

24,825,110 

$ 

17,333,509 

$ 

42,158,619 

$ 

53,023,397 

$ 

95,182,016 

2021 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

4.95 

2,899,041 

614,565 

21.2% 

2,416,797,262 

$ 

30,947,187 

$ 

21,608,095 

$ 

52,555,282 

$ 

66,099,405 

$ 

118,654,687 

2022 

$ 

10.60 

$ 

5.30 

2,916,602 

676,068 

23.2% 

2,950,422,735 

$ 

37,780,283 

$ 

26,379,132 

$ 

64,159,415 

$ 

80,694,062 

$ 

144,853,477 

2023 

$ 

11.30 

$ 

5.65 

2,934,269 

758,683 

25.9% 

3,544,170,211 

$ 

45,383,243 

$ 

31,687,708 

$ 

77,070,952 

$ 

96,933,055 

$ 

174,004,007 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  19,20,21 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.25 

2,864,237 

485,053 

16.9% 

1,516,360,541 

$ 

19,417,058 

$ 

13,557,473 

$ 

32,974,531 

$ 

41,472,461 

$ 

74,446,992 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.63 

2,881,586 

553,528 

19.2% 

1,976,069,168 

$ 

25,303,646 

$ 

17,667,634 

$ 

42,971,280 

$ 

54,045,492 

$ 

97,016,772 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,899,041 

627,893 

21.7% 

2,502,752,018 

$ 

32,047,841 

$ 

22,376,599 

$ 

54,424,440 

$ 

68,450,268 

$ 

122,874,708 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.38 

2,916,602 

690,178 

23.7% 

3,093,933,149 

$ 

39,617,940 

$ 

27,662,230 

$ 

67,280,170 

$ 

84,619,072 

$ 

151,899,241 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

5.75 

2,934,269 

788,424 

26.9% 

3,767,306,652 

$ 

48,240,515 

$ 

33,682,726 

$ 

81,923,241 

$ 

103,035,837 

$ 

184,959,078 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

6.13 

2,952,043 

842,439 

28.5% 

4,513,267,001 

$ 

57,792,567 

$ 

40,352,207 

$ 

98,144,774 

$ 

123,437,852 

$ 

221,582,626 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

900,788 

30.3% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

880,622 

29.5% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

863,418 

28.7% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

843,246 

27.9% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposals  22,23,24 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.75 

$ 

4.38 

2,864,237 

517,013 

18.1% 

1,683,289,588 

$ 

21,554,592 

$ 

15,049,951 

$ 

36,604,543 

$ 

46,037,970 

$ 

82,642,513 

2020 

$ 

9.50 

$ 

4.75 

2,881,586 

582,407 

20.2% 

2,170,034,285 

$ 

27,787,377 

$ 

19,401,837 

$ 

47,189,214 

$ 

59,350,438 

$ 

106,539,652 

2021 

$ 

10.25 

$ 

5.13 

2,899,041 

655,770 

22.6% 

2,725,336,540 

$ 

34,898,045 

$ 

24,366,682 

$ 

59,264,727 

$ 

74,537,954 

$ 

133,802,682 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  25 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,916,602 

738,515 

25.3% 

3,347,138,756 

$ 

42,860,248 

$ 

29,926,090 

$ 

72,786,338 

$ 

91,544,245 

$ 

164,330,583 

2023 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,934,269 

708,937 

24.2% 

3,230,029,082 

$ 

41,360,654 

$ 

28,879,036 

$ 

70,239,690 

$ 

88,341,295 

$ 

158,580,985 

2024 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,952,043 

684,415 

23.2% 

3,119,744,830 

$ 

39,948,459 

$ 

27,893,007 

$ 

67,841,466 

$ 

85,325,021 

$ 

153,166,487 

2025 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,969,924 

668,346 

22.5% 

3,012,661,682 

$ 

38,577,255 

$ 

26,935,598 

$ 

65,512,853 

$ 

82,396,297 

$ 

147,909,150 

2026 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,987,914 

653,109 

21.9% 

2,908,095,711 

$ 

37,238,284 

$ 

26,000,695 

$ 

63,238,979 

$ 

79,536,418 

$ 

142,775,397 

2027 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,006,013 

636,543 

21.2% 

2,806,074,747 

$ 

35,931,901 

$ 

25,088,546 

$ 

61,020,447 

$ 

76,746,144 

$ 

137,766,592 

2028 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

3,024,222 

619,307 

20.5% 

2,706,768,186 

$ 

34,660,277 

$ 

24,200,666 

$ 

58,860,943 

$ 

74,030,110 

$ 

132,891,053 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  26 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

644,992 

22.4% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

761,164 

26.3% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

852,284 

29.2% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,934,269 

835,350 

28.5% 

4,358,798,129 

$ 

55,814,587 

$ 

38,971,132 

$ 

94,785,719 

$ 

119,213,129 

$ 

213,998,848 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,952,043 

819,652 

27.8% 

4,209,438,048 

$ 

53,902,025 

$ 

37,635,734 

$ 

91,537,759 

$ 

115,128,131 

$ 

206,665,889 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,969,924 

802,687 

27.0% 

4,062,743,877 

$ 

52,023,600 

$ 

36,324,171 

$ 

88,347,771 

$ 

111,116,045 

$ 

199,463,816 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,987,914 

787,303 

26.3% 

3,919,189,932 

$ 

50,185,386 

$ 

35,040,684 

$ 

85,226,070 

$ 

107,189,845 

$ 

192,415,915 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,006,013 

760,735 

25.3% 

3,779,848,593 

$ 

48,401,115 

$ 

33,794,861 

$ 

82,195,976 

$ 

103,378,859 

$ 

185,574,835 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

3,024,222 

737,368 

24.4% 

3,646,528,657 

$ 

46,693,948 

$ 

32,602,875 

$ 

79,296,822 

$ 

99,732,559 

$ 

179,029,381 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  27 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.50 

2,864,237 

541,205 

18.9% 

1,861,322,351 

$ 

23,834,308 

$ 

16,641,706 

$ 

40,476,015 

$ 

50,907,166 

$ 

91,383,181 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

2,594,086,908 

$ 

33,217,388 

$ 

23,193,206 

$ 

56,410,594 

$ 

70,948,277 

$ 

127,358,871 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

3,469,534,559 

$ 

44,427,531 

$ 

31,020,406 

$ 

75,447,937 

$ 

94,891,770 

$ 

170,339,707 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

4,510,285,824 

$ 

57,754,393 

$ 

40,325,553 

$ 

98,079,946 

$ 

123,356,317 

$ 

221,436,263 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

5,667,065,534 

$ 

72,567,004 

$ 

50,668,086 

$ 

123,235,090 

$ 

154,994,242 

$ 

278,229,333 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

5,486,220,712 

$ 

70,251,279 

$ 

49,051,189 

$ 

119,302,468 

$ 

150,048,136 

$ 

269,350,604 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

5,309,336,662 

$ 

67,986,272 

$ 

47,469,704 

$ 

115,455,976 

$ 

145,210,358 

$ 

260,666,334 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

5,136,277,837 

$ 

65,770,246 

$ 

45,922,420 

$ 

111,692,667 

$ 

140,477,199 

$ 

252,169,866 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

4,966,846,331 

$ 

63,600,669 

$ 

44,407,568 

$ 

108,008,237 

$ 

135,843,247 

$ 

243,851,484 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

6.50 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

4,801,416,359 

$ 

61,482,331 

$ 

42,928,492 

$ 

104,410,823 

$ 

131,318,737 

$ 

235,729,561 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  28 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.25 

$ 

4.54 

2,864,237 

450,561 

15.7% 

1,365,218,487 

$ 

17,481,678 

$ 

12,206,142 

$ 

29,687,820 

$ 

37,338,726 

$ 

67,026,546 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,298 

18.4% 

1,802,056,786 

$ 

23,075,410 

$ 

16,111,825 

$ 

39,187,235 

$ 

49,286,253 

$ 

88,473,488 

2021 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

6.34 

2,899,041 

604,452 

20.9% 

2,309,228,690 

$ 

29,569,767 

$ 

20,646,346 

$ 

50,216,113 

$ 

63,157,405 

$ 

113,373,518 

2022 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

7.35 

2,916,602 

675,477 

23.2% 

2,888,532,886 

$ 

36,987,781 

$ 

25,825,788 

$ 

62,813,569 

$ 

79,001,374 

$ 

141,814,943 

2023 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

8.44 

2,934,269 

764,968 

26.1% 

3,542,170,468 

$ 

45,357,637 

$ 

31,669,829 

$ 

77,027,466 

$ 

96,878,362 

$ 

173,905,828 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  29 


Year 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed  Proposed  Total  Workers  Share  of 

Minimum  Tipped  Employed  Affected  by  MW  Workforce 


Aggregate  Annual 
Wage  Increase  in 


State  Sales  Tax  Local  Sales  Tax 


Total  Sales  Tax 
Revenue 


Personal  Income 

Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue 


Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.50 

$ 

4.34 

2,864,237 

485,075 

16.9% 

1,517,089,641 

$ 

19,426,394 

$ 

13,563,991 

$ 

32,990,386 

$ 

41,492,402 

$ 

74,482,788 

2020 

$ 

9.25 

$ 

4.90 

2,881,586 

554,164 

19.2% 

1,978,608,599 

$ 

25,336,163 

$ 

17,690,339 

$ 

43,026,502 

$ 

54,114,945 

$ 

97,141,448 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

629,786 

21.7% 

2,507,991,275 

$ 

32,114,930 

$ 

22,423,442 

$ 

54,538,372 

$ 

68,593,561 

$ 

123,131,934 

2022 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.13 

2,916,602 

693,834 

23.8% 

3,103,238,712 

$ 

39,737,098 

$ 

27,745,429 

$ 

67,482,527 

$ 

84,873,579 

$ 

152,356,106 

2023 

$ 

11.50 

$ 

6.67 

2,934,269 

792,105 

27.0% 

3,780,381,689 

$ 

48,407,941 

$ 

33,799,627 

$ 

82,207,569 

$ 

103,393,439 

$ 

185,601,008 

2024 

$ 

12.25 

$ 

7.35 

2,952,043 

847,918 

28.7% 

4,533,193,764 

$ 

58,047,730 

$ 

40,530,368 

$ 

98,578,098 

$ 

123,982,849 

$ 

222,560,948 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  30 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

847,946 

28.9% 

4,422,419,879 

$ 

56,629,266 

$ 

39,539,961 

$ 

96,169,227 

$ 

120,953,184 

$ 

217,122,411 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

832,328 

28.2% 

4,288,614,460 

$ 

54,915,882 

$ 

38,343,634 

$ 

93,259,516 

$ 

117,293,605 

$ 

210,553,122 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

815,786 

27.5% 

4,157,413,807 

$ 

53,235,853 

$ 

37,170,595 

$ 

90,406,448 

$ 

113,705,268 

$ 

204,111,716 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

800,780 

26.8% 

4,029,263,635 

$ 

51,594,884 

$ 

36,024,831 

$ 

87,619,715 

$ 

110,200,360 

$ 

197,820,075 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

774,388 

25.8% 

3,905,273,986 

$ 

50,007,192 

$ 

34,916,264 

$ 

84,923,456 

$ 

106,809,244 

$ 

191,732,700 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

751,325 

24.8% 

3,787,260,551 

$ 

48,496,025 

$ 

33,861,130 

$ 

82,357,155 

$ 

103,581,576 

$ 

185,938,731 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  31 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

$ 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

$ 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

$ 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

$ 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

839,376 

28.6% 

$ 

4,373,565,718 

$ 

56,003,687 

$ 

39,103,166 

$ 

95,106,852 

$ 

119,617,022 

$ 

214,723,875 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,885 

27.9% 

$ 

4,228,099,195 

$ 

54,140,982 

$ 

37,802,579 

$ 

91,943,561 

$ 

115,638,513 

$ 

207,582,074 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

807,275 

27.2% 

$ 

4,080,836,418 

$ 

52,255,276 

$ 

36,485,932 

$ 

88,741,208 

$ 

111,610,876 

$ 

200,352,084 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

792,104 

26.5% 

$ 

3,936,746,756 

$ 

50,410,202 

$ 

35,197,656 

$ 

85,607,858 

$ 

107,670,024 

$ 

193,277,882 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

764,876 

25.4% 

$ 

3,796,919,880 

$ 

48,619,713 

$ 

33,947,492 

$ 

82,567,205 

$ 

103,845,759 

$ 

186,412,964 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

741,681 

24.5% 

$ 

3,663,145,015 

$ 

46,906,721 

$ 

32,751,438 

$ 

79,658,159 

$ 

100,187,016 

$ 

179,845,175 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  32 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

542,436 

18.9% 

1,865,492,072 

$ 

23,887,702 

$ 

16,678,987 

$ 

40,566,689 

$ 

51,021,208 

$ 

91,587,897 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

649,432 

22.5% 

2,606,107,002 

$ 

33,371,306 

$ 

23,300,675 

$ 

56,671,981 

$ 

71,277,027 

$ 

127,949,008 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

768,269 

26.5% 

3,495,411,764 

$ 

44,758,890 

$ 

31,251,769 

$ 

76,010,659 

$ 

95,599,512 

$ 

171,610,170 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

864,090 

29.6% 

4,558,317,729 

$ 

58,369,444 

$ 

40,754,996 

$ 

99,124,440 

$ 

124,669,990 

$ 

223,794,430 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

948,421 

32.3% 

5,745,051,956 

$ 

73,565,624 

$ 

51,365,347 

$ 

124,930,970 

$ 

157,127,171 

$ 

282,058,141 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

929,658 

31.5% 

5,581,405,864 

$ 

71,470,129 

$ 

49,902,220 

$ 

121,372,349 

$ 

152,651,450 

$ 

274,023,799 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

911,797 

30.7% 

5,421,666,396 

$ 

69,424,658 

$ 

48,474,022 

$ 

117,898,680 

$ 

148,282,576 

$ 

266,181,256 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

891,631 

29.8% 

5,265,716,490 

$ 

67,427,714 

$ 

47,079,705 

$ 

114,507,419 

$ 

144,017,346 

$ 

258,524,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

875,288 

29.1% 

5,113,287,732 

$ 

65,475,857 

$ 

45,716,871 

$ 

111,192,728 

$ 

139,848,419 

$ 

251,041,147 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

855,740 

28.3% 

4,964,790,474 

$ 

63,574,344 

$ 

44,389,187 

$ 

107,963,530 

$ 

135,787,019 

$ 

243,750,550 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Table  A13.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  33 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 

Proposed 

Minimum 

Wage 

Proposed 

Tipped 

Wage 

Total 

Employed 

Workers1 

Workers 

Affected  by  MW 
increase 

Share  of 

Workforce 

Affected 

Aggregate  Annual 

Wage  Increase  in 
Nominal  Dollars 

State  Sales  Tax 
(4.225%) 

Local  Sales  Tax 
Revenue  (2.95%) 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Increase 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

541,535 

18.9% 

1,862,120,747 

$ 

23,844,532 

$ 

16,648,845 

$ 

40,493,376 

$ 

50,929,002 

$ 

91,422,379 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

645,790 

22.4% 

2,597,185,436 

$ 

33,257,065 

$ 

23,220,909 

$ 

56,477,974 

$ 

71,033,022 

$ 

127,510,996 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

763,808 

26.3% 

3,476,637,987 

$ 

44,518,491 

$ 

31,083,917 

$ 

75,602,407 

$ 

95,086,049 

$ 

170,688,456 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

855,887 

29.3% 

4,523,341,931 

$ 

57,921,577 

$ 

40,442,285 

$ 

98,363,862 

$ 

123,713,402 

$ 

222,077,264 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

942,566 

32.1% 

5,685,951,766 

$ 

72,808,843 

$ 

50,836,944 

$ 

123,645,787 

$ 

155,510,781 

$ 

279,156,568 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

923,916 

31.3% 

5,509,979,006 

$ 

70,555,505 

$ 

49,263,607 

$ 

119,819,112 

$ 

150,697,926 

$ 

270,517,038 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

905,942 

30.5% 

5,332,471,496 

$ 

68,282,514 

$ 

47,676,548 

$ 

115,959,062 

$ 

145,843,095 

$ 

261,802,158 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

885,330 

29.6% 

5,158,803,161 

$ 

66,058,684 

$ 

46,123,815 

$ 

112,182,499 

$ 

141,093,266 

$ 

253,275,765 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

868,740 

28.9% 

4,988,710,610 

$ 

63,880,642 

$ 

44,603,052 

$ 

108,483,694 

$ 

136,441,235 

$ 

244,924,929 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

848,902 

28.1% 

4,822,611,470 

$ 

61,753,736 

$ 

43,117,993 

$ 

104,871,729 

$ 

131,898,424 

$ 

236,770,152 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CA6R  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 

These  corrections  were  subsequently  provided  to  the  submitted  information 

In  the  table  on  the  bottom  of  page  7  and  top  of  page  8,  both  averages  for  2023  should  be 
based  on  a  5  year  phase-in.  Accordingly,  the  figure  on  that  table  should  state  for  2023  ($12) 
Average  Annual  Unemployment  Premiums  Paid  by  State  of  $16,269,523.52. 

The  corresponding  change  on  the  table  on  page  12  would  be  to  state,  for  2023  ($12)  Total 
Net  Loss  to  State  Government  from  Taxes  and  Unemployment  Insurance  of 
($19,137,851.76). 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax:  (816)  817-0863 

April  11,2017 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196  through  2018-216  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twenty-one  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial 
negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those 
effects  are  both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5). 
The  direct  effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political 
subdivisions  will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the 
mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
drastic  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $13 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
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at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  51.16%  (($13-$8.60)/$8.60)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198  through  2018-201  to  a 
wage  increase  of  30.17%  (($ll-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-215. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
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wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A.  Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is 
not  determinable,  the  auditor  should  note  that  state  and  local  government  “operating  costs  could 
increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant,”  through  the  form  of  higher 
wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 

2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 
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2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 
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Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  is  more  recent, 
Missouri-specific,  and  anticipates  larger  wage  changes  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions. 
The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers  Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the 
CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available  in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by 
the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes  to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are 
evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an  equal  distribution,  the  Initiative 
Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2021 

$8.30 

$11.00 

32.53% 

22.02% 

174,897 

38,512 

2022 

$8.45 

$11.00 

30.18% 

20.43% 

162,262 

33,150 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,866 

64,236 

2023 

$8.60 

$12.00 

39.53% 

26.77% 

212,532 

56,895 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,061 

95,281 

2024 

$8.75 

$12.00 

37.14% 

25.15% 

199,683 

50,220 

2024 

$8.75 

$13.00 

48.57% 

32.88% 

261,136 

85,861 

2025 

$8.90 

$13.00 

46.07% 

31.19% 

247,695 

77,256 

2026 

$9.05 

$13.00 

43.65% 

29.55% 

234,683 

69,349 
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c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0.1 2  “[Ejconomists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.”' 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012  (the 
most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the  U.S., 
estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates  that  do 
not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example,  George 
Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The  evidence  also 
suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the  long-run  labor 
demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.12  per  week, 
for  20  weeks.3  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $10.99 
an  hour  is  $228.59  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $11.99  an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  We  assume  that  workers  will 
seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri  law,  because 
unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this  case, 
structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established  “price 
floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution  of 
workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated  as 
follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-213  through  2018-216,  [($159.12+$228.59)/2]*20  = 
$3,877.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-196,  2018-197,  2018-200,  2018-202,  and  2018-204  through 
209,  [($  159. 12+$249.39)/2] *20  =  $4,085.10 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-198,  2018-199,  2018-201,  2018-203,  2018-210  through 
2018-212,  [($159.12+$270.19)/2]*20  =  $4,293.10 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 

Average 

Annual 

Unemployment 
Premiums  Paid 
by  State 

2021  ($11) 

38,512 

3,877.10 

$52,260,206.32 

$17,420,068.77 

2022 ($11) 

33,150 

3,877.10 

$44,984,052.75 

$11,246,013.19 

2022  ($12) 

64,236 

4,085.10 

$91,843,669.26 

$22,960,917.32 

2023  ($12) 

56,895 

4,085.10 

$81,347,617.58 

$20,336,904.39 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2023  ($13) 

95,281 

4,293.10 

$143,167,801.39 

$28,633,560.28 

2024  ($12) 

50,220 

4,085.10 

$71,803,802.70 

$11,967,300.45 

2024  ($13) 

85,861 

4,293.10 

$129,013,450.69 

$21,502,241.78 

2025  ($13) 

77,256 

4,293.10 

$116,083,706.76 

$16,583,386.68 

2026  ($13) 

69,349 

4,293.10 

$104,202,767.17 

$13,025,345.90 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase 
in  Wages  Paid 
to  Workers  who 
get  Wage 
Increase  in  Final 
Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2021  ($11) 

174,897 

38,512 

136,385 

$382,969,080.00 

$108,141,696.00 
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2022  ($11) 

162,262 

33,150 

129,112 

$342,405,024.00 

$87,913,800.00 

2022 ($12) 

225,866 

64,236 

161,630 

$596,737,960.00 

$237,159,312.00 

2023 ($12) 

212,532 

56,895 

155,637 

$550,332,432.00 

$201,180,720.00 

2023  ($13) 

275,061 

95,281 

179,780 

$822,673,280.00 

$436,005,856.00 

2024 ($12) 

199,683 

50,220 

149,463 

$505,184,940.00 

$169,743,600.00 

2024  ($13) 

261,136 

85,861 

175,275 

$774,715,500.00 

$379,505,620.00 

2025 ($13) 

247,695 

77,256 

170,439 

$726,750,021.03 

$329,419,584.00 

2026  ($13) 

234,683 

69,349 

165,334 

$679,192,072.00 

$284,885,692.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$274,827,384.00 

$8,244,821.52 

$12,367,232.28 

$254,491,224.00 

$7,634,736.72 

$11,452,105.08 

$359,578,648.00 

$10,787,359.44 

$16,181,039.16 

$349,151,712.00 

$10,474,551.36 

$15,711,827.04 

$386,667,424.00 

$11,600,022.72 

$17,400,034.08 

$335,441,340.00 

$10,063,240.20 

$15,094,860.30 

$395,209,880.00 

$11,856,296.40 

$17,784,444.60 

$397,330,437.03 

$11,919,913.11 

$17,879,869.67 

$394,306,380.00 

$11,829,191.40 

$17,743,787.10 
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Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual  Decreased 
Corporate  Income 
Tax  if  cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2021  ($11) 

$412,266,214.62 

$25,766,638.41 

$12,883,319.21 

2022  ($11) 

$368,599,008.34 

$23,037,438.02 

$11,518,719.01 

2022  ($12) 

$642,388,413.94 

$40,149,275.87 

$20,074,637.94 

2023  ($12) 

$592,432,863.05 

$37,027,053.94 

$18,513,526.97 

2023 ($13) 

$885,607,785.92 

$55,350,486.62 

$27,675,243.31 

2024  ($12) 

$543,831,587.91 

$33,989,474.24 

$16,994,737.12 

2024  ($13) 

$833,981,235.80 

$52,123,827.23 

$26,061,913.62 

2025  ($13) 

$782,346,397.64 

$48,896,649.85 

$24,448,324.93 

2026  ($13) 

$731,150,265.50 

$45,696,891.59 

$22,848,445.80 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

2022  ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,568,455.26) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7. 81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 
calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on  Sales 
Tax  Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage 

Annual  Business 

Income  No 
Longer  Included 
in  Sales  Tax 
Base  (50% 
passed-through) 

2021  ($11) 

$274,827,384 

$68,706,846 

$412,266,214.62 

($61,839,932) 

2022  ($11) 

$254,491,224 

$63,622,806 

$368,599,008.34 

($55,289,851) 

2022  ($12) 

$359,578,648 

$89,894,662 

$642,388,413.94 

($96,358,262) 

2023  ($12) 

$349,151,712 

$87,287,928 

$592,432,863.05 

($88,864,929) 

5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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2023  ($13) 

$386,667,424 

$96,666,856 

$885,607,785.92 

($132,841,168) 

2024  ($12) 

$335,441,340 

$83,860,335 

$543,831,587.91 

($81,574,738) 

2024  ($13) 

$395,209,880 

$98,802,470 

$833,981,235.75 

($125,097,185) 

2025  ($13) 

$397,330,437 

$99,332,609 

$782,346,397.64 

($117,351,960) 

2026  ($13) 

$394,306,380 

$98,576,595 

$731,150,265.51 

($109,672,540) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  estimations  of  the  effects  on  state  and  local  revenue,  and  total  state 
economic  impact  are  as  follows: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Effect  on  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Total  Net  Loss 
to  State 
Government 
from  Taxes  and 
Unemployment 
Insurance 

Annual  Net 
Effect  on  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2021  ($11) 

($516,086.93) 

$290,127.11 

($225,959.82) 

($17,646,028.59) 

$246,178.86 

2022  ($11) 

($66,613.93) 

$352,067.34 

$285,453.41 

($10,960,559.78) 

$298,736.43 

2022 ($12) 

($3,893,598.78) 

($273,087.10) 

($4,166,685.88) 

($27,127,603.19) 

($231,720.06) 

2023  ($12) 

($2,801,699.93) 

($66,628.31) 

($2,868,328.24) 

($23,205,232.64) 

($56,535.50) 

2023 ($13) 

($10,275,209.23) 

($1,528,364.68) 

($11,803,573.91) 

($40,437,134.18) 

($1,296,849.08) 

2024  ($12) 

($1,899,876.82) 

$96,566.47 

($1,803,310.36) 

($13,770,610.81) 

$81,938.65 

2024  ($13) 

($8,277,469.02) 

($1,110,951.72) 

($9,388,420.74) 

($30,890,662.52) 

($942,665.55) 

2025  ($13) 

($6,136,139.31) 

($761,317.55) 

($6,897,456.87) 

($23,480,843.55) 

($645,993.71) 

2026  ($13) 

($5,104,658.70) 

($468,803.67) 

($5,573,462.37) 

($18,598,808.26) 

($397,789.62) 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 


7  https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

The  State  Auditor’s  previous  2018  fiscal  notes  are  a  good  model.  Each  of  the  fiscal  notes 
for  the  Initiative  Petitions  should  follow  the  already-established  format  and  state  that: 

“[Operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be 
significant.  State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown 
annual  amount  ranging  from  a  $##  million  decrease  to  a  $##  million  increase 
depending  on  business  decisions.” 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 
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Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $4.4  million  decrease  to  a  $224  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


April  3,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

APR  0  3  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFT!.';"' 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  III  (2018-195) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Winston  Apple  on  April  3,  20 1 7. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  Rules  •  business  services  •  elections  •  pubucatwhs  •  Securities  •  State  archives  .  State  Library  •  wo  u  m  it  library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


APR  0  3  2017 
M0'S£C KuncFSBae 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended : 

Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  repealing  Section  14  and  amending  Sections  2,  5,  6,  7,  9,  10  and  11  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2  The  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  [one  hundred  sixty-three]  ten  members  from  each  congressional  district  elected  at 
each  general  election  and  apportioned  in  the  following  manner:  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President 
for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  and,  in  the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each 
of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall 
nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two 
members  of  their  party,  residents  in  that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one 
nominee  from  any  one  state  representative  district  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected 
nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one 
hundred  and  sixty-three  representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice  from  that 
district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of 
the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment 

For  the  purposes  of  this  article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this  state 
have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  [committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional  district 
committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district  refers  to  those  districts  from 
which  congressmen  were  last  elected]  will  refer  to  legislative  districts  that  would  have  been  used  to  elect  members  of  Congress  had  they_npt 
been  elected  at  large  Such  legislative  districts  will  continue  to  be  formed  after  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  and  will  be  used 
for  purposes  of  electing  members  of  the  Missouri  house  of  representatives  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district 
committee  shall  take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall 
be  permitted  to  vote 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected,  meet  in 
the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  and  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often 
as  the  commission  deems  advisable 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  [one  hundred  sixty-three]  of 
members  of  Congress  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled,  and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as 
nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan  of 
apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to 
hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of 
the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless  approved  by  at 
least  seven-tenths  of  the  members 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it 
shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the 
judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment 
plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission  Thereafter 
members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a  member 
of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 

Section  5.  The  senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members,  divided  in  two  groups  of  seventeen  each,  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  the 
[respective  districts]  state  of  Missouri  for  four  years.  [For  the  election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of 
contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in  population  as  may  be  ] 

Section  6  Each  senator  shall  be  thirty  years  of  age,  and  next  before  the  day  of  his  election  shall  have  been  a  qualified  voter  of  the  state  for 
three  years  and  a  resident  of  the  [district  which  he  is  chosen  to  represent]  state  [for  one  year,  if  such  district  shall  have  been  so  long 
established,  and  if  not.  then  of  the  district  or  districts  from  which  the  same  shall  have  been  taken  ] 

Section  7.  [Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  and 
within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  state 
committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a  committee 
meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of  ten  persons,  and 
within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to  reapportion  the  thirty-four 
senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from  the 
party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of 
the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected,  meet  in 
the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  and  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with 
the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the 
commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall  establish 
each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed  except  when 
necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly  within  such  multi-district 
county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess  of  the  quotient  obtained  by 
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dividing  the  population  ot  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district  county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan  of 
apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to 
hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of 
the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless  approved  by  at 
least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided,  except 
that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the 
senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within 
ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission  Thereafter  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts 
until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a  member 
of  the  commission 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum  ] 

An  ordered  list  of  candidates,  ranked  by  number  of  votes  received,  from  most  to  least,  from  each  political  party  that  is  to  appear  on  the  ballot 
for  both  the  senate  and  the  house  of  representatives  in  each  general  election  will  be  determined  by  means  of  a  primary  election,  with  each 
party  electing  a  number  of  candidates  up  to,  but  not  exceeding,  three  more  than  the  number  of  members  to  be  elected  All  qualified 
candidates  who  file  for  each  party's  nomination  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that  party  Registered  voters  will  be  allowed  to  vote  in 
one.  and  only  one,  party's  primary  election,  and  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  a  single  candidate  to  be  nominated  from  that  party  for  each  office  to 
be  elected  in  the  general  election  to  follow. 

A  political  party  having  no  candidate  for  statewide  office  receiving,  nor  having  received  as  a  political  party,  at  least  two  percent  of  the  total 
vote  in  the  preceding  general  election,  may  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  for  the  house  in  each  congressional  district  by  presenting 
petitions  signed  by  one-half  of  one  per  cent  of  the  legal  voters  in  that  congressional  district  An  independent  candidate  may  qualify  for  a 
place  on  the  ballot  in  a  congressional  district  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent  of  the  legal  voters  in  that 
congressional  district  A  political  party  having  no  candidate  for  statewide  office  receiving,  nor  having  received  as  a  political  party,  at  least  two 
percent  of  the  total  vote  in  the  preceding  general  election,  may  Qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  for  the  senate  by  presenting  petitions  signed 
by  one-half  ol  one  per  cent  of  the  legal  voters  in  the  state  of  Missouri  An  independent  candidate  may  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  for  the 
senate  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent  of  the  legal  voters  in  the  state  of  Missouri  The  number  of  “legal  voters"  is 
equal  to,  and  determined  bv.  the  total  vote  for  governor  in  the  general  election  last  preceding  Said  petitions  are  to  be  delivered  to  the 
secretary  of  state  no  later  than  ninety  days  preceding  the  general  election  At  the  time  the  petitions  are  presented,  the  political  party  will  also 
notify  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  method  to  be  used  by  said  party  in  nominating  a  slate  of  candidates. 

Th_e_sjgnaturespn_petitions  submitted  by  independent  candidates  and  political  parties  shall  be  subject  to  verification  according  to  the 
procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate  petitions  in  force  at  the  time  the  petitions  are  submitted. 

In  each  general  election,  each  voter  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  the  ordered  list  of  a  political  party,  or  for  a  single  independent  candidate 
appearing  on  the  ballot,  or  for  a  single  write-in  vote  for  a  candidate  not  appearing  on  the  ballot,  having  properly  registered  with  the  secretary 
of  state  as  a  write-in  candidate 

To  determine  how  many  candidates  in  the  house  of  representatives  and  the  senate  will  be  elected  from  each  political  party  and  which 
independent  or  write-in  candidates  will  be  elected  (if  any),  the  total  number  of  valid  votes  cast  for  all  parties  and  independent  candidates  will 
be  divided  by  the  number  of  seats  to  be  elected  to  the  house  of  representatives  or  to  the  senate.  The  resulting  number  will  then  be  rounded 
to  the  nearest  whole  number  The  total  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  party  or  independent  or  write-in  candidate  will  then  be  divided  bv  that 
number  and  that  number  of  candidates  from  each  party  is  elected,  with  any  remaining  votes  for  each  party  above  the  number  needed  to  elect 
that  many  candidates  calculated  as  "surplus  votes"  for  that  party.  Any  independent  candidate  or  valid  write-in  candidate  receiving  at  least  the 
number  of  votes  needed  for  a  seat  is  elected  The  votes  for  any  party  or  independent  candidate  falling  short  of  the  number  needed  to  be 
elected  are  also  treated  as  surplus  votes. 

The  surplus  votes  of  any  political  party  or  independent  candidate  having  surplus  votes,  but  not  having  enough  surplus  votes  to  win  an 
additional  seat,  or  a  seat,  may  have  those  surplus  votes  transferred  to  another  political  party  or  independent  candidate  by  notifying  the 
Secretary  of  State  in  writing  at  least  fourteen  days  before  the  date  of  the  general  election. 

The  number  of  candidates  thus  elected  is  calculated  and  subtracted  from  the  total  number  of  candidates  to  be  elected  If  additional 
candidates  remain  to  be  elected,  the  highest  ordered  remaining  candidate  from  a  party  list,  or  independent  candidate  with  the  highest 
number  of  surplus  votes,  is  elected  The  number  of  surplus  votes  required  to  be  elected  is  then  deducted  from  that  party's  total  votes  and 
the  process  repeated  until  the  reguisite  number  of  candidates  has  been  elected. 

In  both  primary  and  general  elections,  officials  shall  determine  a  random  selection  algorithm,  prior  to  tabulation,  to  resolve  ties  between 
candidates  If  a  tie  occurs  at  any  point  in  the  tabulation  procedure  and  tabulation  cannot  proceed  until  the  tie  is  resolved,  then  the  random 
selection  algorithm  shall  resolve  the  tie. 

If  a  senator  or  representative  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  from  office  for  any  reason  during  the  subsequent  legislative  sessions,  the  seat  shall 
be  filled  by  the  next  candidate  from  her  or  his  party's  ordered  list,  or  in  the  case  of  an  independent  candidate,  the  candidate  who  would  have 
been  elected  had  there  been  one  more  member  elected  using  the  prescribed  method  for  tabulating  votes 

Section  9  Until  the  convening  of  the  Seventy-fourth  General  Assembly  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three 
members  elected  from  the  one  hundred  sixty-three  representative  districts,  as  they  existed  January  1,  1965  Beginning  with  the  election  of 
representatives  in  the  general  election  to  be  held  in  November  of  2020,  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  consist  of  ten  members  elected 
from  each  congressional  district  In  the  event  that  members  of  congress  from  Missouri  are  elected  at  large,  congressional  district  boundaries 
will  still  be  drawn  and  used  in  the  election  of  members  of  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives. 

Section  10.  The  last  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  shall  be  used  in  apportioning  representatives  and  determining  the  population  of 
senatorial  and  representative  districts  Such  districts  may  be  altered  from  time  to  time  as  public  convenience  may  require  Beginning  withjhe 
general  election  to  be  held  in  November  of  2020.  senators  will  be  elected  on  a  state-wide  basis,  without  districts. 

Section  1 1  The  first  election  of  senators  and  representatives  under  this  constitution,  shall  be  held  at  the  general  election  in  the  year  one 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  forty-six  when  the  whole  number  of  representatives  and  the  senators  from  the  districts  having  even  numbers, 
who  shall  compose  the  first  class,  shall  be  elected,  and  two  years  thereafter  the  whole  number  of  representatives  and  the  senators  from 
districts  having  odd  numbers,  who  shall  compose  the  second  class,  shall  be  elected,  and  so  on  at  each  succeeding  general  election 
Beginning  with  the  general  election  to  be  held  in  November  of  2020,  senators  from  each  class,  will  be  elected  at  large  on  a  state-wide  basis, 

[Section  14  Writs  of  election  to  fill  vacancies  in  either  house  of  the  general  assembly  shall  be  issued  by  the  governor  ] 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-195) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  III.  (Received  April  3,  2017) 


Date 


April  24,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  this  reduces 
membership  from  163  to  80.  Would  first  affect  FY  21  post  the  11/2020  election.  FY  21 
savings  is  $3,879,714  (1/2  year).  Savings  estimate  is  $6,943,036  annually  after  that. 

Member  salary  =  83  x  $35,915  =  $2,980,945 
Member  expense  accounts  =  83  x  $8,400  =  $697,200 

Session  mileage  =  83  x  268  (ave  weekly  roundtrip  mileage)  x  .37  x  19  (weeks  of  session) 
=  $156,375 

Session  per  diem  =  83  x  $1 13.60  x  70  (days  of  session)  =  $660,016 
Legislative  Assistant  salary  =  83  x  $29,500  =  $2,448,500. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

Under  this  proposal: 

•  Beginning  with  the  2020  general  election,  Representatives  and  Senators  will  be 
elected  at  large,  instead  of  by  congressional  districts. 

•  Each  party  will  submit  an  ordered  list  of  candidates  for  the  general  elections. 
Parties  choose  their  list  of  candidates  through  a  primary  election. 

•  Independents  may  qualify  for  an  election  after  submitting  the  required  number  of 
signatures. 

•  In  the  general  election,  each  voter  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  a  political  party  and 
its  ordered  list  of  candidates,  or  for  an  independent  candidate  or  for  a  single  write- 
in  candidate. 

•  The  number  of  popular  votes  for  each  party  will  determine  the  number  of 
candidates  from  their  ordered  list  that  are  elected. 

•  Beginning  with  the  2020  general  election,  Senators  will  be  elected  on  a  statewide 
basis,  without  districts. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  this  petition  would  change  the 
composition  of  the  General  Assembly  and  cause  representatives  and  senators  to  be 
elected  by  congressional  district.  At  each  primary  election,  voters  would  see  a  list  of  all 


representative  candidates  in  their  congressional  district  and  a  list  of  all  senate  candidates 
from  the  state,  with  the  ability  to  vote  for  one  candidate  from  each  list.  This  consolidation 
into  congressional  districts  may  incur  the  following  costs: 

Re-programming  voting  machines:  Voting  machines  in  Missouri  are  currently 
programmed  to  accept  only  single-page  ballots  -  each  of  these  machines  would  need  to 
be  reprogrammed  to  accept  multiple -page  ballots  due  to  the  potential  for  large  numbers 
of  candidates  to  file  for  each  congressional  district’s  seats  (at  both  the  primary  and 
general  elections). 

Postage  Costs:  mailing  envelopes  used  to  return  absentee  ballots  are  printed  with  business 
reply  permits  -  pursuant  to  RSMo  115.285,  Local  Election  Authorities  are  reimbursed  for 
these  costs  by  the  Missouri  Secretary  of  State’s  Office  at  a  current  cost  of  $1.80  per 
envelope  based  on  the  current  size  and  weight  of  the  envelope  and  ballot;  multiple -page 
ballots  would  increase  these  costs. 

Ballot  printing  costs:  Local  Election  Authorities  bear  the  cost  of  printing  ballots  for  each 
election  -  paying  to  print  multiple  page  ballots  would  substantially  increase  printing 
costs. 

Due  to  situational  variables,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  a  concrete  amount  of  fiscal 
impact  to  this  measure.  However,  the  costs  to  the  state  and  to  local  election  authorities 
could  be  significant. 

Additionally,  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with 
core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  has  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  legislative  operating  costs  are  estimated  to  decrease  by  approximately 
$6.9  million  annually.  The  state  and  local  governments  could  incur  unknown  additional 
election-related  costs  that  could  be  significant. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
[573)751-4936 


Secre  tary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


April  3.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 01 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1 15  (2018-194) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  April  3.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary',  fora  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OE  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONT.R. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Section  1 15.427.  is  amended  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the 
underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  1 16.050  RSMo. 

1 15.427.  I .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and  eligibility 
to  vote  at  the  polling  place  by  presenting  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  No  form 
of  personal  identification  other  than  the  forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a 
voter's  qualifications  to  vote.  Forms  of  personal  identification  that  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this 
section  are  any  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license: 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(4)  A  student  ID  from  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education. 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and  the 
name  substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration  record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual; 

(c)  Except  form  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education.  |T]the  document  includes  an 
expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or,  if  expired,  the  document  expired  after  the  date  of 
the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States,  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education. 
or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

[(4)1151  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the 
Missouri  National  Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Veteran 
Affairs  to  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  and  that  is  not  expired  or  docs  not  have  an  expiration  datef.]; 

(6)  A  picture  identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local 

election  authority  of  the  state; 

(7)  A  identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof: 

2. (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  I  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place 
may  execute  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in  the 
precinct  register;  averring  that  the  individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote;  and  acknowledging  that  the 
individual  is  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  1  of  this 
section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall  be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official 
receiving  the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual  may  cast  a  regular  ballot, 
provided  such  individual  presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  non-picture  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local 
election  authority  of  the  state; 

|(b)  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof;] 

|(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college, 
vocational  and  technical  school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri;] 

r(d)lLb)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other 
government  document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

i  (e)](c][  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant 
to  this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  I  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  the 
election  authority  may  take  a  picture  of  such  individual  and  keep  it  as  part  of  that  individual's  voter 
registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  this 
subsection  may  cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it 
meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  4  of  this  section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working 
under  the  authority  of  the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  ( I )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall 
be  substantially  in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside 

at . ;  that  I  am  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at 

this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  1  do  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  approved  for 
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voting,  I  acknowledge  that  1  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  at  any 
fee  office  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  1  furthermore  acknowledge  that  1  am  required  to  present  a  form 
of  personal  identification,  as  prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

1  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to 
possible  criminal  prosecution. 


Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . .  20.... 


Signature  of  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 15.430  even  if  the  election 
judges  cannot  establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a  notation 
on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The  provisional 
ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be  counted  unless: 

( 1 )  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by 
section  1 1 5.407  and  provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify 
the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in  subsection  I  of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's 
signature  to  the  signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was 
eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification  requirements 
of  subsection  I  of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of  the  requirement 
for  forms  of  personal  identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice  shall  include,  at  a 
minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service  announcements  in  print,  broadcast  television, 
radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  of  information  on  the  opening  pages  of  the 
official  state  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and  governor. 

6. (1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  1 36.055  and  section  302.1 8 1  to  the  contrary,  the 
state  and  all  fee  offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified  voter 
who  does  not  already  possess  such  identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to  vote. 

(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if 
needed  by  an  individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  of 
this  section  in  order  to  vote: 

(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(c)  A  court  order  changing  the  person’s  name; 

(0  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  Slate  proving 
citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal 
identification  described  in  subsection  I  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of  state 
to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  such  documents.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees  charged 
by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  this  state  or  any  other  state,  or 
the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to  obtain  any  of  the  above  documents  from  such  state 
or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the 
general  revenue  of  this  state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section  shall  not  be  enforced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the  applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the 
applicant  does  not  have  any  other  form  of  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
section.  The  slate  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  for  any  such  applicant.  The  director  of 
the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  The  total  cost  associated 
with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  the  state  of 
Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The 
department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local 
election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and 
deliver  to  each  member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals  who 
have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting  under 
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this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's  license  for 
purposes  of  voting  tinder  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for  the  denial  of 
the  nondriver's  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall 
be  printed  at  the  top  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right 
to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . ,20.... 

Date 

1  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my 
address  by  signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010,  that  is  created  under 
the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to 
all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are 
nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to 
review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 
unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28,  2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or  computer 
printout,  an  election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate  place  on  the 
precinct  register,  the  voter  shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark  shall  be 
witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  [shall]  became  I  become  1  effective  [only]  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the 
voters  of  a  constitutional  amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the 
authorization  of  photo  identification  requirements  for  elections  by  general  law.  Future  Amendments  to 
this  section  shall  become  effective  immediately.  [If  such  constitutional  amendment  is  approved  by  the 
voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective  June  1 , 2017.] 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  31,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  g-ppjE  AUDITORS  r' 

State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  128  (2018-193) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  March  31,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  128.346  and  128.348  of  the  Revised  Missouri  Statutes  are  hereby  amended,  to  read  as  follows: 

128.346.  The  districts  established  by  the  provisions  of  sections  128.400  to  128.440  for  the  election  of  representatives  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  effective  beginning  with  election  to  the  1 08th  Congress  and  through  the 
election  of  the  112th  Congress.  The  districts  established  by  sections  128.451  to  128.458  for  the  election  of 
representatives  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  effective  beginning  with  the  election  to  the  1 13th 
Congress.  Effective  beginning  with  the  election  of  representatives  to  the  1 17th  Congress,  representatives  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  from  the  state  of  Missouri  shall  be  elected  at  large,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  section 
128.348. 

128.348. 1,  The  state  of  Missouri  is  hereby  divided  into  nine  congressional  districts.  Effective  with  the  election  for  the 
1 13th  Congress,  the  state  of  Missouri  shall  consist  of  eight  congressional  districts.  [The  legal  voters  of  each  district  shall 
elect  one  member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States.]  Effective  with  the  election  for  the  1 1 7th  Congress,  representatives 
to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  elected  according  to  the  method  described  herein. 

2.  Each  political  party  shall  nominate  an  ordered  list  of  candidates,  including  a  number  no  greater  than  the  number  of 
representatives  (members)  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled. 

3.  Each  political  parly  may  determine  its  ordered  list  of  candidates  through  a  primary  election,  caucuses,  a  statewide  party 
nominating  convention,  or  a  combination  of  caucuses  and  a  statewide  party  nominating  convention. 

4.  A  primary  election  will  be  the  default  method  for  parties  to  select  an  ordered  list  of  candidates.  Should  a  political  party 
determine  that  they  will  select  candidates  by  caucuses,  statewide  party  convention,  or  a  combination  of  caucuses  and  a 
statewide  party  convention,  a  legally  designated  representative  of  the  party  will  notify  the  secretary  of  state,  in  writing,  of 
the  method  to  be  used,  no  later  than  the  first  day  of  April  of  an  election  year, 

5.  If  a  political  party  elects  to  use  a  primary  election  as  the  means  of  determining  its  candidates  for  the  general  election,  all 
qualified  candidates  who  file  for  said  party's  nominations  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that  party.  Registered  voters 
will  be  allowed  to  vote  in  one,  and  only  one,  party’s  primary  election,  and  to  vote  for  one,  and  only  one,  candidate  from 
that  party, 

6.  An  ordered  list  of  candidates  for  each  party,  including  a  number  of  candidates  totaling  up  to  the  number  ot  seats  in 
Congress  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled,  will  be  placed  on  the  ballot  in  the  general  election,  based  on  the 
number  of  votes  received  by  each  candidate  in  the  primary  election  for  each  party, 

7.  Should  a  party  elect  to  nominate  candidates  for  the  general  election  bv  means  of  caucuses  and/or  a  statewide  party 
convention,  an  ordered  list  of  that  party's  candidates  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state's  office  no  less  than  90  days 
before  the  general  election  date  in  election  years. 

8.  To  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot,  an  independent  candidate  must  present  petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent 
of  the  total  number  of  legal  voters  in  the  general  election  last  preceding.  The  number  of  "legal  voters"  is  equal  to,  and 
determined  by,  the  total  vote  for  governor  in  the  general  election  last  preceding.  Said  petitions  must  be  delivered  to  the 
secretary  of  state  no  later  than  one-hundred  and  twenty  days  before  the  general  election. 

9.  The.s_ignatures_on  petitions  submitted  bv  independent  candidates  and  political  parties  shall  be  subject  to  verification 
according  to  the  procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate  petitions  in  force  at  the  time  the 
petitions  are  submitted. 

10. )  In  each  general  election,  each  voter  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  a  political  party,  and  its  ordered  list  of  candidates,  or  jor 
an  independent  candidate  for  Congress  appearing  on  the  ballot,  or  a  single  write-in  vote  for  a  candidate  not  appearing  on 
the  ballot,  who  has  properly  registered  with  the  secretary  of  state  as  a  write-in  candidate. 

11 .  The  following  method  of  tabulation  shall  be  used  to  determine  how  many  representatives  will  be  elected  from  each 
political  party  and  which  independent  candidates  (if  any)  will  be  elected: 

(1 )  The  total  number  of  valid  votes  cast  for  all  parties,  and  independent  and  valid  write-in  candidates,  will  be  divided  by  the 
number  of  representatives  to  be  elected.  The  resulting  number  will  then  be  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  number  The 
total  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  parly  or  independent  candidate  will  then  be  divided  by  that  number  and  each  party 
awarded  that  number  of  representatives  and  that  many  candidates  from  that  party's  ordered  list  are  elected.  Any 
independent  or  valid  write-in  candidate  receiving  at  least  the  number  of  votes  needed  to  be  elected  is  elected. 

(2)  Any  remaining  votes  for  each  party  above  the  number  needed  to  elect  those  representatives  are  counted  as  “surplus 
votes"  for  that  party.  The  votes  for  any  party  or  independent  candidate  or  valid  write-in  candidate  falling  short  of  the 
number  needed  to  be  elected  are  also  treated  as  surplus  votes. 

(3)  The  number  of  representatives  thus  elected  is  subtracted  from  the  total  number  of  representatives  to  be  elected.  It  the 
number  of  representatives  thus  elected  is  fewer  than  the  number  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled,  additional 
representatives  will  be  elected,  in  order,  basedon  the  highest  number  of  surplus  votes.  The  next  candidate(s)  from  the 
ordered  list  of  a  party  that  has  already  had  some  candidates  elected,  the  first  candidate  from  the  ordered  list  ot  a  party 
that  has  not  had  a  candidate  elected,  or  the  independent  or  valid  write-in  candidate,  with  the  most  surplus  votes  is 
ejected.  If  there  is  more  than  one  additional  representative  to  be  elected,Jhe_number  of  surplus  votes  needed  to  be 
elected  is  to  be  deducted  from  the  total  of  surplus  votes  held  by  that  party  or  independent  candidate  and  the  process  is 
repeated  until  all  seats  are  filled 

(4)  In  both  primary  and  general  elections,  officials  shall  determine  a  random  selection  algorithm,  prior  to  tabulation,  to 
resolve  ties  between  candidates.  If  a  tie  occurs  at  any  point  in  the  tabulation  procedure  and  tabulation  cannot  proceed 
until  the  tie  is  resolved,  then  the  random  selection  algorithm  shall  resolve  the  tie. 

12.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any  of 
the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 
enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-193) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  128 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  March  31,  2017) 


Date 


April  20,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  128  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  and  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that  the  enactment  of 
this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They  expect  that  they  could  absorb 
costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  this  initiative  petition  would  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
128.346  and  128.348  RSMo  by  changing  election  of  Congressional  candidates  to  an  "at 
large"  process  instead  of  by  congressional  districts. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  this  petition  would  cause  United 
States  representatives  to  be  elected  at-large  from  the  state,  with  each  party  presenting  an 
ordered  list  of  candidates  for  U.S.  Representative  at  the  general  election  following  the 
primary  election  (or  alternative  party  nominating  method).  This  may  incur  the  following 
costs: 

Re-programming  voting  machines:  Voting  machines  in  Missouri  are  currently 
programmed  to  accept  only  single-page  ballots  -  each  of  these  machines  would  need  to 
be  reprogrammed  to  accept  multiple-page  ballots  due  to  the  length  of  each  party’s  list  of 
candidates  (at  both  the  primary  and  general  elections). 

Postage  Costs:  mailing  envelopes  used  to  return  absentee  ballots  are  printed  with  business 
reply  permits  -  pursuant  to  RSMo  115.285,  Local  Election  Authorities  are  reimbursed  for 
these  costs  by  the  Missouri  Secretary  of  State’s  Office  at  a  current  cost  of  $1.80  per 
envelope  based  on  the  current  size  and  weight  of  the  envelope  and  ballot;  multiple -page 
ballots  would  increase  these  costs. 

Ballot  printing  costs:  Local  Election  Authorities  bear  the  cost  of  printing  ballots  for  each 
election  -  paying  to  print  multiple  page  ballots  would  substantially  increase  printing 
costs. 

Due  to  situational  variables,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine  a  concrete  amount  of  fiscal 
impact  to  this  measure.  However,  the  costs  to  the  state  and  to  local  election  authorities 
could  be  significant. 

Additionally,  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 


Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with 
core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  statutory  amendment  would  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of 
Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the 
Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  the  Clay  County 
Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


The  state  and  local  governments  could  incur  unknown  additional  election-related  costs 
that  could  be  significant. 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF _ 


I. 


(IV'tilion  Circiilntor's  Primed  Name) 


[official  ballot  rrrui] 

CIRCUI.ATORS  AFFIDAVIT 

being  first  duly  suom,  jay  (prim  or  type  nnmes  af  signers) 


31  201? 

’%knfn 


■  *. 


name 

(Sittnaiure) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Slrcei)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Disc. 

NAME 

1  Printed  or  Typed ) 

i. 

2 

3. 

4 

* 

5. 

6. 

7‘ 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  (his  pjjgv  of* the  furenoing  petition.  and  cnch  ol  them  signed  liis  or  her  name  (hereto  in  my  presence:  l  believe  tluU  cnch  lies  aimed  his  or  her  name,  registered 
vntinjj  address  ar.d  ciry.  (own  or  village  correctly.  and  Ihor  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  (he  state  of  Missouri  and  . _ _ County 

PURTHFRMORR.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  all  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  ITUJB  AND  CORRECT 
AND  THAI  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  lea*!  Ift  years  of  arc.  I  dn _ do  not _ (check  one)  c.\pcci  to  he  paid  for  circulating  tins  petition.  If  paid,  list  (he  payer 


Sigiuruic  ol'Afn.int  (Person  obtaining  ikgnututti) 


Crimed  Nrutve  of  AlViant 


Subscribed  anil  iwom  to  be  I  ore  iik  tl»»s  „i 


Signature  of  Salary 


Street  aiixircas  of  Affuni 

City.  State  and  Zip  Code  of  AfTtom 

_ _  A  D _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Add*  ess  of  Notary 


Mv  cnininiNstnii  expires. 


PETITION  TO  ESTABLISH  THE  ST  LOUIS  CITY  FIRE  PROTECTION 
DISTRICT  INVOKING  SECTION  321.030RSM02016 


^ bv >™okU1o 


fire  protection 

III  0)i*SV<O»l6 


VES^OR  NO’ 


Petition  required  lor  organUatlon  of  fin  dlelrtct-wtio  to  tlgn. 
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STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


MAR  3  0  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
15731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


March  30.  2017 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1 15  (2018-191) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  30,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  liscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administ  rativi:  riii.es  •  Business  services  .  Elections  •  publications  •  securities  •  State  Archives  ■  State  Library  •  Woi.i  ner  Library 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
ol  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  fbe  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  ordei  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  slate  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

<  (>\c;u. 
hist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Section  1 15.427.  is  amended  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the 
underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  1 16.050  RSMo. 

1 15.427.  1 .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and  eligibility 
to  vote  at  the  polling  place  by  presenting  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  No  form 
of  personal  identification  other  than  the  forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a 
voter's  qualifications  to  vote.  Forms  of  personal  identification  that  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this 
section  are  any  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(4)  A  student  ID  from  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education. 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and  the 
name  substantially  conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration  record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual; 

(c)  Except  form  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education.  [T]the  document  includes  an 
expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or,  if  expired,  the  document  expired  after  the  date  of 
the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States,  an  accredited  institution  of  higher  education. 
or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

f(4)]f5)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the 
Missouri  National  Guard,  the  United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Veteran 
Affairs  to  a  member  or  former  member  of  the  Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed 
Forces  and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have  an  expiration  datef .]; 

(6)  A  picture  identification  issued  by  the  slate  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local 

election  authority  of  the  state: 

(71  A  identification  issued  by  the  United  Stales  government  or  agency  thereof; 

2.  (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place 
may  execute  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in  the 
precinct  register;  averring  that  the  individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote;  and  acknowledging  that  the 
individual  is  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  I  of  this 
section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall  be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official 
receiving  the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual  may  cast  a  regular  ballot, 
provided  such  individual  presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  non-identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election 
authority  of  the  state; 

(b)  non-identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof; 

[(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college, 
vocational  and  technical  school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri;] 

r(d)Kc)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other 
government  document  that  contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

[(e)l(d)  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant 
to  this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification 
described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  the 
election  authority  may  take  a  picture  of  such  individual  and  keep  it  as  part  of  that  individual's  voter 
registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  (1 )  of  this 
subsection  may  cast  a  provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it 
meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  4  of  this  section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working 
under  the  authority  of  the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  ( 1 )  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall 
be  substantially  in  the  following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . :  that  1  reside 

at . ;  that  I  am  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at 

this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  I  do  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification  approved  for 
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voting,  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  at  any 
fee  office  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  I  furthermore  acknowledge  that  I  am  required  to  present  a  form 
of  personal  identification,  as  prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

1  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to 
possible  criminal  prosecution. 


Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . .  20.... 


Signature  of  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  1 15.430  even  if  the  election 
judges  cannot  establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a  notation 
on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope  to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The  provisional 
ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be  counted  unless: 

(1)  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by 
section  1 15.407  and  provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify 
the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's 
signature  to  the  signature  on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was 
eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  the  ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  1 15.430 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification  requirements 
of  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of  the  requirement 
for  forms  of  personal  identification  as  provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice  shall  include,  at  a 
minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service  announcements  in  print,  broadcast  television, 
radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  of  information  on  the  opening  pages  of  the 
official  slate  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and  governor. 

6. (1)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  to  the  contrary,  the 
state  and  all  fee  offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified  voter 
who  docs  not  already  possess  such  identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to  vote. 

(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if 
needed  by  an  individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  I  of 
this  section  in  order  to  vote; 

(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name; 

(0  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State  proving 
citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal 
identification  described  in  subsection  I  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of  state 
to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  such  documents.  The  secretary  of  stale  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees  charged 
by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  this  slate  or  any  other  state,  or 
the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to  obtain  any  of  the  above  documents  from  such  state 
or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the 
general  revenue  of  this  state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient 
appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  I  of  this 
section  shall  not  be  enforced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the  applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the 
applicant  does  not  have  any  other  form  of  personal  identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this 
section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  for  any  such  applicant.  The  director  of 
the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  The  total  cost  associated 
with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  the  state  of 
Missouri  from  funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The 
department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election  authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local 
election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's  license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and 
deliver  to  each  member  of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals  who 
have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  tor  the  purposes  oi  voting  under 
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this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  number  of  persons  requesting  a  nondriver's  license  for 
purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for  the  denial  of 
the  nondriver's  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall 
be  printed  at  the  lop  of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right 
to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Dale 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my 
address  by  signing  my  initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under 
the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to 
all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are 
nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to 
review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 
unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August 
28, 2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or  computer 
printout,  an  election  judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate  place  on  the 
precinct  register,  the  voter  shall  make  his  mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark  shall  be 
witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  [shall]  became  1  become  1  effective  [only]  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the 
voters  of  a  constitutional  amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the 
authorization  of  photo  identification  requirements  for  elections  by  general  law.  Future  Amendments  to 
this  section  shall  become  effective  immediately.  Ilf  such  constitutional  amendment  is  approved  by  the 
voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective  June  1 , 2017.] 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731 751-4936 


March  30,  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


He 
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MAR  3  0  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 
Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-190) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  30,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  J epperson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


Mar3o?oi; 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCUR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  'flic  existing 
section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  underlined  and  deleted  matter  in  brackets. 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

A)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  sativa.  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  rudcralis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to.  derivative, 

concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 

product  thereof 

Bf  Hemp:  The  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics. 

fiherboard.  clothing,  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's 
economy,  the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp,  shall  be  forever  guaranteed 
in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-190) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  March  30,  2017) 


Date 


April  19,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that  the  enactment  of 
this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They  expect  that  they  could  absorb 
costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  revises  Article  I, 
Section  35  to  explicitly  protect  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp. 

This  proposal  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  would 
have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay 
County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St. 
Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the 
City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  29.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  4  (20 1 8- 1 89) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  March  28.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  ballot  title) 


mar  2  H  2oi 7 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 8  . 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1  1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALE  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THA  T  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  oj  the  state  oj  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1.  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Native  Missouri  Wildlife  Conservation  Amendment^andjts 
purpose  is  to  prohibit  the  shipment  or  transportation  of  big  game  species  to  or  from  Missouri  destinations.  It  shall  be  the 
public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri’s  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the  requ i remeinsjre_lale_d_to 
the  transport  of  captive  big  name  species.  Transport  of  big  game  sped  cs  into  and  inside  Missouri  prese  n  ts  a  significant 
threat  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri  due  to  the  risk  of  introducing  disease.  Confined  big 

name  killing  or  the  owning,  possessing,  confining,  transporting.  breeding,  or  raising  of  privately  owned  big  .gamesBccjes 
shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  any jaw. 

2.  Upon  the  effective  date  of  this  Amendment  the  delivery,  receipt,  shipping,  or  transportation  of  any  bit;  gamej>pe_ci_e_s  to 

or  from  anv  destination  within  Missouri  shall  be  prohibited.  The  only  exceptions  to  this  general  proh i hition  are  as  fol lows: 

a.  Prior  to  and  on  November  7,  2019.  a  Missouri  facility  legally  confining  big  game  species  with  all  required  permitsjn 
place  on  November  6.  2018.  and  which  continuously  maintains  all  required  permits,  may  deliver,  shin  or  transport  any  big 
game  species  for  which  such  facility  maintains  sue h  permits,  and  anv  person  engaged  in  the  shippin g  to  or  Irotn  any  su c I i 
excepted  facility  however  the  shipping  of  such  big  game  species  into  Missou r i  shall  not  be  perm itte d  under  this  exce ption; 

b.  When  such  big  game  species  are  being  transported  to  or  from  anv  facility  and  will  be  held  under  the  authorit\_ot_lhe 

Missouri  Conservation  Commission  or  under  the  supervision  of  an  authorized  representative  ol:  governmental  iy  owned 
zoos  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations:  American  Zoo  and  Aquari u m s  Association  accred ited  not-for-profit  tac i  1  i ties; 
nationally  accredited  universities,  colleges  or.  schools:  incorporated  cities,  states  or  federal  agencies  lor  scientific  research; 

c.  When  such  big  game  species  are  transported  through  Missouri  in  compliance  with  federal  regulations,  with  both  origin 
and  destination  outside  of  Missouri: 

d.  When  such  big  game  species  are  transported  to  anv  commerc i al  slaughter  facility  operating  under  state  or  federa \ 
inspection  for  commercial  meat  production:  or 

e.  When  such  big  game  species  arc  transported,  for  treatment  of  illness  or  injury,  between  a  veterinary  facility  and  a 
facility  authorized  to  possess  privately  owned  big  game  species. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  i t  by  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV,  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  shall  have 
primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatclv-owncd  big  game  species.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  may 
make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 

4.  Definitions. 


a.  “Big  game  species”  as  used  in  this  amendment  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment,  and  .shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  animals,  embryos,  ova,  or  semen:  (a)  all  eervids  and  ccrvid  hybrids 
inc hiding  but  not  limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose;  (b)  mountai n 
goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pall’s  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccary,  and  iavclina:  and  (c)  anv  other  ungulate  (hooved  animal)  con  lined 
or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing  and  not  for  commercial  meat  production  or  other  human  use. 

b.  “Con lined  big  game  kill intf*  as  used  in  this  amend ment  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  o I  a  big 

game  preserve  permits,  allows,  enables  or  facilitates  the  k  i  lling  or  attempted  ki  1 1  ing  ol  big  game  species  inside  a  big  ga  me 
preserve,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or 
control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  by  law. 

c.  “Livestock”  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  fully  domesticated  sheep,  fuljy 
domesticated  goats.  I'ullv  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated  ratite  birds,  fill ly  domesticated  rabbits,  and  hilly 
domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas  and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  primarily  tor 
human  use  or  consumption  not  including  confined  big  game  killing.  Livestock  shall  also  include  embryos,  ova,  and  semen 
of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  “Big  game  preserve"  as  u sed  in  this  amendment  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  within 
fencing  designed  or  intended  to  reduce  the  ability  of  such  privatclv-owned  big  game  species  to  escape  or  to  evade  pursuit. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  29,  2017) 


Date 


April  18,2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have 
a  substantial  negative  impact  on  the  cervid  industry  in  Missouri. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  (attached) 
based  on  a  survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the 
United  States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  225  cervid 
producers  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  annual  economic  impact  in 
Missouri  of  approximately  $98  million.  The  number  of  people  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  in  Missouri  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1,150  individuals.  In  addition, 
based  on  the  study  and  2007  property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  pays  approximately 
$700,000  annually  in  local  property  taxes. 

They  included  the  following  information  on  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry: 
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Executive  Summary 

•  The  cervid  farming  industry  is,  perhaps,  the  fastest  growing  industry  in  rural  America. 

•  Over  2,000  industry  participants  we're  surveyed,  with  a  response  rate  of  14  percent. 

•  This  survey,  designed  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry,  was  performed  in  late  2006-early  2007. 

•  The  average  whitetail  deer  farm  had  82  deer,  composed  of  28  males,  28  females,  26  fawns,  and  had  an  average  birth 
rate  of  1 .31  fawns  per  doe  in  2006. 


Breeding  operations  reported  expenditures  averaging  $101,000  per  year. 

The  cervid  farming  industry  has  a  direct  economic  impact  of  $893.5  million. 

When  incorporating  the  indirect  impacts  of  the  industry,  for  example,  the  farm's  expenditures  on  feed,  veterinary 
supplies,  fuel  and  other  purchases,  the  total  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  $2.3  billion. 

One  of  the  major  customers  of  this  industry  is  hunters.  Estimating  the  impact  of  hunting.dollars  spent,  with  hunters  as 
the  consumer  of  cervid  farming  products,  an  additional  $757  million  is  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

The  total  impact  of  the  industry,  combining  the  farming  and  hunting  components,  is  $3.0  billion  annually. 

The  economic  activity  of  the  cervid  farming  industry  supports  29,199  jobs,  most  of  which  are  in  rural  America.  If  this 
industry  did  not  exist,  those  jobs  would  have  to  be  supported  by  some  other  economic  activity. 

These  results  highlight  the  fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  a  growing  and  important  industry  in  rural  America. 


INTRODUCTON 


Introduction 

The  cervid,  or  deer,  farming  industry  is  a  vital  and  growing  business  in  rural  areas  of  the  United  States.  As  demographic 
and  market  forces  tend  to  shift  traditional  revenue  sources  away  from  rural  communities,  their  economies  increasingly 
rely  on  new  industries  such  as  this  one.  As  the  industry  has  grown,  participants  and  legislators  have  developed  an  inter¬ 
est  in  measuring  the  economic  contribution  of  the  industry  on  their  respective  communities.  In  addition,  the  industry  is 
governed  by  a  myriad  of  state  and  federal  laws,  regulations,  and  jurisdictions.  Since  the  majority  of  industry  regulation 
is  left  up  to  the  states,  a  significant  amount  of  variability  in  the  regulations  exists  from  state  to  state.  This  lack  of  consis¬ 
tency  in  laws  and  regulations  may  be  a  factor  affecting  future  industry  growth  in  some  states.  The  rapid  growth  of  the 
industry  and  an  array  of  policy  issues  led  the  industry  to  request  this  study  of  the  size  and  economic  importance  of  the 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  2006,  the  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  (AFPC)  at  Texas  A&M  University  was  requested 
by  former  Texas  Congressman  Plenry  Bonilla  to  undertake  this  study.  The  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  determine 
the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry.  Secondary  objectives  include  providing  a  current 
description  of  typical  industry  participants  and  cost  estimates  for  the  major  categories  of  expenses  on  cervid  farming 
operations. 
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Cervid  Industry 


The  term  "cervid"  refers  to  any  one  of  the  various  members  of  the  cervidae  family.  This  family  includes  members  such  as 
whitetail  deer,  elk,  fallow,  reindeer,  axis,  sika,  and  red  deer  among  others.1 


Like  any  industry,  the  cervid  farming  industry  involves  producers  and  consumers.  In  general,  the  production  side  of  the 
industry  is  comprised  of  breeding  stock  producers,  trophy  hunting  preserves,  commercial  venison  producers,  and  com¬ 
mercial  scent  collection.  Some  commercial  production  operations  may  take  on  a  single  segment,  such  as  one  produc¬ 
ing  and  selling  only  breeding  stock.  Others  may  consist  of  any  combination  of  these,  such  as  an  operation  producing 
venison  and  velvet,  while  also  collecting  urine  for  scent  sales.  Consumers  of  the  industry  include  hunters  (for  scent 
products  and  hunting)  other  breeders,  and  consumers  of  venison  and  related  products  (hides,  velvet,  shed  antlers,  etc.). 

Figure  1  displays  the  estimated  number  of  cervid  farms  per  state.  This  inventory  was  compiled  by  the  administrative 
staff  at  the  North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  (NADeFA®)  through  contact  with  the  appropriate  state  agency. 
Those  states  that  did  not  have  an  exact  count  provided  their  best  estimate.  Across  the  nation,  the  total  number  of 
cervid  farms  was  7,828,  with  Pennsylvania  and  Texas  home  to  around  1,000  farms  each.  The  total  number  of  hunting 
preserves  is  estimated  at  2,639,  yet  this  only  represents  an  estimate  of  those  that  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  As  an  example  of  the  growth  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  experiencing,  there  were  946  permitted  breeding 
facilities  in  Texas  in  late  summer  2006.  However,  when  the  analysis  took  place  early  in  the  spring  of  2007,  there  were 
1,006  permitted  facilities.  In  addition,  it  is  important  to  note  that  there  are  approximately  1,600  Amish  operations  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  national  total.  For  many  in  the  Amish  communities,  deer  breeding  is  another  way  to  diversify  their  opera¬ 
tions.  A  number  of  industry  participants  find  that  this  form  of  farming  provides  an  opportunity  to  turn  a  greater  profit 
on  a  relatively  small  amount  of  acreage  than  traditional  farming  or  ranching  enterprises. 

The  trophy  hunting  segment  of  this  industry  relates  only  to  those  operations  that  purchase  outright  or  release  their 
own  cervids  into  a  hunting  preserve.  This  segment  represents  the  primary  end  market  for  the  breeding  stock  industry. 
Trophy  hunting,  in  this  sense,  involves  hunting  trophy  cervids  within  high  fenced  hunting  preserves. This  generally 
occurs  via  3-6  day  hunt  packages,  where  the  hunter  is  provided  lodging,  meals,  and  a  guided  hunt  for  a  set  fee.  Hunter 
expenditures  included  in  this  study  only  include  those  hunters  that  are  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words,  hunters, 
in  the  context  of  this  study,  are  only  those  that  hunt  at  operations  that  either  purchase  or  release  deer  from  breeding 
operations  into  their  hunting  operations.  Breeding  operations  represent  the  largest  segment  of  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  These  operations  raise  and  sell  breeding  stock  to  other  industry  breeders  as  well  as  hunting  preserves. The 
commercial  venison  segment  is  similar  to  other  food  animal  production  operations,  with  fallow,  elk,  and  red  deer  being 
the  primary  species  reared.  Cervids  are  raised  to  market  age,  processed,  and  the  resulting  venison  is  sold.  In  addition  to 
venison,  these  operations  may  sell  other  co-products  such  as  velvet,  hides,  and  antlers. The  last  segment  is  the  com¬ 
mercial  urine,  or  scent,  collection  operations.  These  operations  are  found  to  stand  alone  or  co-exist  with  other  opera¬ 
tional  segments,  where  the  urine  is  collected  from  males  and  females  to  sell  as  a  hunting  attractant. 


1  "Cervid."The  American  Heritage®  Science  Dictionary.  Houghton  Mifflin  Company.  20  Jul.  2007.  Dictionary.com  http://dictionarv.reference.com/ 
browse/cervid 
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CERVID  INDUSTRY 


METHODOLOGY 


Methodology 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  order  to  do  this,  a  survey  instrument  was  developed  to  collect  detailed  operational  informa¬ 
tion  from  industry  participants.  This  information  was  then  combined  with  the  inventory  of  cervid  farms  to  analyze  the 
production  side  of  the  industry.  In  addition,  an  analysis  was  performed  to  determine  the  impact  of  hunters,  but  only 
the  portion  of  hunters  who  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming  industry.  The  production  and  hunting  components  were 
then  combined  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Data  Collection 

During  the  late  summer  and  early  fall  of  2006,  background  information  to  develop  the  survey  was  gained  through  site 
visits  to  cervid  farms  across  the  nation.  Interviews  from  these  visits  provided  a  base  set  of  information  that  was  then 
utilized  to  develop  the  survey  instrument.  The  survey  was  then  reviewed  by  industry  participants,  revised,  and  sent  to 
over  700  members  of  NADeFA®  and  1,300  members  of  the  Texas  Deer  Association  (TDA)  over  the  fall  of  2006  to  early 
2007.  Overall,  the  extensive  survey  achieved  a  response  rate  of  14  percent.  These  memberships  were  selected  to  par- 
ticipate  in  this  study  because  they  represent  all  facets  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Survey  Development 

The  actual  survey  instruments  are  contained  in  Appendix  A  (NADeFA®)  and  Appendix  B  (TDA).  For  the  purposes  of  the 
survey,  the  cervid  farming  industry  was  segmented  into  three  operational  structures:  breeding  only,  breeding  and 
hunting,  and  hunting  only  operations.  Breeding  only  operations  were  defined  as  those  that  only  involve  the  scientific 
breeding  and  rearing  of  cervids  for  the  purpose(s)  of  breeding  stock,  commercial  venison,  or  commercial  urine  collec¬ 
tion.  blunting  only  operations  relate  to  only  those  hunting  preserves  that  purchase  cervids  from  breeding  operations  as 
Stockers  or  as  breeding  stock  for  release  into  the  preserve.  Operations  that  manage  their  deer  populations  by  selective 
harvest  and  nutritional  supplements,  rather  than  supplementing  the  natural  genetics  with  deer  released  from  breeding 
operations,  are  not  included  in  this  category.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  represent  those  that  engage  in  breed¬ 
ing  activities  while  also  utilizing  their  own  breeding  stock,  or  purchased  breeding  stock,  to  supplement  the  genetics 
and/or  populate  their  hunting  preserve. 

While  a  majority  of  the  industry  are  whitetail  deer  producers,  a  variety  of  cervid  species  are  raised  as  well,  including 
elk,  red  deer,  mule  deer,  sika,  pere  david's,  reindeer,  axis,  fallow,  and  muntjak.The  surveys  proved  to  be  quite  extensive, 
as  they  were  designed  to  represent  producers  of  all  of  these  cervid  species  and  operational  segments.  For  breeding 
operations,  the  survey  included  questions  regarding  the  operation  in  general,  herd  inventory,  purchases,  sales,  capital 
expenditures,  veterinary  expenditures,  labor,  feeding  rates  and  expenditures,  utilities,  and  other  miscellaneous  expens¬ 
es.  For  hunting  operations,  the  base  operational  questions  remained  the  same,  however,  hunting  related  questions 
were  included  as  well,  such  as  the  number  of  hunters,  harvest  rate,  percentage  of  herd  from  breeding  operations,  hunt 
revenues,  processing,  and  taxidermy. 


Figure  2:  Typical  Fenced  Paddock. 
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Survey  Results 

General  Operations 

Of  the  302  respondents,  61  percent  were  breeding  only  operations,  32  percent  were  breeding  and  hunting  operations, 
and  7  percent  were  hunting  only  operations.  Respondents  represented  26  of  the  48  states  that  have  some  type  of 
cervid  operation.  When  combining  all  survey  respondents,  operations  have  been  in  business,  on  average,  since  1 999. 

From  the  NADeFA®  survey  results,  the  average  whitetail  deer  breeding  operation  reported  a  total  of  82  deer,  on  close 
to  25  acres.  Of  these,  28  were  bucks,  28  were  does,  and  26  were  fawns.  In  2005,  bred  does  had  an  average  of  1.24 
fawns  each,  which  increased  to  1.31  for  the  2006  fawning  season.  Average  annual  mortality  rate  was  reported  to  be  9.6 
percent.  For  comparison,  whitetail  breeding  operations  from  the  Texas  survey  were  slightly  larger,  averaging  1 1 4  head, 
on  a  little  more  than  64  acres.  Of  these,  42  were  bucks,  44  were  does,  with  the  remainder  being  fawns.  Bred  does  aver¬ 
aged  1.27  fawns  each  in  2005  and  1.37  in  2006,  slightly  higher  than  the  national  results.  Overall  herd  mortality  rate  was 
reported  to  be  5.7  percent. 

Table  1  above  contains  a  summary  of  the  average  operational  costs  across  all  survey  respondents.  A  quick  glance 
through  the  table  reveals  expected  differences  across  operations  for  general  expenditures.  Breeding  and  hunting 
operations  displayed  the  largest  footprint,  around  1 ,700  acres,  as  expected.  Breeding  only  operations  were  the  small¬ 
est,  averaging  around  20  acres  in  pens.  Pens,  in  this  sense,  are  typically  described  as  a  high  fenced  paddock,  as  shown 
in  Figure  2.  For  those  pens  holding  bucks  or  bulls,  a  protective  screening  is  often  used  in  conjunction  with  the  fence  to 
keep  an  antler  from  hooking  in  the  fence  accidentally.  In  addition,  screening  may  be  used  as  a  visual  barrier,  particularly 
if  the  operation  is  near  a  road,  to  shield  the  deer  from  view  from  passers-by. 

Breeding  and  hunting  operations  had  more  area  devoted  to  breeding  pens,  more  pens  overall,  and  more  deer  (Table  2)  ^ 

than  breeding  only  operations.  This  was  expected  as  the  breeding  and  hunting  operations  supply  their  hunting  opera¬ 
tion  from  their  breeding  operation,  and  are  not  necessarily  relying  on  sales  or  transfers  to  move  deer  off  the  operation. 

The  results  indicate  expenditures  on  lodges,  fencing,  and  improvements  were  the  top  three  in  terms  of  the  capital  cost 
for  both  breeding  and  hunting  and  hunting  only  operations,  while  breeding  operations  spent  the  most  on  fencing, 
buildings,  and  improvements.  The  category  of  improvements  includes  expenditures  on  land  clearing,  roads,  tanks/ 
ponds,  and  forage  development  among  others.  Large  equipment,  ranch  vehicles,  and  implements  were  reported  as  the 
highest  equipment  expenditures  across  all  three  types  of  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring 
labor,  while  43  percent  reported  outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  reported 
using  four  times  the  amount  of  outsourced  services  than  breeding  only  operations,  or  $1 6,456  versus  $4,042.  Examples 
of  outsourced  services  include  those  of  operational  management  and  or  nutritional  consulting,  bottle  feeding  services 
for  newborns,  annual  herd  maintenance/vaccination  services,  and  accounting  services. 

Figure  3  provides  a  summary  of  expenditures  for  a  typical  breeding  operation.  Survey  categories,  such  as  those  shown 
in  Table  1,  were  combined  into  four  primary  expense  categories:  capital,  operational,  feed,  and  general.  Figure  3  il- 
lustrates  the  annual  expenses  for  breeding  operations.  Operational  expenditures  include  items  such  as  supplies,  labor, 

Figure  3:  Annual  Breeding  Operation  Expenditures. 
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SURVEY  RESULTS 


SURVEY  RESULTS 


Table  1 :  Average  Annual  Operational  Costs  of  Cervid  Industry  Survey  Respondents. 


( in  dollars) 

Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Hunting  Only 

Operation 

Year  started 

1999 

1998 

1998 

Area  of  breeding  (acres) 

22 

80 

NA 

Area  of  hunting  (acres) 

NA 

1,639 

1,123 

Land  purchased  (acres) 

139 

895 

1,022 

Purchase  value  ($/ac) 

3,166 

1,729 

1,407 

Facilities 

Capital  cost  of  lodge(s) 

NA 

172,673 

159,326 

Number  of  pens 

8 

13 

NA 

Area  of  pens  (acres) 

20 

25 

NA 

Fencing 

27,201 

144,039 

94,592 

Shelters 

6,980 

14,479 

NA 

Improvements 

17,270 

81,750 

63,507 

Buildings 

19,693 

80,262 

55,961 

Working  pens 

10,336 

18,366 

NA 

Percent  with  Handling  Facility 

64% 

54% 

NA 

Cost  of  Handling  Facility 

15,627 

36,502 

NA 

Maintenance  and  Repair 

2,907 

18,731 

12,143 

Equipment 

Large  equipment 

33,009 

93,268 

61,665 

ATV(s) 

9,325 

19,841 

14,391 

Ranch  vehicles 

29,422 

55,470 

37,208 

Implements 

9,578 

26,510 

20,038 

Trailers/crates 

6,300 

14,421 

9,228 

Bulk  feed  bins 

4,045 

13,063 

7,490 

Feeding  equpment 

3,667 

16,759 

9,497 

Watering  equipment 

2,398 

9,413 

9,046 

Video  equipment 

1,916 

3,473 

2,003 

Rental  equipment 

1,184 

4,716 

3,424 

Sedation  equipment 

1,178 

1,778 

NA 

Veterinary  &  Supplies 

Operating  supplies 

3,557 

5,560 

NA 

Medical  supplies 

1,675 

2,674 

NA 

Veterinary  expense 

2,257 

4,121 

NA 

Lodge  supplies 

NA 

5,237 

5,183 

Lodge  food  and  beverages 

NA 

5,021 

5,023 

Labor 

Employees  paid  salary 

2 

2 

2 

Employees  paid  hourly 

2 

3 

2 

Total  salary  wages  paid 

35,613 

65,801 

39,608 

Average  annual  salary  wage  expense 

23,667 

28,985 

22,134 

Total  hourly  wage  paid 

8,398 

26,805 

13,689 

Average  annual  hourly  wage  expense 

5,522 

9,856 

9,468 

Outsourced  services 

4,042 

16,456 

12,097 

Utilities 

Utilities 

1,618 

7,551 

4,535 

Fuel 

2,103 

10,070 

5,104 

Miscellaneous  Expenses 

Insurance 

1,915 

5,916 

3,663 

Advertising/marketing 

2,322 

8,097 

6,103 

Travel 

2,353 

6,308 

3,864 

Property  tax 

2,473 

6,564 

4,068 

utilities,  insurance,  advertising,  and  travel.  Capital  expenses  refer  to  annualized  capital  costs  for  items  such  as  land,  im¬ 
provements,  fencing,  buildings,  breeding  stock,  feeding  equipment,  ATV's,  and  implements.  Feed  refers  to  the  annual 
feed  costs,  including  supplemental  feed,  hay,  and  bottle  feeding  supplies.  Lastly,  General  costs  cover  the  remainder  of 
expenditures  on  items  such  as  food  plots,  artificial  insemination,  veterinary,  and  disease  monitoring. 

Production 

Table  2  contains  a  summary  of  production  data  across  all  respondents.  Feed  represents  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  total 
annual  expenditures  for  breeding  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutri¬ 
tion  is  essential  to  the  physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervids.  For  breeding  only  operations 
with  whitetails,  53  percent  of  respondents  indicated  bottle  feeding  their  fawns,  while  only  29  percent  of  breeding  and 
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Table  2:  Average  Production  Data  of  Cervid  industry  Survey  Respondents. 


Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005) 

Whitetail 

Males 

21 

49 

Females 

25 

51 

Fawns 

23 

48 

Birth  rate  (2005) 

1.3 

1.2 

Birth  rate  (2006) 

1.4 

1.3 

Annual  Mortality  Rate 

8% 

7% 

Elk 

Males 

18 

12 

Females 

24 

9 

Fawns 

16 

3 

Fallow 

Males 

43 

3 

Females 

94 

4 

Fawns 

50 

1c 

Red  Deer 

Males 

46 

47 

Females 

57 

66 

Fawns 

35 

27 

Feeding 

Whitetail 

Fawns 

Percent  bottle  feeding 

53% 

29% 

Percent  of  fawns  bottle  fed 

53% 

44% 

Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning 

98 

91 

After  weaning 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

1 

1 

Does 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

3 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

1 

Bucks 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

4 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Elk 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

6 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

7 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Fallow 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.4 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.3 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Red  Deer 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

5 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

7 

3 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

3 

Area  of  food  plots  (acres) 

14 

47 

Seed 

813 

2,560 

Fertilizer 

1,011 

2,777 

Protien  feed  price  (per  ton) 

318 

305 

Hay  price  (per  ton) 

193 

268 

*  Insufficient  results 
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SURVEY  RESULTS 


SURVEY  RESULTS 


hunting  operations  did.  Of  all  species,  bottle  feeding  is  primarily  practiced  with  whitetail  fawns.  Other  species  will  not 
typically  incur  such  management  practices,  where  bottle  feeding  may  only  be  utilized  for  orphaned  or  sick  young. 

On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk  consumed  slight¬ 
ly  over  6  pounds.  All  of  the  reported  species  were  fed  a  protein  concentrate  and  hay.  Hay  costs  were  extremely  high 
during  the  study  period  due  to  severe  drought  conditions  across  most  of  the  southern  plains.  In  addition  to  purchased 
feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  planting  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500 
acres. 


When  combining  results,  70  percent  of  all  breeding  or  breeding  and  hunting  operation  respondents  indicated  some 
type  of  breeding  stock  purchase. This  would  include  purchases  of  breeder  males,  Stocker  males,  bred  females,  open 
females,  fawns,  or  semen  straws.  For  whitetail,  breeder  bucks  were  the  highest  dollar  expense,  costing  close  to  $21 ,000 
each  on  average. 

Hunting  Operations 

Operations  with  hunting  reported  other  expenses  in  addition  to  those  of  breeding  operations.  Seventy-six  percent  of 
all  respondents  of  operations  that  reported  to  be  involved  in  hunting  had  a  lodge  on  the  premises  for  their  clients.  In 
addition  to  the  roughly  $170,000  cost  of  the  lodge,  these  operations  also  accrued  expenses  to  maintain  and  supply 
the  lodge.  Labor  costs  were  reported  to  be  higher  than  those  of  breeding  operations  due  to  an  overall  larger  opera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  seasonal  hunting  guides.  Food  plots  in  the  hunting  areas  tended  to  be  larger,  along  with  more  feeders, 
waterers,  and  fencing,  all  contributing  to  the  higher  reported  expenses.  Although  the  majority  of  hunting  operations 
accepted  paying  clients  and  corporate  clients,  1 4  percent  reported  their  hunting  operation  as  personal  use  only.  Of  the 
whitetail  hunting  operations  reporting,  respondents  estimated  an  average  of  49  percent  of  the  deer  in  their  hunting 
areas  are  from  breeding  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring  labor,  while  43  percent  reported 
outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  For  breeding  operations,  those  hiring  salaried  employees  reported  an 
annual  expense  in  the  mid  $20,000  range. This  expense  increased  to  the  mid  $30,000  range  for  breeding  and  hunting 
operations.  On  the  whole,  labor  hired  on  an  hourly  basis  tended  to  be  more  prevalent  than  salaried  labor. 


Feed  was  the  third  largest  expense  category,  representing  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  annual  expenditures  for  breed¬ 
ing  operations.  Although  it's  not  the  largest  expense  category,  feeding  is  considered  to  be  one  of  the  most  important 
aspects  of  all  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutrition  is  essential  to  the 
physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervid  operations.  For  fawns,  45  percent  of  respondents  indi¬ 
cated  bottle  feeding  their  young.  Typical  products  used  for  bottle  feeding  ranged  from  goat's  milk  to  different  brands 
of  milk  replacer.  On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk 
consumed  slightly  over  6  pounds.  Respondents  indicated  paying  a  little  over  $300  per  ton  for  supplemental  feed,  while 
hay  costs  averaged  around  $240  per  ton.  In  addition  to  purchased  feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  plant¬ 
ing  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500  acres. 
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Economic  Impact 

IMPLAN®  (Impact  Analysis  for  Planning),  an  input/output  model,  was  used  to  estimate  the  economic  impact 
of  the  cervid  farming  industry  on  the  national  economy.  Originally  developed  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service,  the 
IMPLAN  model  is  now  managed  and  maintained  by  the  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group  (MIG).  The  model  is,  arguably, 
the  most  used  and  cited  model  for  performing  economic  impact  analyses  in  the  United  States. 

The  IMPLAN  model  is  driven  by  purchases  of  final  goods  and  services  in  a  certain  region,  such  as  a  state,  a 
group  of  states,  or  the  entire  nation.  These  purchases  represent  the  dollar  value  of  the  increase  in  finished 
goods  and  services  demanded,  and  create  an  impact  that  ripples  throughout  the  economy. 

Industries  produce  goods  and  services  for  final  use  and  purchase  goods  and  services  from  other  industries. 
These  other  producers  and  industries  buy  goods  and  services  as  well,  which  IMPLAN  designates  as  indirect 
purchases.  In  addition,  each  step  along  the  cycle  pays  wages  and  salaries  to  employees,  who,  in  turn,  make  ad¬ 
ditional  expenditures  into  the  economy  of  the  region.2 

In  determining  the  overall  economic  impact  of  an  industry,  the  IMPLAN  model  uses  a  set  of  multipliers,  sepa¬ 
rated  by  sector,  to  estimate  the  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  effects  (induced  being  effects  of  household 
spending)  of  the  economic  cycle.  Over  500  sector  codes  are  included  in  the  IMPLAN  model,  where  each  code 
represents  a  unique  industrial  sector  that  a  specific  product  or  category  of  products  is  represented  by.  The 
multipliers  that  are  derived  for  each  sector  quantify  the  ripple  effects  of  a  dollar  increase  in  final  demand,  thus 
resulting  in  an  estimation  of  the  economic  impact.3 

Cervid  Industry 

In  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry,  the  categories  of  the  survey  were  prepared 
for  input  into  the  IMPLAN  model.  This  was  accomplished  by  extrapolating  the  survey  results  against  the  inven¬ 
tory  of  operations  to  arrive  at  total  industry  expenditures  for  each  category.  These  totals  represent  the  value 
of  final  goods  and  services  demanded  by  the  industry,  and  were  the  baseline  inputs  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
Categories  from  the  extrapolated  survey  results,  such  as  supplemental  feed  or  fencing,  are  then  assigned  a  sec¬ 
tor  code  according  to  the  underlying  industry  the  category  relates  to.  Table  3  provides  an  example  of  category 
inputs  and  their  multipliers  from  IMPLAN,  with  each  category  belonging  to  a  different  sector.  Differences  be¬ 
tween  the  multipliers  for  each  category  demonstrate  how  dollars  move  throughout  different  industries.  For  in¬ 
stance,  a  $1  million  change  in  final  demand  for  supplemental  feed  will  generate  a  total  of  $2.67  million  in  total 
industry  output,  $1.53  million  in  value  added  economic  activity,  and  will  support  24.34  jobs.  In  this  example, 
total  industry  output  would  include  the  output  generated  by  the  supplemental  feed  industry  and  those  indus¬ 
tries  that  supply  it.  Value  added  from  this  industry  includes  employee  compensation,  proprietary  income,  other 
proprietor  income,  and  indirect  business  taxes  that  are  generated.4 The  employment  multiplier  represents  the 
number  of  jobs  that  are  supported  per  million  dollar  change  in  final  demand. 

2  Lindall,  Scott  A.  and  Douglas  C.  Olson.  "The  IMPLAN  Input-Output  System."  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group.  Available  online,  accessed  February  5,  2007. 
http://www.implan.com/ 

3  Ibid. 

4  Ibid. 


Table  3:  Cervid  Industry  Multipliers. 


Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

Supplemental  Feed 

2.67 

1.53 

24.34 

Food  plots 

3.18 

1.72 

46.12 

Veterinar  y 

3.43 

1.57 

31.42 

Utilities 

2.04 

1.23 

8.48 

Insurance 

2.35 

1.52 

18.25 

Maintenance  and  repair 

3.01 

1.57 

24.68 

Handling  facility 

2.93 

1.61 

25.61 

Fencing 

3.02 

1.61 

25.36 

Large  equipment 

3.02 

1.29 

15.79 

ATV's 

2.73 

1.59 

22.96 
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ECONOMIC  IMPACT 


Hunter  Expenditures 


An  additional  component  in  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  to  evaluate  and  include  the 
role  of  hunter  expenditures  in  the  consumption  of  industry  products.  Not  all  hunting  is  related  to  cervid  farm¬ 
ing,  but  some  is,  therefore  it  is  important  to  include  only  that  which  is  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words, 
the  hunting  product  of  cervid  farming  is  a  small  part  of  overall  cervid  hunting  in  the  United  States.  Yet  the 
hunting  component  or  economic  activity  associated  with  deer  farming  is  an  important  part  of  the  economic 
activity  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry.  While  overall  hunter  numbers  in  the  United  States  are  down, 
the  demand  for  trophy  hunting  appears  to  be  increasing.  Dollars  spent  on  hunting,  assorted  gear,  and  travel 
continue  to  grow.  Time  is  increasingly  the  limiting  factor  for  many  industry  participants,  as  they  have  the  mon¬ 
ey  to  participate,  but  not  the  time  to  invest  in  traditional  hunting.  The  growth  of  this  segment  of  the  industry  is 
expected  to  continue,  therefore,  it  is  important  to  include  this  aspect  of  the  industry  in  this  study. 

In  order  to  determine  this  impact,  the  number  of  hunters  per  operation  was  taken  from  the  survey,  extrapo¬ 
lated  against  all  hunting  operations,  and  combined  with  a  report  that  outlines  hunting  expenditures  on  a  per 
hunter  basis.  This  report,  entitled  the  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America",5  was  based  on  the  2001 
National  Survey  of  Fishing,  Hunting,  and  Wildlife-Associated  Recreation  survey  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  These  retail  expenditures  were  then  combined  with  other  hunt 
related  expenditures,  such  as  trophy  and  processing  fees,  and  assigned  sector  codes  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
When  totaled,  less  than  1  percent  of  the  report's  estimated  1 1  million  deer  hunters  are  related  to  the  cervid 
farming  industry.  However,  this  small  percentage  of  hunters  account  for  over  2  percent  of  the  report's  estimat¬ 
ed  $1 0  billion  in  retail,  travel,  and  hunt  related  expenditures. 

Results 

Table  4  below  provides  a  summary  of  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry.  Cervid  operations  generate  an 
estimated  $893.5  million  in  direct  expenditures  into  the  U.S.  economy.  This  value  represents  the  estimated  in¬ 
crease  in  final  demand  of  all  goods  and  services  consumed  by  the  industry.  As  these  direct  expenditures  ripple 
throughout  the  economy,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  an  estimated  $2.3  billion  of  total  industry 
output  for  all  industries  that  supply  the  cervid  farming  industry.  These  industries  include  feed  suppliers,  farm 
and  ranch  supply  stores,  veterinary  services,  medical  and  sedation  product  suppliers,  construction,  utilities, 
advertising,  insurance,  and  numerous  others.  Hunters  contribute  an  additional  $241  million  in  direct  economic 
impacts  through  retail  and  hunt  related  expenditures,  which  generates  a  total  of  $756.9  million  of  total  indus¬ 
try  output. 

When  combined,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  and  output  in  the  U.S. 
economy.  The  industry  provides  the  economic  activity  that  supports  29,1 99  jobs  in  the  economy,  most  of  which 
are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  If  this  industry  were  to  disappear,  these  jobs  would  have  to  find  support 
from  some  other  sector  of  the  economy.  Unfortunately,  not  every  segment  of  the  industry  could  be  analyzed. 
Insufficient  industry  and  survey  data  limited  analysis  to  only  the  operational  aspects  of  both  the  venison  and 
scent  collection  industries,  as  production  and  retail  revenues  were  excluded  from  the  analysis. 


5  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America."  Produced  by  Southwick  Associates,  Inc.  for  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agen¬ 
cies,  2002.  Available  online,  accessed  August  10,  2006.  http://www.southwickassociates.com/freereports/default.aspx 


Table  4:  Economic  Impact  of  the  Cervid  Farming  Industry. 


Direct 

Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

All  Operations 

893,501,559 

2,333,462,511 

1,276,311,405 

21,070 

Hunters 

241 ,042,970 

756,897,725 

358,602,855 

8,129 

Total 

1,134,544,528 

3,090,360,236 

1,634,914,260 

29,199 
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Conclusion 

With  over  7,000  operations  and  2,000  hunting  preserves,  the  cervid  farming  industry  has  an  established  presence 
across  the  nation.  The  majority  of  these  operations  are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  In  addition,  while  traditional 
forms  overwhelmingly  dominate  the  hunting  industry,  the  small  niche  of  hunters  this  market  serves  continues  to 
increase.  This  increase  in  demand  is  fueling  the  growth  in  the  breeding  industry.  Over  $1 .1  billion  in  direct  expenditures 
are  poured  into  the  U.S.  economy  each  year  by  commercial  farming  operations  and  sportsmen  related  to  this  industry. 
In  turn,  this  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  while  supporting  29,1 99  jobs.  All  told,  these  results  highlight  the 
fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  continues  to  be  a  vital  contributor  to  the  rural  economies  of  the  United  States. 
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APPENDIX 


Appendix  A:  National  Cervid  Industry  Survey 


National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

instructions  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation  (check  all  that  apply) 

Cervid  Breeding  (includes  venison  and  urine  collection)  Q  Cervid  Hunting  Q  Cervid  Breeding  and  Hunting  I  I 


Cervid  Breeding 

Please  select  type  of  cervid  breeding  operation-.  Breeding  only  □  Commercial  Venison  □  Commercial  Urine  Collection  □ 
I.  Operation 

1 .  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres 


4.  Area  under  high  ft 


5.  Area  of  land  purchased: _ 

6.  Area  of  land  inherited: _ 

II.  Herd  Inventory 

1 .  Inventory  (Final  2005  figures) 
Whitetail 


5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


Fawns/calves 


Birthrate  (2005): 
Birth  rate  (2006): 
Annual  mortality  ra 


2.  Annual  Purchases  (Final 

Whitetail 


Males  (S): 

Total  Cost: 
Females  (#): 

Total  Cost: 
Fawns/calves  (#): 


vs(#): 


Sika  Pere  David’s 


III.  Facilities 


3.  Area  of  urine  collection  operation: 

arrp* 

3a.  Number  of  pens: 

9.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  □  Yes  |Q  No 

9a.  If  yes,  capital  cos 

t  of  this  facility:  S 

10.  Do  you  have  a  venison  processing  facility?  □  Yes  □  No 

10a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  facility:  S 

1 1 .  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  venison?  1  1  Yes  1  1  No 

1  la.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  equipment:  S 

12.  Do  you  have  a  urine  collection  facility?  □  Yes 

□  No 

12a.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  facility:  S 

13.  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  urine?  □  Yes 

□  No 

1 3a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  equipment:  S 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IV.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  S _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 


1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  packaging  equipment  (venison  and  ut 
V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _ 

6.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _ 

7.  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _ 


2.  Annual  coi 
4.  Average  c< 
5a.  Average  < 
6a.  Average 
7a.  Annual  c 


1  of  medical  supplies:  $ _ 

st  per  sedation:  $ _ 

ost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

ost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

ist  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 


8.  Average  annual  number  of  sedations  (per  animal,  per  species): 


9.  Annual  number  of  females  Al’d  (per  species): 

Whitetail  Eik  Mule  Deer 


VI.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1.  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  S _ 

2.  Annual  regulatory  expense  (permits):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  meat  inspection/nutrition  labeling  expense:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  travel  expense:  $ _ 

6.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 


lb.  Paid  hourly:  _ 
2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 


Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IX.  Feeding 

Fawns/Calves 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed?  □  Yes  (continue  below)  □  No  (skip  to  2) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Percent  of  all  fawns/calves: 

Days  fed  until  weaning: 

Product  used: 

Product  price  per  gal/bag/lb: 

Units  fed  until  weaning: 

2.  After  weaning:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Adults 

1 .  Feeding  rates:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Males: 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Females: 

Daily  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

2.  Protein  feed  price:  $  (per  bag/ton) 

4.  Annual  protein  feed  purchase: 

tons 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: 

X.  Annual  Sales 

Annual  receipts  from  breeding  operation 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

1.  Males  sold: 

la.  Total  Receipts: 

2.  Females  sold: 

2a.  Total  Receipts: 

3.  Fawns/calves  sold: 

3a.  Total  Receipts: 

4.  Semen  straws  sold: 

4a.  Total  Receipts: 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


Annual  receipts  from  commercial  venison  production 

Elk 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Other: 

1 .  Annual  number  processed: 

2.  Average  processing  yield  per  animal 

(lbs): 

3.  General  processing  cost  per  animal: 

4.  Specialty  processing  cost  -  summer 

sausage,  jerky,  etc.  (per  pound): 

5.  Amount  of  specialty  processing  per 

6.  Total  receipts  from  all  venison  sales: 

7.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  venison:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  animals  used  to  collect  velvet: 

9.  Annual  amount  of  velvet  processed:  lbs 

10.  Processing  cost  of  velvet:  $  (per  pound) 

11.  Total  receipts  from  velvet  products:  $ 

12.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  velvet  products:  $ 

13.  Annual  amount  of  shed/cut  antlers  sold:  lbs 

1 3a.  Total  receipts  from  antler  sales:  $ 

14.  Total  receipts  from  other  by-products  (hides,  pizzles,  etc.):  $ 

15.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  15a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

16.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  16a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

17.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  17a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

1 8.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1 8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

Annual  receipts  from  urine  collection 

1 .  Total  number  of  males  used  for  collection: 

2.  Annual  amount  of  urine  collected  from  males:  gal 

2a.  Total  receipts  from  male  urine  sales:  $ 

3.  Total  number  of  females  used  for  collection: 

4.  Annual  amount  of  non-estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

4a.  Total  receipts  from  non-estrous  urine  sales:  S 

5.  Annual  amount  of  estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

5a.  Total  receipts  from  estrous  urine  sales:  S 

6.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  urine  sales:  $ 

7.  Total  receipts  from  other  scent  sales:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

9.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  9a.  Total  receipts:  S 

10.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  10a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

11.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1  la.  Total  receipts:  S 

V 
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Hunting 


Hunting,  continued 


For  combination  hunting  and  breeding  operations,  please  separate  hunting  operation  expenses  from  breeding  operation  expenses. 
Include  annualized  2005 figures  where  appropriate. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q]  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  no  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
/.  Operation 

I.  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres  4.  Land  inherited: _ acres 

5.  Land  purchased: _ acres  5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

6.  Area  of  hunting  operation: _ acres 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

2.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  S _ 

3.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

4.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _ 

5.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ acres 

5a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

5b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased: _ tons  la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ tons  2a.  Com  unit  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _  lb.  Hourly: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  S 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  S 

6.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  S 

VIII.  Hunters 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Annual  number  of  hunters, 

Percentage  of  total  cervids 

that  are  from  breeding: 

Number  of  males  released 

from  breeding  area  into 

Number  of  females 

released  from  breeding 

Number  of  males 

Total  expense: 

Number  of  females 

Total  expense: 

Annual  trophy  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  management  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  female  harvest: 

Total  receipts: 

Average  processing  cost. 

Percent  of  all  harvested 

males  seeking  taxidermy 

Average  taxidermy  cost: 

National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  cervid  breeding  operations  (including  venison  production  and  urine  collection 
operations),  combination  cervid  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside 
cervid  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for  their  cervid  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may 
disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  combination  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  please  separate  breeding  operation  records  from 
hunting  operation  records.  Contact  us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding 
and/or  hunting  operations. 

4.  It  is  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining  records 
from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category.  Please 
provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

5.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

6.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

7.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Cervid  Breeding  (Breeding  only.  Venison  production,  Urine  Collection) 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  breeding  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply. 

I.  Operation:  This  category  provides  for  a  general  overview  of  your  operation.  Purchase  value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre 
for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

n.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  final  2005  cervid  inventory  and  final  2005  purchases  (please  include 
number  purchased  with  total  cost)  towards  this  inventory.  Annual  mortality  rate  refers  to  the  annual  mortality  loss  on 
entire  herd,  including  the  loss  of  fawns/calves  after  weaning.  Birth  rate  refers  to  the  number  of  surviving  fawns/calves 
bom  per  bred  female,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns/calves  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of  bred 
females  (i.e.  1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  This  category  refers  to  your  operational  specific  facilities.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of 
construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable  equipment 
into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  an 
animal.  Number  of  necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to 
determine  the  cause  of  death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
necropsy  on  a  single  animal.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  your  breeding  operation. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and 
marketing  materials,  which  includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (hom  molds,  shed  mounts,  deceased  buck 
mounts,  etc.).  Annual  regulatory  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  regulatory  operating  permits,  if  applicable  to  your 
state.  Annual  meat  inspection  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  to  venison  production  operations  for  state  or  federal  meat 
inspection.  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc.  insurance.  Annual 
travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  of  fawns/calves  and  adults  in  your  operation.  For  those  who  bottle 
feed  fawns/calves,  please  indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns/calves  that  are  bottle  fed  for,  the  number  of  days  of  bottle 
feeding  until  weaned,  the  product  used  (i.e.  goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate  units- 
gal,  bags,  lbs),  and  the  number  of  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning  for  each  cervid  species  in  your 
operation. 

X.  Annual  Sales:  This  category  relates  to  the  final  2005  revenue  inflows  of  your  operation.  Receipts  are  categorized  for 
breeding  operations,  commercial  venison  operations,  and  commercial  urine  operations.  Please  separate  records  for  each 
these  categories  that  apply  to  your  operation. 

Cervid  Hunting 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  final  2005  expenses  for  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  and  food  and  beverage 
supplies. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  hunting  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refiise  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fiiel  expense  for  your  hunting  operation. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  Total  expense  refers  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  cervids  for  release  into  hunting 
operation.  Average  processing  cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  cervid.  If  in-house  processing  occurs, 
please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of  this  cost  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Percent  of  all  harvested  seeking  taxidermy 
sendees  relates  to  the  percentage  of  all  harvested  cervids  that  will  have  some  type  of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as 
a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Average  taxidermy  cost,  per  cervid  allows  for  the  average  per  cervid  expense  of  this 
service  for  the  hunter  from  your  local  taxidermist. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  be  directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at 
888-890-5663. 
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Appendix  B:  Economic  Impact  Survey 


Economic  Impact  Survey 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation 

Scientific  Breeding  Only  Scientific  Breeding  and  Hunting  [J  Hunting  only  I  I 

Scientific  Breeding 

Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  Hunting  only  operations ,  please  skip  to  the  hunting 
section.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

I.  Operation 

I .  Y  ear  started:  _  2.  Area  of  breeding  operation: _ (acres) 

3.  Land  purchased: _ (acres)  3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

4.  Land  inherited: _ (acres) 

II.  Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005  Inventory ) 

1 .  Total  number  of  deer: _ 

2.  Number  of  breeder  bucks: _  3.  Number  of  Stocker  bucks: _  4.  Does: _ 

5.  Fawns,  2005: _  5a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

6.  Fawns,  2006: _  6a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

7.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  (including  fawns  after  weaning): _ % 

8.  Annual  sales  (Final  2005  figures)  9.  Annual  purchases  (Final  2005  figures) 


Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  cost:  S 

Stocker  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Open  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Open  does  (If): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

III.  Facilities 

1 .  Number  of  pens: _  2.  Area  of  pens: _ (acres) 

3.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  $ _  4.  Capital  cost  of  shelters:  $ _ 

5.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

6.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _  7.  Capital  cost  of  working  pens:  $ _ 

8.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  I  I  Yes  QNo  8a.  If  yes,  capital  cost  of  handling  facility:  $_ 

9.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

9a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

9b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

IV.  Equipment 

1.  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 
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8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

I .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _  2.  Annual  cost  of  feed  and  hay:  S _ 

3.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies:  $ _  4.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  doe)  6.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  buck) 

7.  Average  cost  per  sedation:  $ _  8.  Number  of  does  Al’d: _ 

9.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _  9a.  Average  cost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

10.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _  10a.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

I I .  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _  11a.  Annual  cost  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 

VI.  Labor 

1.  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _  lb.  Paid  hourly: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expense:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

IX.  Feeding 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed  your  fawns?  Q  Yes  (continue  with  la- le)  Q  No  (skip  to  2) 

la.  If  yes,  what  percent  of  all  fawns?  _ %  lb.  Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning: _ 

lc.  What  product  do  you  use? _ 

ld.  Units  fed  per  fawn  until  weaning: _ (gal/bags/lbs)  le.  Product  price:  $ _ (per  gal/bag/lb) 

2.  After  weaning:  2a.  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2b.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

2c.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2d.  Alfalfa/hay  price:  $ _ (per  bale) 

2e.  Average  bale  weight: _ lbs 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe)  2.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe) 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck)  2.  Feed  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck) 


Hunting 


Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  combination  Scientific  Breeding  <S  Hun 
please  separate  hunting  expenses  from  breeding  expenses.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 


What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  n 


3.  Land  purchased: _ 

4.  Land  inherited: _ 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

t  of  fencing:* _ 


2.  Area  of  hunting  operation:  _ 
3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


i  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
_ (acres) 


t  of  improvements 
t  of  buildings:  $ _ 


2.  Capital  c< 

3.  Capital  c< 

4.  Capital  c< 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

6a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

6b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  traiIer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

1 0.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 


1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased:  _ 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ 


la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  $ _ 

2a.  Com  unit  price:  S _ 


3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


_ (per  bag/ton) 

_  (per  bag/ton) 
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VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  S _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

5.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  $ _ 

VIII.  Hunters 

1 .  Annual  number  of  hunters: _ 

2.  Total  annual  deer  harvest: _ 

3.  Approximate  total  number  of  deer  in  hunting  area: _ 

3a.  Approximate  percentage  of  total  deer  in  the  hunting  area  that  are  from  breeding: _ 

4.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  does  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  purchased  for  release  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  number  of  does  purchased  for  release: _ 

7a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

8.  Annual  number  of  does  harvested: _ 

8a.  Total  receipts  from  doe  hunts:  S _ 

9.  Annual  number  of  management  bucks  harvested: _ 

9a.  Total  receipts  from  management  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  number  of  trophy  bucks  harvested: _ 

10a.  Total  receipts  from  trophy  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Average  processing  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 

12.  Approximate  percentage  of  harvested  bucks  seeking  taxidermy  services: _ % 

13.  Average  taxidermy  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 
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Economic  Impact  Survey 

Texas  Deer  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  scientific  breeding  operations,  combination  scientific  breeding  and  hunting 
operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside  scientific  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for 
their  deer  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may  disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  those  who  have  multiple  facilities  under  separate  permits  (uniquely  identified),  please  contact  us  for 
additional  surveys  for  each  operation. 

4.  It  is  important  to  separate  records  for  each  facility,  and  between  hunting  and  breeding  operations.  Contact 
us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding  and/or  hunting  operations. 

s.  It  is  also  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining 
records  from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category. 
Please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

6.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

7.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

8.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Scientific  Breeding 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  breeding  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  breeding  operation.  Purchase 
value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  herd  inventory,  fawning  rate,  purchases  and  sales  towards  your 
inventory  for  2005,  and  number  the  of  fawns  bom  and  fawning  rate  for  2006.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  refers  to  the 
annual  mortality  loss  on  the  total  breeding  herd,  including  loss  of  fawns  after  weaning.  Fawning  rate  refers  to  the  number 
of  surviving  fawns  bom  per  doe,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of 
bred  does  (i.e.  0.7, 1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  Area  of  pens  refers  to  the  total  acreage  enclosed  by  all  pens  combined.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall 
cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Annual  number  of  sedations  refers  to  the  average  annual  number  of  sedations  on  a  per  doe/buck 
basis.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  a  deer.  Number  of 
necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to  determine  the  cause  of 
death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  necropsy  on  a  single 
deer.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 


VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  breeding  operations. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (horn  molds  or  shed  mounts,  or  deceased  buck  mounts).  Annual  travel 
expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  for  fawns,  bucks,  and  does.  For  those  who  bottle  feed  fawns,  please 
indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns  that  are  bottle  fed,  number  of  days  of  bottle  feeding  until  weaning,  the  product  used  (i.e. 
goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning,  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate 
units-gal,  bags,  lbs). 

Hunting 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  food,  and  beverage  supplies  for  hunting 
operations  on  an  annualized  basis. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  hunting  operations. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  This  category  relates  to  the  annual  number  of  hunters,  number  of  deer  harvested,  number  of  deer 
purchased  and/or  released  into  hunting  operation,  and  the  expenses  and  receipts  from  hunting.  Total  expense  in  lines  6a  & 
7a  refer  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  deer  for  release  into  hunting  operation.  Average  processing 
cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  deer.  If  it  is  processed  in-house,  please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of 
this  cost  from  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Line  12  relates  to  the  percentage  of  harvested  deer  that  will  have  some  type 
of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as  a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Line  13  allows  for  the  average  per  deer  expense 
of  this  service  for  the  hunter. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope  no  later  than  November  10(h.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  also  be 
directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at  888-890-5663. 
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APPENDIX 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
prohibit  the  shipment  or  transportation  of  big  game  species  to  or  from  Missouri 
destinations,  with  certain  exceptions.  It  gives  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission 
primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privately  owned  big  game  species,  including 
rulemaking  authority.  It  also  states  that  confined  big  game  killing  or  the  owning, 
possessing,  confining,  transporting,  breeding  or  raising  of  privately  owned  big  game 
species  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  the 
Constitution  or  any  law.  Information  or  data  related  to  any  program  related  to  diseases  of 
big  game  species  is  considered  a  public  record  and  subject  to  disclosure. 

Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an  estimate  of 
the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  proposed  in 
this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  anticipated  fiscal  impact 
for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  they 
do  not  believe  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a  financial  impact  on  their  district. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


March  29.  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


MAR  2  9  201? 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  3  (2018-188) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  March  28.  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


*Ece/VeD 

MAK  2  D  2017 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

C’ONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  Iter  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALE  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  TI I  AT  I  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


,  A.D.  201 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 
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40(c).  1.  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Native  Missouri  Wildlife  Conservation  Amendment,  and  itg 
purpose  is  to  prohibit  the  shipment  or  transportation  of  big  game  species  to  or  from  Missouri  destinations.  It  shall  be  the 
public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the  requirements  related  to 

the  transport  of  captive  big  game  species.  Transport  of  big  game  species  into  and  inside  Missouri  presents  a  significant 
threat  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri  due  to  the  risk  of  introducing  disease.  Confined  big 
game  killing  or  the  owning,  possessing,  confining,  transporting,  breed  ins’,  or  raising  of  privately  owned  big  game  species 
shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  am  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  any  law. 

2.  Upon  the  effective  date  of  this  Amendment  the  delivery,  receipt,  shinping,  or  transportation  ofanv  big  game  species  to 
or  from  anv  destination  within  Missouri  shall  be  prohibited.  The  onlv  exceptions  to  this  general  prohibition  are  as  follows: 

a.  Prior  to  and  on  November  7,  2019,  a  Missouri  facility  legally  confining  big  game  species  with  all  requi red  permits  in 
place  on  November  6,  2018,  and  which  continuously  maintains  all  required  permits,  mav  deliver,  shi p_ or  transport  anv  big 
game  species  for  which  such  facility  maintains  such  permits,  and  anv  person  engaged  in  the  shipp i ng  to  or  from  anv  such 

excepted  facility  however  the  shipping  of  such  big  game  species  into  Missouri  shall  not  be  permitted  under  this  exception ; 

b.  When  such  big  game  species  are  being  transported  to  or  from  anv  facility  and  will  be  held  under  the  authority  ot  the 

Missouri  Conservation  Commission  or  under  the  supervision  of  an  authorized  representative  of:  governmcntally  owned 

zoos  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations:  American  Zoo  and  Aquar i urns  Association  accredited  not-for-prolil  facilities; 
nationally  accredited  universities,  colleges  or,  schools:  incorporated  cities,  states  or  federal  agencies  for  scient i lie  research; 

c.  When  such  big  game  species  are  transported  through  Missouri  in  compli a n ce  with  federal  regulations,  with  both  origin 
and  destination  outside  of  Missouri: 

d.  When  such  big  game  species  are  transported  to  anv  commercial  slaughter  facility  operating  under  state  or  federal 

inspection  for  commercial  meat  production:  or 

e.  When  such  big  game  species  are  transported,  for  treatment  of  illness  or  injury,  between  a  veterinary  facility  and  a 
facility  authorized  to  possess  privately  owned  big  game  species. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  shall  have 

primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatciv-owncd  big  game  species.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Com m ission  may 
make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary'  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 

4.  Information  or  data  in  either  paper  or  electronic  form  regarding  anv  voluntary  or  mandatory'  program  related  to  diseases 
of  big  game  species  shall  be  considered  a  public  record  and  subject  to  disclosure  except  as  or  expressly  permitted  or 
required  to  be  closed  bv  federal  law  or  this  constitution. 

5.  Definitions. 


a.  ‘"Dig  game  species”  as  used  in  this  amendment  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment,  and  shah 
include  all  of  the  fol  lowing  animals,  cither  as  live  animals,  embryos,  ova,  or  semen:  (a)  all  cervids  and  cervid  hybrids 
including  b ut  not  limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain 
goats,  bighorn  sheep,  Dali’s  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccary,  and  iavclina:  and  (c)  anv  ot  her  ungulate  (hooved  an  ini  a  I)  con  lined 
or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing  and  not  for  commercial  meat  production  or  other  human  use. 

b.  ‘‘Confined  big  game  killing"  as  used  in  this  amendment  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  ol  a  big 
game  preserve  permits,  allows,  enables  or  faci I itates  the  killing  or  attempted  kill ing  of  big  game  species  ins ide  a  big  game 
preserve,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or 
control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  “Livestock”  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  fully  domesticated  sheep,  tnl lv 
domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated  ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully 

domesticated  horses,  donkevs,  mules,  alpacas  and  llamas,  where  such  fully  domesticated  animals  arc  raised  primarily  for 
human  use  or  consumption  not  including  confined  big  game  killing.  Livestock  shall  also  include  embryos,  ova,  and  semen 
ofanv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  "Big  game  preserve"  as  used  in  this  amend ment  shall  mean  a  facility  confi nine  privately-owned  big  gam e  species  within 
fencing  designed  or  intended  to  reduce  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to  escape  or  to  evade  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-188) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  29,  2017) 


Date 


April  18,2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have 
a  substantial  negative  impact  on  the  cervid  industry  in  Missouri. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  (attached) 
based  on  a  survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the 
United  States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  225  cervid 
producers  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  annual  economic  impact  in 
Missouri  of  approximately  $98  million.  The  number  of  people  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  in  Missouri  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1,150  individuals.  In  addition, 
based  on  the  study  and  2007  property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  pays  approximately 
$700,000  annually  in  local  property  taxes. 

They  included  the  following  information  on  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry: 


ECONOMIC  IMPACT  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

CERVID  FARMING  INDUSTRY 


Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center 
Texas  A&M  University 

August  2007 


flFPC 

College  Station,  Texas  77843-2124 
Telephone:  (979)  845-5913 
Fax:  (979)  845-3140 
http://www.afpc.tamu.edu 


Department  of  Agricultural  Economics 
Texas  Agricultural  Experiment  Station 
Texas  Cooperative  Extension 
Texas  A&M  University 
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Executive  Summary 

•  The  cervid  farming  industry  is,  perhaps,  the  fastest  growing  industry  in  rural  America. 

•  Over  2,000  industry  participants  we're  surveyed,  with  a  response  rate  of  14  percent. 

•  This  survey,  designed  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry,  was  performed  in  late  2006-early  2007. 

•  The  average  whitetail  deer  farm  had  82  deer,  composed  of  28  males,  28  females,  26  fawns,  and  had  an  average  birth 
rate  of  1 .31  fawns  per  doe  in  2006. 


Breeding  operations  reported  expenditures  averaging  $101,000  per  year. 

The  cervid  farming  industry  has  a  direct  economic  impact  of  $893.5  million. 

When  incorporating  the  indirect  impacts  of  the  industry,  for  example,  the  farm's  expenditures  on  feed,  veterinary 
supplies,  fuel  and  other  purchases,  the  total  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  $2.3  billion. 

One  of  the  major  customers  of  this  industry  is  hunters.  Estimating  the  impact  of  hunting.dollars  spent,  with  hunters  as 
the  consumer  of  cervid  farming  products,  an  additional  $757  million  is  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

The  total  impact  of  the  industry,  combining  the  farming  and  hunting  components,  is  $3.0  billion  annually. 

The  economic  activity  of  the  cervid  farming  industry  supports  29,199  jobs,  most  of  which  are  in  rural  America.  If  this 
industry  did  not  exist,  those  jobs  would  have  to  be  supported  by  some  other  economic  activity. 

These  results  highlight  the  fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  a  growing  and  important  industry  in  rural  America. 


INTRODUCTON 


Introduction 

The  cervid,  or  deer,  farming  industry  is  a  vital  and  growing  business  in  rural  areas  of  the  United  States.  As  demographic 
and  market  forces  tend  to  shift  traditional  revenue  sources  away  from  rural  communities,  their  economies  increasingly 
rely  on  new  industries  such  as  this  one.  As  the  industry  has  grown,  participants  and  legislators  have  developed  an  inter¬ 
est  in  measuring  the  economic  contribution  of  the  industry  on  their  respective  communities.  In  addition,  the  industry  is 
governed  by  a  myriad  of  state  and  federal  laws,  regulations,  and  jurisdictions.  Since  the  majority  of  industry  regulation 
is  left  up  to  the  states,  a  significant  amount  of  variability  in  the  regulations  exists  from  state  to  state.  This  lack  of  consis¬ 
tency  in  laws  and  regulations  may  be  a  factor  affecting  future  industry  growth  in  some  states.  The  rapid  growth  of  the 
industry  and  an  array  of  policy  issues  led  the  industry  to  request  this  study  of  the  size  and  economic  importance  of  the 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  2006,  the  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  (AFPC)  at  Texas  A&M  University  was  requested 
by  former  Texas  Congressman  Plenry  Bonilla  to  undertake  this  study.  The  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  determine 
the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry.  Secondary  objectives  include  providing  a  current 
description  of  typical  industry  participants  and  cost  estimates  for  the  major  categories  of  expenses  on  cervid  farming 
operations. 


6 


Cervid  Industry 


The  term  "cervid"  refers  to  any  one  of  the  various  members  of  the  cervidae  family.  This  family  includes  members  such  as 
whitetail  deer,  elk,  fallow,  reindeer,  axis,  sika,  and  red  deer  among  others.1 


Like  any  industry,  the  cervid  farming  industry  involves  producers  and  consumers.  In  general,  the  production  side  of  the 
industry  is  comprised  of  breeding  stock  producers,  trophy  hunting  preserves,  commercial  venison  producers,  and  com¬ 
mercial  scent  collection.  Some  commercial  production  operations  may  take  on  a  single  segment,  such  as  one  produc¬ 
ing  and  selling  only  breeding  stock.  Others  may  consist  of  any  combination  of  these,  such  as  an  operation  producing 
venison  and  velvet,  while  also  collecting  urine  for  scent  sales.  Consumers  of  the  industry  include  hunters  (for  scent 
products  and  hunting)  other  breeders,  and  consumers  of  venison  and  related  products  (hides,  velvet,  shed  antlers,  etc.). 

Figure  1  displays  the  estimated  number  of  cervid  farms  per  state.  This  inventory  was  compiled  by  the  administrative 
staff  at  the  North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  (NADeFA®)  through  contact  with  the  appropriate  state  agency. 
Those  states  that  did  not  have  an  exact  count  provided  their  best  estimate.  Across  the  nation,  the  total  number  of 
cervid  farms  was  7,828,  with  Pennsylvania  and  Texas  home  to  around  1,000  farms  each.  The  total  number  of  hunting 
preserves  is  estimated  at  2,639,  yet  this  only  represents  an  estimate  of  those  that  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  As  an  example  of  the  growth  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  experiencing,  there  were  946  permitted  breeding 
facilities  in  Texas  in  late  summer  2006.  However,  when  the  analysis  took  place  early  in  the  spring  of  2007,  there  were 
1,006  permitted  facilities.  In  addition,  it  is  important  to  note  that  there  are  approximately  1,600  Amish  operations  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  national  total.  For  many  in  the  Amish  communities,  deer  breeding  is  another  way  to  diversify  their  opera¬ 
tions.  A  number  of  industry  participants  find  that  this  form  of  farming  provides  an  opportunity  to  turn  a  greater  profit 
on  a  relatively  small  amount  of  acreage  than  traditional  farming  or  ranching  enterprises. 

The  trophy  hunting  segment  of  this  industry  relates  only  to  those  operations  that  purchase  outright  or  release  their 
own  cervids  into  a  hunting  preserve.  This  segment  represents  the  primary  end  market  for  the  breeding  stock  industry. 
Trophy  hunting,  in  this  sense,  involves  hunting  trophy  cervids  within  high  fenced  hunting  preserves. This  generally 
occurs  via  3-6  day  hunt  packages,  where  the  hunter  is  provided  lodging,  meals,  and  a  guided  hunt  for  a  set  fee.  Hunter 
expenditures  included  in  this  study  only  include  those  hunters  that  are  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words,  hunters, 
in  the  context  of  this  study,  are  only  those  that  hunt  at  operations  that  either  purchase  or  release  deer  from  breeding 
operations  into  their  hunting  operations.  Breeding  operations  represent  the  largest  segment  of  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  These  operations  raise  and  sell  breeding  stock  to  other  industry  breeders  as  well  as  hunting  preserves. The 
commercial  venison  segment  is  similar  to  other  food  animal  production  operations,  with  fallow,  elk,  and  red  deer  being 
the  primary  species  reared.  Cervids  are  raised  to  market  age,  processed,  and  the  resulting  venison  is  sold.  In  addition  to 
venison,  these  operations  may  sell  other  co-products  such  as  velvet,  hides,  and  antlers. The  last  segment  is  the  com¬ 
mercial  urine,  or  scent,  collection  operations.  These  operations  are  found  to  stand  alone  or  co-exist  with  other  opera¬ 
tional  segments,  where  the  urine  is  collected  from  males  and  females  to  sell  as  a  hunting  attractant. 


1  "Cervid."The  American  Heritage®  Science  Dictionary.  Houghton  Mifflin  Company.  20  Jul.  2007.  Dictionary.com  http://dictionarv.reference.com/ 
browse/cervid 
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METHODOLOGY 


Methodology 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  order  to  do  this,  a  survey  instrument  was  developed  to  collect  detailed  operational  informa¬ 
tion  from  industry  participants.  This  information  was  then  combined  with  the  inventory  of  cervid  farms  to  analyze  the 
production  side  of  the  industry.  In  addition,  an  analysis  was  performed  to  determine  the  impact  of  hunters,  but  only 
the  portion  of  hunters  who  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming  industry.  The  production  and  hunting  components  were 
then  combined  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Data  Collection 

During  the  late  summer  and  early  fall  of  2006,  background  information  to  develop  the  survey  was  gained  through  site 
visits  to  cervid  farms  across  the  nation.  Interviews  from  these  visits  provided  a  base  set  of  information  that  was  then 
utilized  to  develop  the  survey  instrument.  The  survey  was  then  reviewed  by  industry  participants,  revised,  and  sent  to 
over  700  members  of  NADeFA®  and  1,300  members  of  the  Texas  Deer  Association  (TDA)  over  the  fall  of  2006  to  early 
2007.  Overall,  the  extensive  survey  achieved  a  response  rate  of  14  percent.  These  memberships  were  selected  to  par- 
ticipate  in  this  study  because  they  represent  all  facets  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Survey  Development 

The  actual  survey  instruments  are  contained  in  Appendix  A  (NADeFA®)  and  Appendix  B  (TDA).  For  the  purposes  of  the 
survey,  the  cervid  farming  industry  was  segmented  into  three  operational  structures:  breeding  only,  breeding  and 
hunting,  and  hunting  only  operations.  Breeding  only  operations  were  defined  as  those  that  only  involve  the  scientific 
breeding  and  rearing  of  cervids  for  the  purpose(s)  of  breeding  stock,  commercial  venison,  or  commercial  urine  collec¬ 
tion.  blunting  only  operations  relate  to  only  those  hunting  preserves  that  purchase  cervids  from  breeding  operations  as 
Stockers  or  as  breeding  stock  for  release  into  the  preserve.  Operations  that  manage  their  deer  populations  by  selective 
harvest  and  nutritional  supplements,  rather  than  supplementing  the  natural  genetics  with  deer  released  from  breeding 
operations,  are  not  included  in  this  category.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  represent  those  that  engage  in  breed¬ 
ing  activities  while  also  utilizing  their  own  breeding  stock,  or  purchased  breeding  stock,  to  supplement  the  genetics 
and/or  populate  their  hunting  preserve. 

While  a  majority  of  the  industry  are  whitetail  deer  producers,  a  variety  of  cervid  species  are  raised  as  well,  including 
elk,  red  deer,  mule  deer,  sika,  pere  david's,  reindeer,  axis,  fallow,  and  muntjak.The  surveys  proved  to  be  quite  extensive, 
as  they  were  designed  to  represent  producers  of  all  of  these  cervid  species  and  operational  segments.  For  breeding 
operations,  the  survey  included  questions  regarding  the  operation  in  general,  herd  inventory,  purchases,  sales,  capital 
expenditures,  veterinary  expenditures,  labor,  feeding  rates  and  expenditures,  utilities,  and  other  miscellaneous  expens¬ 
es.  For  hunting  operations,  the  base  operational  questions  remained  the  same,  however,  hunting  related  questions 
were  included  as  well,  such  as  the  number  of  hunters,  harvest  rate,  percentage  of  herd  from  breeding  operations,  hunt 
revenues,  processing,  and  taxidermy. 


Figure  2:  Typical  Fenced  Paddock. 
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Survey  Results 

General  Operations 

Of  the  302  respondents,  61  percent  were  breeding  only  operations,  32  percent  were  breeding  and  hunting  operations, 
and  7  percent  were  hunting  only  operations.  Respondents  represented  26  of  the  48  states  that  have  some  type  of 
cervid  operation.  When  combining  all  survey  respondents,  operations  have  been  in  business,  on  average,  since  1 999. 

From  the  NADeFA®  survey  results,  the  average  whitetail  deer  breeding  operation  reported  a  total  of  82  deer,  on  close 
to  25  acres.  Of  these,  28  were  bucks,  28  were  does,  and  26  were  fawns.  In  2005,  bred  does  had  an  average  of  1.24 
fawns  each,  which  increased  to  1.31  for  the  2006  fawning  season.  Average  annual  mortality  rate  was  reported  to  be  9.6 
percent.  For  comparison,  whitetail  breeding  operations  from  the  Texas  survey  were  slightly  larger,  averaging  1 1 4  head, 
on  a  little  more  than  64  acres.  Of  these,  42  were  bucks,  44  were  does,  with  the  remainder  being  fawns.  Bred  does  aver¬ 
aged  1.27  fawns  each  in  2005  and  1.37  in  2006,  slightly  higher  than  the  national  results.  Overall  herd  mortality  rate  was 
reported  to  be  5.7  percent. 

Table  1  above  contains  a  summary  of  the  average  operational  costs  across  all  survey  respondents.  A  quick  glance 
through  the  table  reveals  expected  differences  across  operations  for  general  expenditures.  Breeding  and  hunting 
operations  displayed  the  largest  footprint,  around  1 ,700  acres,  as  expected.  Breeding  only  operations  were  the  small¬ 
est,  averaging  around  20  acres  in  pens.  Pens,  in  this  sense,  are  typically  described  as  a  high  fenced  paddock,  as  shown 
in  Figure  2.  For  those  pens  holding  bucks  or  bulls,  a  protective  screening  is  often  used  in  conjunction  with  the  fence  to 
keep  an  antler  from  hooking  in  the  fence  accidentally.  In  addition,  screening  may  be  used  as  a  visual  barrier,  particularly 
if  the  operation  is  near  a  road,  to  shield  the  deer  from  view  from  passers-by. 

Breeding  and  hunting  operations  had  more  area  devoted  to  breeding  pens,  more  pens  overall,  and  more  deer  (Table  2)  ^ 

than  breeding  only  operations.  This  was  expected  as  the  breeding  and  hunting  operations  supply  their  hunting  opera¬ 
tion  from  their  breeding  operation,  and  are  not  necessarily  relying  on  sales  or  transfers  to  move  deer  off  the  operation. 

The  results  indicate  expenditures  on  lodges,  fencing,  and  improvements  were  the  top  three  in  terms  of  the  capital  cost 
for  both  breeding  and  hunting  and  hunting  only  operations,  while  breeding  operations  spent  the  most  on  fencing, 
buildings,  and  improvements.  The  category  of  improvements  includes  expenditures  on  land  clearing,  roads,  tanks/ 
ponds,  and  forage  development  among  others.  Large  equipment,  ranch  vehicles,  and  implements  were  reported  as  the 
highest  equipment  expenditures  across  all  three  types  of  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring 
labor,  while  43  percent  reported  outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  reported 
using  four  times  the  amount  of  outsourced  services  than  breeding  only  operations,  or  $1 6,456  versus  $4,042.  Examples 
of  outsourced  services  include  those  of  operational  management  and  or  nutritional  consulting,  bottle  feeding  services 
for  newborns,  annual  herd  maintenance/vaccination  services,  and  accounting  services. 

Figure  3  provides  a  summary  of  expenditures  for  a  typical  breeding  operation.  Survey  categories,  such  as  those  shown 
in  Table  1,  were  combined  into  four  primary  expense  categories:  capital,  operational,  feed,  and  general.  Figure  3  il- 
lustrates  the  annual  expenses  for  breeding  operations.  Operational  expenditures  include  items  such  as  supplies,  labor, 

Figure  3:  Annual  Breeding  Operation  Expenditures. 


Feed 

11.1% 
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SURVEY  RESULTS 


Table  1 :  Average  Annual  Operational  Costs  of  Cervid  Industry  Survey  Respondents. 


( in  dollars) 

Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Hunting  Only 

Operation 

Year  started 

1999 

1998 

1998 

Area  of  breeding  (acres) 

22 

80 

NA 

Area  of  hunting  (acres) 

NA 

1,639 

1,123 

Land  purchased  (acres) 

139 

895 

1,022 

Purchase  value  ($/ac) 

3,166 

1,729 

1,407 

Facilities 

Capital  cost  of  lodge(s) 

NA 

172,673 

159,326 

Number  of  pens 

8 

13 

NA 

Area  of  pens  (acres) 

20 

25 

NA 

Fencing 

27,201 

144,039 

94,592 

Shelters 

6,980 

14,479 

NA 

Improvements 

17,270 

81,750 

63,507 

Buildings 

19,693 

80,262 

55,961 

Working  pens 

10,336 

18,366 

NA 

Percent  with  Handling  Facility 

64% 

54% 

NA 

Cost  of  Handling  Facility 

15,627 

36,502 

NA 

Maintenance  and  Repair 

2,907 

18,731 

12,143 

Equipment 

Large  equipment 

33,009 

93,268 

61,665 

ATV(s) 

9,325 

19,841 

14,391 

Ranch  vehicles 

29,422 

55,470 

37,208 

Implements 

9,578 

26,510 

20,038 

Trailers/crates 

6,300 

14,421 

9,228 

Bulk  feed  bins 

4,045 

13,063 

7,490 

Feeding  equpment 

3,667 

16,759 

9,497 

Watering  equipment 

2,398 

9,413 

9,046 

Video  equipment 

1,916 

3,473 

2,003 

Rental  equipment 

1,184 

4,716 

3,424 

Sedation  equipment 

1,178 

1,778 

NA 

Veterinary  &  Supplies 

Operating  supplies 

3,557 

5,560 

NA 

Medical  supplies 

1,675 

2,674 

NA 

Veterinary  expense 

2,257 

4,121 

NA 

Lodge  supplies 

NA 

5,237 

5,183 

Lodge  food  and  beverages 

NA 

5,021 

5,023 

Labor 

Employees  paid  salary 

2 

2 

2 

Employees  paid  hourly 

2 

3 

2 

Total  salary  wages  paid 

35,613 

65,801 

39,608 

Average  annual  salary  wage  expense 

23,667 

28,985 

22,134 

Total  hourly  wage  paid 

8,398 

26,805 

13,689 

Average  annual  hourly  wage  expense 

5,522 

9,856 

9,468 

Outsourced  services 

4,042 

16,456 

12,097 

Utilities 

Utilities 

1,618 

7,551 

4,535 

Fuel 

2,103 

10,070 

5,104 

Miscellaneous  Expenses 

Insurance 

1,915 

5,916 

3,663 

Advertising/marketing 

2,322 

8,097 

6,103 

Travel 

2,353 

6,308 

3,864 

Property  tax 

2,473 

6,564 

4,068 

utilities,  insurance,  advertising,  and  travel.  Capital  expenses  refer  to  annualized  capital  costs  for  items  such  as  land,  im¬ 
provements,  fencing,  buildings,  breeding  stock,  feeding  equipment,  ATV's,  and  implements.  Feed  refers  to  the  annual 
feed  costs,  including  supplemental  feed,  hay,  and  bottle  feeding  supplies.  Lastly,  General  costs  cover  the  remainder  of 
expenditures  on  items  such  as  food  plots,  artificial  insemination,  veterinary,  and  disease  monitoring. 

Production 

Table  2  contains  a  summary  of  production  data  across  all  respondents.  Feed  represents  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  total 
annual  expenditures  for  breeding  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutri¬ 
tion  is  essential  to  the  physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervids.  For  breeding  only  operations 
with  whitetails,  53  percent  of  respondents  indicated  bottle  feeding  their  fawns,  while  only  29  percent  of  breeding  and 
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Table  2:  Average  Production  Data  of  Cervid  industry  Survey  Respondents. 


Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005) 

Whitetail 

Males 

21 

49 

Females 

25 

51 

Fawns 

23 

48 

Birth  rate  (2005) 

1.3 

1.2 

Birth  rate  (2006) 

1.4 

1.3 

Annual  Mortality  Rate 

8% 

7% 

Elk 

Males 

18 

12 

Females 

24 

9 

Fawns 

16 

3 

Fallow 

Males 

43 

3 

Females 

94 

4 

Fawns 

50 

1c 

Red  Deer 

Males 

46 

47 

Females 

57 

66 

Fawns 

35 

27 

Feeding 

Whitetail 

Fawns 

Percent  bottle  feeding 

53% 

29% 

Percent  of  fawns  bottle  fed 

53% 

44% 

Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning 

98 

91 

After  weaning 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

1 

1 

Does 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

3 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

1 

Bucks 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

4 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Elk 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

6 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

7 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Fallow 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.4 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.3 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Red  Deer 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

5 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

7 

3 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

3 

Area  of  food  plots  (acres) 

14 

47 

Seed 

813 

2,560 

Fertilizer 

1,011 

2,777 

Protien  feed  price  (per  ton) 

318 

305 

Hay  price  (per  ton) 

193 

268 

*  Insufficient  results 
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SURVEY  RESULTS 


SURVEY  RESULTS 


hunting  operations  did.  Of  all  species,  bottle  feeding  is  primarily  practiced  with  whitetail  fawns.  Other  species  will  not 
typically  incur  such  management  practices,  where  bottle  feeding  may  only  be  utilized  for  orphaned  or  sick  young. 

On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk  consumed  slight¬ 
ly  over  6  pounds.  All  of  the  reported  species  were  fed  a  protein  concentrate  and  hay.  Hay  costs  were  extremely  high 
during  the  study  period  due  to  severe  drought  conditions  across  most  of  the  southern  plains.  In  addition  to  purchased 
feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  planting  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500 
acres. 


When  combining  results,  70  percent  of  all  breeding  or  breeding  and  hunting  operation  respondents  indicated  some 
type  of  breeding  stock  purchase. This  would  include  purchases  of  breeder  males,  Stocker  males,  bred  females,  open 
females,  fawns,  or  semen  straws.  For  whitetail,  breeder  bucks  were  the  highest  dollar  expense,  costing  close  to  $21 ,000 
each  on  average. 

Hunting  Operations 

Operations  with  hunting  reported  other  expenses  in  addition  to  those  of  breeding  operations.  Seventy-six  percent  of 
all  respondents  of  operations  that  reported  to  be  involved  in  hunting  had  a  lodge  on  the  premises  for  their  clients.  In 
addition  to  the  roughly  $170,000  cost  of  the  lodge,  these  operations  also  accrued  expenses  to  maintain  and  supply 
the  lodge.  Labor  costs  were  reported  to  be  higher  than  those  of  breeding  operations  due  to  an  overall  larger  opera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  seasonal  hunting  guides.  Food  plots  in  the  hunting  areas  tended  to  be  larger,  along  with  more  feeders, 
waterers,  and  fencing,  all  contributing  to  the  higher  reported  expenses.  Although  the  majority  of  hunting  operations 
accepted  paying  clients  and  corporate  clients,  1 4  percent  reported  their  hunting  operation  as  personal  use  only.  Of  the 
whitetail  hunting  operations  reporting,  respondents  estimated  an  average  of  49  percent  of  the  deer  in  their  hunting 
areas  are  from  breeding  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring  labor,  while  43  percent  reported 
outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  For  breeding  operations,  those  hiring  salaried  employees  reported  an 
annual  expense  in  the  mid  $20,000  range. This  expense  increased  to  the  mid  $30,000  range  for  breeding  and  hunting 
operations.  On  the  whole,  labor  hired  on  an  hourly  basis  tended  to  be  more  prevalent  than  salaried  labor. 


Feed  was  the  third  largest  expense  category,  representing  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  annual  expenditures  for  breed¬ 
ing  operations.  Although  it's  not  the  largest  expense  category,  feeding  is  considered  to  be  one  of  the  most  important 
aspects  of  all  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutrition  is  essential  to  the 
physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervid  operations.  For  fawns,  45  percent  of  respondents  indi¬ 
cated  bottle  feeding  their  young.  Typical  products  used  for  bottle  feeding  ranged  from  goat's  milk  to  different  brands 
of  milk  replacer.  On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk 
consumed  slightly  over  6  pounds.  Respondents  indicated  paying  a  little  over  $300  per  ton  for  supplemental  feed,  while 
hay  costs  averaged  around  $240  per  ton.  In  addition  to  purchased  feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  plant¬ 
ing  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500  acres. 
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Economic  Impact 

IMPLAN®  (Impact  Analysis  for  Planning),  an  input/output  model,  was  used  to  estimate  the  economic  impact 
of  the  cervid  farming  industry  on  the  national  economy.  Originally  developed  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service,  the 
IMPLAN  model  is  now  managed  and  maintained  by  the  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group  (MIG).  The  model  is,  arguably, 
the  most  used  and  cited  model  for  performing  economic  impact  analyses  in  the  United  States. 

The  IMPLAN  model  is  driven  by  purchases  of  final  goods  and  services  in  a  certain  region,  such  as  a  state,  a 
group  of  states,  or  the  entire  nation.  These  purchases  represent  the  dollar  value  of  the  increase  in  finished 
goods  and  services  demanded,  and  create  an  impact  that  ripples  throughout  the  economy. 

Industries  produce  goods  and  services  for  final  use  and  purchase  goods  and  services  from  other  industries. 
These  other  producers  and  industries  buy  goods  and  services  as  well,  which  IMPLAN  designates  as  indirect 
purchases.  In  addition,  each  step  along  the  cycle  pays  wages  and  salaries  to  employees,  who,  in  turn,  make  ad¬ 
ditional  expenditures  into  the  economy  of  the  region.2 

In  determining  the  overall  economic  impact  of  an  industry,  the  IMPLAN  model  uses  a  set  of  multipliers,  sepa¬ 
rated  by  sector,  to  estimate  the  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  effects  (induced  being  effects  of  household 
spending)  of  the  economic  cycle.  Over  500  sector  codes  are  included  in  the  IMPLAN  model,  where  each  code 
represents  a  unique  industrial  sector  that  a  specific  product  or  category  of  products  is  represented  by.  The 
multipliers  that  are  derived  for  each  sector  quantify  the  ripple  effects  of  a  dollar  increase  in  final  demand,  thus 
resulting  in  an  estimation  of  the  economic  impact.3 

Cervid  Industry 

In  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry,  the  categories  of  the  survey  were  prepared 
for  input  into  the  IMPLAN  model.  This  was  accomplished  by  extrapolating  the  survey  results  against  the  inven¬ 
tory  of  operations  to  arrive  at  total  industry  expenditures  for  each  category.  These  totals  represent  the  value 
of  final  goods  and  services  demanded  by  the  industry,  and  were  the  baseline  inputs  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
Categories  from  the  extrapolated  survey  results,  such  as  supplemental  feed  or  fencing,  are  then  assigned  a  sec¬ 
tor  code  according  to  the  underlying  industry  the  category  relates  to.  Table  3  provides  an  example  of  category 
inputs  and  their  multipliers  from  IMPLAN,  with  each  category  belonging  to  a  different  sector.  Differences  be¬ 
tween  the  multipliers  for  each  category  demonstrate  how  dollars  move  throughout  different  industries.  For  in¬ 
stance,  a  $1  million  change  in  final  demand  for  supplemental  feed  will  generate  a  total  of  $2.67  million  in  total 
industry  output,  $1.53  million  in  value  added  economic  activity,  and  will  support  24.34  jobs.  In  this  example, 
total  industry  output  would  include  the  output  generated  by  the  supplemental  feed  industry  and  those  indus¬ 
tries  that  supply  it.  Value  added  from  this  industry  includes  employee  compensation,  proprietary  income,  other 
proprietor  income,  and  indirect  business  taxes  that  are  generated.4 The  employment  multiplier  represents  the 
number  of  jobs  that  are  supported  per  million  dollar  change  in  final  demand. 

2  Lindall,  Scott  A.  and  Douglas  C.  Olson.  "The  IMPLAN  Input-Output  System."  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group.  Available  online,  accessed  February  5,  2007. 
http://www.implan.com/ 

3  Ibid. 

4  Ibid. 


Table  3:  Cervid  Industry  Multipliers. 


Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

Supplemental  Feed 

2.67 

1.53 

24.34 

Food  plots 

3.18 

1.72 

46.12 

Veterinar  y 

3.43 

1.57 

31.42 

Utilities 

2.04 

1.23 

8.48 

Insurance 

2.35 

1.52 

18.25 

Maintenance  and  repair 

3.01 

1.57 

24.68 

Handling  facility 

2.93 

1.61 

25.61 

Fencing 

3.02 

1.61 

25.36 

Large  equipment 

3.02 

1.29 

15.79 

ATV's 

2.73 

1.59 

22.96 
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ECONOMIC  IMPACT 


Hunter  Expenditures 


An  additional  component  in  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  to  evaluate  and  include  the 
role  of  hunter  expenditures  in  the  consumption  of  industry  products.  Not  all  hunting  is  related  to  cervid  farm¬ 
ing,  but  some  is,  therefore  it  is  important  to  include  only  that  which  is  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words, 
the  hunting  product  of  cervid  farming  is  a  small  part  of  overall  cervid  hunting  in  the  United  States.  Yet  the 
hunting  component  or  economic  activity  associated  with  deer  farming  is  an  important  part  of  the  economic 
activity  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry.  While  overall  hunter  numbers  in  the  United  States  are  down, 
the  demand  for  trophy  hunting  appears  to  be  increasing.  Dollars  spent  on  hunting,  assorted  gear,  and  travel 
continue  to  grow.  Time  is  increasingly  the  limiting  factor  for  many  industry  participants,  as  they  have  the  mon¬ 
ey  to  participate,  but  not  the  time  to  invest  in  traditional  hunting.  The  growth  of  this  segment  of  the  industry  is 
expected  to  continue,  therefore,  it  is  important  to  include  this  aspect  of  the  industry  in  this  study. 

In  order  to  determine  this  impact,  the  number  of  hunters  per  operation  was  taken  from  the  survey,  extrapo¬ 
lated  against  all  hunting  operations,  and  combined  with  a  report  that  outlines  hunting  expenditures  on  a  per 
hunter  basis.  This  report,  entitled  the  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America",5  was  based  on  the  2001 
National  Survey  of  Fishing,  Hunting,  and  Wildlife-Associated  Recreation  survey  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  These  retail  expenditures  were  then  combined  with  other  hunt 
related  expenditures,  such  as  trophy  and  processing  fees,  and  assigned  sector  codes  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
When  totaled,  less  than  1  percent  of  the  report's  estimated  1 1  million  deer  hunters  are  related  to  the  cervid 
farming  industry.  However,  this  small  percentage  of  hunters  account  for  over  2  percent  of  the  report's  estimat¬ 
ed  $1 0  billion  in  retail,  travel,  and  hunt  related  expenditures. 

Results 

Table  4  below  provides  a  summary  of  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry.  Cervid  operations  generate  an 
estimated  $893.5  million  in  direct  expenditures  into  the  U.S.  economy.  This  value  represents  the  estimated  in¬ 
crease  in  final  demand  of  all  goods  and  services  consumed  by  the  industry.  As  these  direct  expenditures  ripple 
throughout  the  economy,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  an  estimated  $2.3  billion  of  total  industry 
output  for  all  industries  that  supply  the  cervid  farming  industry.  These  industries  include  feed  suppliers,  farm 
and  ranch  supply  stores,  veterinary  services,  medical  and  sedation  product  suppliers,  construction,  utilities, 
advertising,  insurance,  and  numerous  others.  Hunters  contribute  an  additional  $241  million  in  direct  economic 
impacts  through  retail  and  hunt  related  expenditures,  which  generates  a  total  of  $756.9  million  of  total  indus¬ 
try  output. 

When  combined,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  and  output  in  the  U.S. 
economy.  The  industry  provides  the  economic  activity  that  supports  29,1 99  jobs  in  the  economy,  most  of  which 
are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  If  this  industry  were  to  disappear,  these  jobs  would  have  to  find  support 
from  some  other  sector  of  the  economy.  Unfortunately,  not  every  segment  of  the  industry  could  be  analyzed. 
Insufficient  industry  and  survey  data  limited  analysis  to  only  the  operational  aspects  of  both  the  venison  and 
scent  collection  industries,  as  production  and  retail  revenues  were  excluded  from  the  analysis. 


5  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America."  Produced  by  Southwick  Associates,  Inc.  for  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agen¬ 
cies,  2002.  Available  online,  accessed  August  10,  2006.  http://www.southwickassociates.com/freereports/default.aspx 


Table  4:  Economic  Impact  of  the  Cervid  Farming  Industry. 


Direct 

Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

All  Operations 

893,501,559 

2,333,462,511 

1,276,311,405 

21,070 

Hunters 

241 ,042,970 

756,897,725 

358,602,855 

8,129 

Total 

1,134,544,528 

3,090,360,236 

1,634,914,260 

29,199 
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Conclusion 

With  over  7,000  operations  and  2,000  hunting  preserves,  the  cervid  farming  industry  has  an  established  presence 
across  the  nation.  The  majority  of  these  operations  are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  In  addition,  while  traditional 
forms  overwhelmingly  dominate  the  hunting  industry,  the  small  niche  of  hunters  this  market  serves  continues  to 
increase.  This  increase  in  demand  is  fueling  the  growth  in  the  breeding  industry.  Over  $1 .1  billion  in  direct  expenditures 
are  poured  into  the  U.S.  economy  each  year  by  commercial  farming  operations  and  sportsmen  related  to  this  industry. 
In  turn,  this  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  while  supporting  29,1 99  jobs.  All  told,  these  results  highlight  the 
fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  continues  to  be  a  vital  contributor  to  the  rural  economies  of  the  United  States. 
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APPENDIX 


Appendix  A:  National  Cervid  Industry  Survey 


National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

instructions  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation  (check  all  that  apply) 

Cervid  Breeding  (includes  venison  and  urine  collection)  Q  Cervid  Hunting  Q  Cervid  Breeding  and  Hunting  I  I 


Cervid  Breeding 

Please  select  type  of  cervid  breeding  operation-.  Breeding  only  □  Commercial  Venison  □  Commercial  Urine  Collection  □ 
I.  Operation 

1 .  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres 


4.  Area  under  high  ft 


5.  Area  of  land  purchased: _ 

6.  Area  of  land  inherited: _ 

II.  Herd  Inventory 

1 .  Inventory  (Final  2005  figures) 
Whitetail 


5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


Fawns/calves 


Birthrate  (2005): 
Birth  rate  (2006): 
Annual  mortality  ra 


2.  Annual  Purchases  (Final 

Whitetail 


Males  (S): 

Total  Cost: 
Females  (#): 

Total  Cost: 
Fawns/calves  (#): 


vs(#): 


Sika  Pere  David’s 


III.  Facilities 


3.  Area  of  urine  collection  operation: 

arrp* 

3a.  Number  of  pens: 

9.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  □  Yes  |Q  No 

9a.  If  yes,  capital  cos 

t  of  this  facility:  S 

10.  Do  you  have  a  venison  processing  facility?  □  Yes  □  No 

10a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  facility:  S 

1 1 .  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  venison?  1  1  Yes  1  1  No 

1  la.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  equipment:  S 

12.  Do  you  have  a  urine  collection  facility?  □  Yes 

□  No 

12a.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  facility:  S 

13.  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  urine?  □  Yes 

□  No 

1 3a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  equipment:  S 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IV.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  S _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 


1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  packaging  equipment  (venison  and  ut 
V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _ 

6.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _ 

7.  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _ 


2.  Annual  coi 
4.  Average  c< 
5a.  Average  < 
6a.  Average 
7a.  Annual  c 


1  of  medical  supplies:  $ _ 

st  per  sedation:  $ _ 

ost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

ost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

ist  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 


8.  Average  annual  number  of  sedations  (per  animal,  per  species): 


9.  Annual  number  of  females  Al’d  (per  species): 

Whitetail  Eik  Mule  Deer 


VI.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1.  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  S _ 

2.  Annual  regulatory  expense  (permits):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  meat  inspection/nutrition  labeling  expense:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  travel  expense:  $ _ 

6.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 


lb.  Paid  hourly:  _ 
2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 


Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IX.  Feeding 

Fawns/Calves 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed?  □  Yes  (continue  below)  □  No  (skip  to  2) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Percent  of  all  fawns/calves: 

Days  fed  until  weaning: 

Product  used: 

Product  price  per  gal/bag/lb: 

Units  fed  until  weaning: 

2.  After  weaning:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Adults 

1 .  Feeding  rates:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Males: 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Females: 

Daily  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

2.  Protein  feed  price:  $  (per  bag/ton) 

4.  Annual  protein  feed  purchase: 

tons 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: 

X.  Annual  Sales 

Annual  receipts  from  breeding  operation 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

1.  Males  sold: 

la.  Total  Receipts: 

2.  Females  sold: 

2a.  Total  Receipts: 

3.  Fawns/calves  sold: 

3a.  Total  Receipts: 

4.  Semen  straws  sold: 

4a.  Total  Receipts: 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


Annual  receipts  from  commercial  venison  production 

Elk 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Other: 

1 .  Annual  number  processed: 

2.  Average  processing  yield  per  animal 

(lbs): 

3.  General  processing  cost  per  animal: 

4.  Specialty  processing  cost  -  summer 

sausage,  jerky,  etc.  (per  pound): 

5.  Amount  of  specialty  processing  per 

6.  Total  receipts  from  all  venison  sales: 

7.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  venison:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  animals  used  to  collect  velvet: 

9.  Annual  amount  of  velvet  processed:  lbs 

10.  Processing  cost  of  velvet:  $  (per  pound) 

11.  Total  receipts  from  velvet  products:  $ 

12.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  velvet  products:  $ 

13.  Annual  amount  of  shed/cut  antlers  sold:  lbs 

1 3a.  Total  receipts  from  antler  sales:  $ 

14.  Total  receipts  from  other  by-products  (hides,  pizzles,  etc.):  $ 

15.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  15a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

16.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  16a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

17.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  17a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

1 8.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1 8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

Annual  receipts  from  urine  collection 

1 .  Total  number  of  males  used  for  collection: 

2.  Annual  amount  of  urine  collected  from  males:  gal 

2a.  Total  receipts  from  male  urine  sales:  $ 

3.  Total  number  of  females  used  for  collection: 

4.  Annual  amount  of  non-estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

4a.  Total  receipts  from  non-estrous  urine  sales:  S 

5.  Annual  amount  of  estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

5a.  Total  receipts  from  estrous  urine  sales:  S 

6.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  urine  sales:  $ 

7.  Total  receipts  from  other  scent  sales:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

9.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  9a.  Total  receipts:  S 

10.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  10a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

11.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1  la.  Total  receipts:  S 

V 
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Hunting 


Hunting,  continued 


For  combination  hunting  and  breeding  operations,  please  separate  hunting  operation  expenses  from  breeding  operation  expenses. 
Include  annualized  2005 figures  where  appropriate. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q]  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  no  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
/.  Operation 

I.  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres  4.  Land  inherited: _ acres 

5.  Land  purchased: _ acres  5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

6.  Area  of  hunting  operation: _ acres 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

2.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  S _ 

3.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

4.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _ 

5.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ acres 

5a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

5b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased: _ tons  la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ tons  2a.  Com  unit  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _  lb.  Hourly: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  S 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  S 

6.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  S 

VIII.  Hunters 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Annual  number  of  hunters, 

Percentage  of  total  cervids 

that  are  from  breeding: 

Number  of  males  released 

from  breeding  area  into 

Number  of  females 

released  from  breeding 

Number  of  males 

Total  expense: 

Number  of  females 

Total  expense: 

Annual  trophy  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  management  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  female  harvest: 

Total  receipts: 

Average  processing  cost. 

Percent  of  all  harvested 

males  seeking  taxidermy 

Average  taxidermy  cost: 

National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  cervid  breeding  operations  (including  venison  production  and  urine  collection 
operations),  combination  cervid  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside 
cervid  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for  their  cervid  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may 
disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  combination  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  please  separate  breeding  operation  records  from 
hunting  operation  records.  Contact  us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding 
and/or  hunting  operations. 

4.  It  is  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining  records 
from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category.  Please 
provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

5.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

6.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

7.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Cervid  Breeding  (Breeding  only.  Venison  production,  Urine  Collection) 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  breeding  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply. 

I.  Operation:  This  category  provides  for  a  general  overview  of  your  operation.  Purchase  value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre 
for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

n.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  final  2005  cervid  inventory  and  final  2005  purchases  (please  include 
number  purchased  with  total  cost)  towards  this  inventory.  Annual  mortality  rate  refers  to  the  annual  mortality  loss  on 
entire  herd,  including  the  loss  of  fawns/calves  after  weaning.  Birth  rate  refers  to  the  number  of  surviving  fawns/calves 
bom  per  bred  female,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns/calves  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of  bred 
females  (i.e.  1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  This  category  refers  to  your  operational  specific  facilities.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of 
construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable  equipment 
into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  an 
animal.  Number  of  necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to 
determine  the  cause  of  death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
necropsy  on  a  single  animal.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  your  breeding  operation. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and 
marketing  materials,  which  includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (hom  molds,  shed  mounts,  deceased  buck 
mounts,  etc.).  Annual  regulatory  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  regulatory  operating  permits,  if  applicable  to  your 
state.  Annual  meat  inspection  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  to  venison  production  operations  for  state  or  federal  meat 
inspection.  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc.  insurance.  Annual 
travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  of  fawns/calves  and  adults  in  your  operation.  For  those  who  bottle 
feed  fawns/calves,  please  indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns/calves  that  are  bottle  fed  for,  the  number  of  days  of  bottle 
feeding  until  weaned,  the  product  used  (i.e.  goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate  units- 
gal,  bags,  lbs),  and  the  number  of  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning  for  each  cervid  species  in  your 
operation. 

X.  Annual  Sales:  This  category  relates  to  the  final  2005  revenue  inflows  of  your  operation.  Receipts  are  categorized  for 
breeding  operations,  commercial  venison  operations,  and  commercial  urine  operations.  Please  separate  records  for  each 
these  categories  that  apply  to  your  operation. 

Cervid  Hunting 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  final  2005  expenses  for  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  and  food  and  beverage 
supplies. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  hunting  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refiise  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fiiel  expense  for  your  hunting  operation. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  Total  expense  refers  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  cervids  for  release  into  hunting 
operation.  Average  processing  cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  cervid.  If  in-house  processing  occurs, 
please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of  this  cost  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Percent  of  all  harvested  seeking  taxidermy 
sendees  relates  to  the  percentage  of  all  harvested  cervids  that  will  have  some  type  of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as 
a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Average  taxidermy  cost,  per  cervid  allows  for  the  average  per  cervid  expense  of  this 
service  for  the  hunter  from  your  local  taxidermist. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  be  directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at 
888-890-5663. 
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Appendix  B:  Economic  Impact  Survey 


Economic  Impact  Survey 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation 

Scientific  Breeding  Only  Scientific  Breeding  and  Hunting  [J  Hunting  only  I  I 

Scientific  Breeding 

Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  Hunting  only  operations ,  please  skip  to  the  hunting 
section.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

I.  Operation 

I .  Y  ear  started:  _  2.  Area  of  breeding  operation: _ (acres) 

3.  Land  purchased: _ (acres)  3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

4.  Land  inherited: _ (acres) 

II.  Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005  Inventory ) 

1 .  Total  number  of  deer: _ 

2.  Number  of  breeder  bucks: _  3.  Number  of  Stocker  bucks: _  4.  Does: _ 

5.  Fawns,  2005: _  5a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

6.  Fawns,  2006: _  6a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

7.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  (including  fawns  after  weaning): _ % 

8.  Annual  sales  (Final  2005  figures)  9.  Annual  purchases  (Final  2005  figures) 


Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  cost:  S 

Stocker  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Open  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Open  does  (If): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

III.  Facilities 

1 .  Number  of  pens: _  2.  Area  of  pens: _ (acres) 

3.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  $ _  4.  Capital  cost  of  shelters:  $ _ 

5.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

6.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _  7.  Capital  cost  of  working  pens:  $ _ 

8.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  I  I  Yes  QNo  8a.  If  yes,  capital  cost  of  handling  facility:  $_ 

9.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

9a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

9b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

IV.  Equipment 

1.  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 


Scientific  Breeding,  continued 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

I .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _  2.  Annual  cost  of  feed  and  hay:  S _ 

3.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies:  $ _  4.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  doe)  6.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  buck) 

7.  Average  cost  per  sedation:  $ _  8.  Number  of  does  Al’d: _ 

9.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _  9a.  Average  cost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

10.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _  10a.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

I I .  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _  11a.  Annual  cost  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 

VI.  Labor 

1.  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _  lb.  Paid  hourly: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expense:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

IX.  Feeding 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed  your  fawns?  Q  Yes  (continue  with  la- le)  Q  No  (skip  to  2) 

la.  If  yes,  what  percent  of  all  fawns?  _ %  lb.  Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning: _ 

lc.  What  product  do  you  use? _ 

ld.  Units  fed  per  fawn  until  weaning: _ (gal/bags/lbs)  le.  Product  price:  $ _ (per  gal/bag/lb) 

2.  After  weaning:  2a.  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2b.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

2c.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2d.  Alfalfa/hay  price:  $ _ (per  bale) 

2e.  Average  bale  weight: _ lbs 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe)  2.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe) 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck)  2.  Feed  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck) 


Hunting 


Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  combination  Scientific  Breeding  <S  Hun 
please  separate  hunting  expenses  from  breeding  expenses.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 


What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  n 


3.  Land  purchased: _ 

4.  Land  inherited: _ 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

t  of  fencing:* _ 


2.  Area  of  hunting  operation:  _ 
3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


i  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
_ (acres) 


t  of  improvements 
t  of  buildings:  $ _ 


2.  Capital  c< 

3.  Capital  c< 

4.  Capital  c< 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

6a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

6b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  traiIer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

1 0.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 


1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased:  _ 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ 


la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  $ _ 

2a.  Com  unit  price:  S _ 


3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


_ (per  bag/ton) 

_  (per  bag/ton) 


Hunting,  continued 

VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  S _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

5.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  $ _ 

VIII.  Hunters 

1 .  Annual  number  of  hunters: _ 

2.  Total  annual  deer  harvest: _ 

3.  Approximate  total  number  of  deer  in  hunting  area: _ 

3a.  Approximate  percentage  of  total  deer  in  the  hunting  area  that  are  from  breeding: _ 

4.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  does  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  purchased  for  release  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  number  of  does  purchased  for  release: _ 

7a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

8.  Annual  number  of  does  harvested: _ 

8a.  Total  receipts  from  doe  hunts:  S _ 

9.  Annual  number  of  management  bucks  harvested: _ 

9a.  Total  receipts  from  management  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  number  of  trophy  bucks  harvested: _ 

10a.  Total  receipts  from  trophy  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Average  processing  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 

12.  Approximate  percentage  of  harvested  bucks  seeking  taxidermy  services: _ % 

13.  Average  taxidermy  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 
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Economic  Impact  Survey 

Texas  Deer  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  scientific  breeding  operations,  combination  scientific  breeding  and  hunting 
operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside  scientific  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for 
their  deer  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may  disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  those  who  have  multiple  facilities  under  separate  permits  (uniquely  identified),  please  contact  us  for 
additional  surveys  for  each  operation. 

4.  It  is  important  to  separate  records  for  each  facility,  and  between  hunting  and  breeding  operations.  Contact 
us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding  and/or  hunting  operations. 

s.  It  is  also  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining 
records  from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category. 
Please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

6.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

7.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

8.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Scientific  Breeding 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  breeding  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  breeding  operation.  Purchase 
value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  herd  inventory,  fawning  rate,  purchases  and  sales  towards  your 
inventory  for  2005,  and  number  the  of  fawns  bom  and  fawning  rate  for  2006.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  refers  to  the 
annual  mortality  loss  on  the  total  breeding  herd,  including  loss  of  fawns  after  weaning.  Fawning  rate  refers  to  the  number 
of  surviving  fawns  bom  per  doe,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of 
bred  does  (i.e.  0.7, 1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  Area  of  pens  refers  to  the  total  acreage  enclosed  by  all  pens  combined.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall 
cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Annual  number  of  sedations  refers  to  the  average  annual  number  of  sedations  on  a  per  doe/buck 
basis.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  a  deer.  Number  of 
necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to  determine  the  cause  of 
death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  necropsy  on  a  single 
deer.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 


VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  breeding  operations. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (horn  molds  or  shed  mounts,  or  deceased  buck  mounts).  Annual  travel 
expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  for  fawns,  bucks,  and  does.  For  those  who  bottle  feed  fawns,  please 
indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns  that  are  bottle  fed,  number  of  days  of  bottle  feeding  until  weaning,  the  product  used  (i.e. 
goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning,  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate 
units-gal,  bags,  lbs). 

Hunting 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  food,  and  beverage  supplies  for  hunting 
operations  on  an  annualized  basis. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  hunting  operations. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  This  category  relates  to  the  annual  number  of  hunters,  number  of  deer  harvested,  number  of  deer 
purchased  and/or  released  into  hunting  operation,  and  the  expenses  and  receipts  from  hunting.  Total  expense  in  lines  6a  & 
7a  refer  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  deer  for  release  into  hunting  operation.  Average  processing 
cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  deer.  If  it  is  processed  in-house,  please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of 
this  cost  from  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Line  12  relates  to  the  percentage  of  harvested  deer  that  will  have  some  type 
of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as  a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Line  13  allows  for  the  average  per  deer  expense 
of  this  service  for  the  hunter. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope  no  later  than  November  10(h.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  also  be 
directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at  888-890-5663. 
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APPENDIX 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
prohibit  the  shipment  or  transportation  of  big  game  species  to  or  from  Missouri 


destinations,  with  certain  exceptions.  It  gives  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission 
primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privately  owned  big  game  species,  including 
rulemaking  authority.  It  also  states  that  confined  big  game  killing  or  the  owning, 
possessing,  confining,  transporting,  breeding  or  raising  of  privately  owned  big  game 
species  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  the 
Constitution  or  any  law.  Information  or  data  related  to  any  program  related  to  diseases  of 
big  game  species  is  considered  a  public  record  and  subject  to  disclosure. 

Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an  estimate  of 
the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  proposed  in 
this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  anticipated  fiscal  impact 
for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  they 
do  not  believe  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a  financial  impact  on  their  district. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 


18-187 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)  751-2301 


March  29.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

MAR  2  9  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-187) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  March  28.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name.  ■IVED 

(Official  Ballot  title)  ^^R  28  2017 

M°-  secretary  of  state; 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

1, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(e).  1 .  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment,  and  its 

purpose  is  to  prohibit  confined  big  game  killing  in  Missouri.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  of  this  state 

to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the  requirements  related  to 

captive  bin  game  species.  Confined  big  game  killiim  does  not  provide  anv  lood.  energy,  health 

benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  ol 

wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  bit*  game  killiim.  or  owning,  confining,  transporting  or  possessing 

big  came  species  for  anv  purpose  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting.  tannine  or  ranching  for  anv 

purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  anv  law. 

2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  big  game  killiim.  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6,  2018.  Such  person  may  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7. 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire  and  thereafter  all  confined  big  game  killing  shall  be 

prohibited  without  exception. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV,  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  retaliation  of  privatelv-owned  big  »ame  species,  but 

excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing.  The  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of 

this  Amendment. 

4.  Information  or  data  in  either  paper  or  electronic  form  regarding  anv  voluntary  or  mandatory 

program  related  to  diseases  of  biu  game  species  shall  be  considered  a  public  record  and  subject  to 

disclosure  except  as  or  expressly  permitted  or  required  to  be  closed  bv  federal  law  or  this  constitution. 

5.  Definitions. 


a.  t-Biiz  uame  species"  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  animals  or  embryos,  ova  or  semen:  (a)  all 

ccrvids  and  cervid  hybrids  including  but  not  limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red 

deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain  goals.  bighorn  sheep.  Dali's  sheep. 

proimhorn.  peccary,  and  javclina:  and  (c)  anv  uimulate  (hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred 

primarily  for  confined  biu  uame  killing. 

b.  “Confined  biu  uame  killiim”  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  of  a  biu 

uame  preserve  obtains  fees  or  other  remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killinu  or 

attempted  killinu  of  privatelv-owned  biu  uame  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man¬ 

made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent  escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government 
employee  or  auent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when 

government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  ‘'Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  fully 

domesticated  sheep,  fullv  domesticated  goats,  fullv  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesti catcd 

ratitc  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  uses  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission.  Livestock  shall  also 

include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 


d.  “Big  game  preserve"  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  via 

escape-resistant  fencing  which  reduces  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to 

evade  or  escape  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  29,  2017) 


Date 


April  18,2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have 
a  substantial  negative  impact  on  the  cervid  industry  in  Missouri. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  (attached) 
based  on  a  survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the 
United  States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  225  cervid 
producers  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  annual  economic  impact  in 
Missouri  of  approximately  $98  million.  The  number  of  people  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  in  Missouri  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1,150  individuals.  In  addition, 
based  on  the  study  and  2007  property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  pays  approximately 
$700,000  annually  in  local  property  taxes. 

They  included  the  following  information  on  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry: 
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CERVID  FARMING  INDUSTRY 


Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center 
Texas  A&M  University 

August  2007 


flFPC 

College  Station,  Texas  77843-2124 
Telephone:  (979)  845-5913 
Fax:  (979)  845-3140 
http://www.afpc.tamu.edu 


Department  of  Agricultural  Economics 
Texas  Agricultural  Experiment  Station 
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Executive  Summary 

•  The  cervid  farming  industry  is,  perhaps,  the  fastest  growing  industry  in  rural  America. 

•  Over  2,000  industry  participants  we're  surveyed,  with  a  response  rate  of  14  percent. 

•  This  survey,  designed  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry,  was  performed  in  late  2006-early  2007. 

•  The  average  whitetail  deer  farm  had  82  deer,  composed  of  28  males,  28  females,  26  fawns,  and  had  an  average  birth 
rate  of  1 .31  fawns  per  doe  in  2006. 


Breeding  operations  reported  expenditures  averaging  $101,000  per  year. 

The  cervid  farming  industry  has  a  direct  economic  impact  of  $893.5  million. 

When  incorporating  the  indirect  impacts  of  the  industry,  for  example,  the  farm's  expenditures  on  feed,  veterinary 
supplies,  fuel  and  other  purchases,  the  total  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  $2.3  billion. 

One  of  the  major  customers  of  this  industry  is  hunters.  Estimating  the  impact  of  hunting.dollars  spent,  with  hunters  as 
the  consumer  of  cervid  farming  products,  an  additional  $757  million  is  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

The  total  impact  of  the  industry,  combining  the  farming  and  hunting  components,  is  $3.0  billion  annually. 

The  economic  activity  of  the  cervid  farming  industry  supports  29,199  jobs,  most  of  which  are  in  rural  America.  If  this 
industry  did  not  exist,  those  jobs  would  have  to  be  supported  by  some  other  economic  activity. 

These  results  highlight  the  fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  a  growing  and  important  industry  in  rural  America. 


INTRODUCTON 


Introduction 

The  cervid,  or  deer,  farming  industry  is  a  vital  and  growing  business  in  rural  areas  of  the  United  States.  As  demographic 
and  market  forces  tend  to  shift  traditional  revenue  sources  away  from  rural  communities,  their  economies  increasingly 
rely  on  new  industries  such  as  this  one.  As  the  industry  has  grown,  participants  and  legislators  have  developed  an  inter¬ 
est  in  measuring  the  economic  contribution  of  the  industry  on  their  respective  communities.  In  addition,  the  industry  is 
governed  by  a  myriad  of  state  and  federal  laws,  regulations,  and  jurisdictions.  Since  the  majority  of  industry  regulation 
is  left  up  to  the  states,  a  significant  amount  of  variability  in  the  regulations  exists  from  state  to  state.  This  lack  of  consis¬ 
tency  in  laws  and  regulations  may  be  a  factor  affecting  future  industry  growth  in  some  states.  The  rapid  growth  of  the 
industry  and  an  array  of  policy  issues  led  the  industry  to  request  this  study  of  the  size  and  economic  importance  of  the 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  2006,  the  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  (AFPC)  at  Texas  A&M  University  was  requested 
by  former  Texas  Congressman  Plenry  Bonilla  to  undertake  this  study.  The  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  determine 
the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry.  Secondary  objectives  include  providing  a  current 
description  of  typical  industry  participants  and  cost  estimates  for  the  major  categories  of  expenses  on  cervid  farming 
operations. 
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Cervid  Industry 


The  term  "cervid"  refers  to  any  one  of  the  various  members  of  the  cervidae  family.  This  family  includes  members  such  as 
whitetail  deer,  elk,  fallow,  reindeer,  axis,  sika,  and  red  deer  among  others.1 


Like  any  industry,  the  cervid  farming  industry  involves  producers  and  consumers.  In  general,  the  production  side  of  the 
industry  is  comprised  of  breeding  stock  producers,  trophy  hunting  preserves,  commercial  venison  producers,  and  com¬ 
mercial  scent  collection.  Some  commercial  production  operations  may  take  on  a  single  segment,  such  as  one  produc¬ 
ing  and  selling  only  breeding  stock.  Others  may  consist  of  any  combination  of  these,  such  as  an  operation  producing 
venison  and  velvet,  while  also  collecting  urine  for  scent  sales.  Consumers  of  the  industry  include  hunters  (for  scent 
products  and  hunting)  other  breeders,  and  consumers  of  venison  and  related  products  (hides,  velvet,  shed  antlers,  etc.). 

Figure  1  displays  the  estimated  number  of  cervid  farms  per  state.  This  inventory  was  compiled  by  the  administrative 
staff  at  the  North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  (NADeFA®)  through  contact  with  the  appropriate  state  agency. 
Those  states  that  did  not  have  an  exact  count  provided  their  best  estimate.  Across  the  nation,  the  total  number  of 
cervid  farms  was  7,828,  with  Pennsylvania  and  Texas  home  to  around  1,000  farms  each.  The  total  number  of  hunting 
preserves  is  estimated  at  2,639,  yet  this  only  represents  an  estimate  of  those  that  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  As  an  example  of  the  growth  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  experiencing,  there  were  946  permitted  breeding 
facilities  in  Texas  in  late  summer  2006.  However,  when  the  analysis  took  place  early  in  the  spring  of  2007,  there  were 
1,006  permitted  facilities.  In  addition,  it  is  important  to  note  that  there  are  approximately  1,600  Amish  operations  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  national  total.  For  many  in  the  Amish  communities,  deer  breeding  is  another  way  to  diversify  their  opera¬ 
tions.  A  number  of  industry  participants  find  that  this  form  of  farming  provides  an  opportunity  to  turn  a  greater  profit 
on  a  relatively  small  amount  of  acreage  than  traditional  farming  or  ranching  enterprises. 

The  trophy  hunting  segment  of  this  industry  relates  only  to  those  operations  that  purchase  outright  or  release  their 
own  cervids  into  a  hunting  preserve.  This  segment  represents  the  primary  end  market  for  the  breeding  stock  industry. 
Trophy  hunting,  in  this  sense,  involves  hunting  trophy  cervids  within  high  fenced  hunting  preserves. This  generally 
occurs  via  3-6  day  hunt  packages,  where  the  hunter  is  provided  lodging,  meals,  and  a  guided  hunt  for  a  set  fee.  Hunter 
expenditures  included  in  this  study  only  include  those  hunters  that  are  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words,  hunters, 
in  the  context  of  this  study,  are  only  those  that  hunt  at  operations  that  either  purchase  or  release  deer  from  breeding 
operations  into  their  hunting  operations.  Breeding  operations  represent  the  largest  segment  of  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  These  operations  raise  and  sell  breeding  stock  to  other  industry  breeders  as  well  as  hunting  preserves. The 
commercial  venison  segment  is  similar  to  other  food  animal  production  operations,  with  fallow,  elk,  and  red  deer  being 
the  primary  species  reared.  Cervids  are  raised  to  market  age,  processed,  and  the  resulting  venison  is  sold.  In  addition  to 
venison,  these  operations  may  sell  other  co-products  such  as  velvet,  hides,  and  antlers. The  last  segment  is  the  com¬ 
mercial  urine,  or  scent,  collection  operations.  These  operations  are  found  to  stand  alone  or  co-exist  with  other  opera¬ 
tional  segments,  where  the  urine  is  collected  from  males  and  females  to  sell  as  a  hunting  attractant. 


1  "Cervid."The  American  Heritage®  Science  Dictionary.  Houghton  Mifflin  Company.  20  Jul.  2007.  Dictionary.com  http://dictionarv.reference.com/ 
browse/cervid 
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Methodology 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  order  to  do  this,  a  survey  instrument  was  developed  to  collect  detailed  operational  informa¬ 
tion  from  industry  participants.  This  information  was  then  combined  with  the  inventory  of  cervid  farms  to  analyze  the 
production  side  of  the  industry.  In  addition,  an  analysis  was  performed  to  determine  the  impact  of  hunters,  but  only 
the  portion  of  hunters  who  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming  industry.  The  production  and  hunting  components  were 
then  combined  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Data  Collection 

During  the  late  summer  and  early  fall  of  2006,  background  information  to  develop  the  survey  was  gained  through  site 
visits  to  cervid  farms  across  the  nation.  Interviews  from  these  visits  provided  a  base  set  of  information  that  was  then 
utilized  to  develop  the  survey  instrument.  The  survey  was  then  reviewed  by  industry  participants,  revised,  and  sent  to 
over  700  members  of  NADeFA®  and  1,300  members  of  the  Texas  Deer  Association  (TDA)  over  the  fall  of  2006  to  early 
2007.  Overall,  the  extensive  survey  achieved  a  response  rate  of  14  percent.  These  memberships  were  selected  to  par- 
ticipate  in  this  study  because  they  represent  all  facets  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Survey  Development 

The  actual  survey  instruments  are  contained  in  Appendix  A  (NADeFA®)  and  Appendix  B  (TDA).  For  the  purposes  of  the 
survey,  the  cervid  farming  industry  was  segmented  into  three  operational  structures:  breeding  only,  breeding  and 
hunting,  and  hunting  only  operations.  Breeding  only  operations  were  defined  as  those  that  only  involve  the  scientific 
breeding  and  rearing  of  cervids  for  the  purpose(s)  of  breeding  stock,  commercial  venison,  or  commercial  urine  collec¬ 
tion.  blunting  only  operations  relate  to  only  those  hunting  preserves  that  purchase  cervids  from  breeding  operations  as 
Stockers  or  as  breeding  stock  for  release  into  the  preserve.  Operations  that  manage  their  deer  populations  by  selective 
harvest  and  nutritional  supplements,  rather  than  supplementing  the  natural  genetics  with  deer  released  from  breeding 
operations,  are  not  included  in  this  category.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  represent  those  that  engage  in  breed¬ 
ing  activities  while  also  utilizing  their  own  breeding  stock,  or  purchased  breeding  stock,  to  supplement  the  genetics 
and/or  populate  their  hunting  preserve. 

While  a  majority  of  the  industry  are  whitetail  deer  producers,  a  variety  of  cervid  species  are  raised  as  well,  including 
elk,  red  deer,  mule  deer,  sika,  pere  david's,  reindeer,  axis,  fallow,  and  muntjak.The  surveys  proved  to  be  quite  extensive, 
as  they  were  designed  to  represent  producers  of  all  of  these  cervid  species  and  operational  segments.  For  breeding 
operations,  the  survey  included  questions  regarding  the  operation  in  general,  herd  inventory,  purchases,  sales,  capital 
expenditures,  veterinary  expenditures,  labor,  feeding  rates  and  expenditures,  utilities,  and  other  miscellaneous  expens¬ 
es.  For  hunting  operations,  the  base  operational  questions  remained  the  same,  however,  hunting  related  questions 
were  included  as  well,  such  as  the  number  of  hunters,  harvest  rate,  percentage  of  herd  from  breeding  operations,  hunt 
revenues,  processing,  and  taxidermy. 


Figure  2:  Typical  Fenced  Paddock. 


8 


Survey  Results 

General  Operations 

Of  the  302  respondents,  61  percent  were  breeding  only  operations,  32  percent  were  breeding  and  hunting  operations, 
and  7  percent  were  hunting  only  operations.  Respondents  represented  26  of  the  48  states  that  have  some  type  of 
cervid  operation.  When  combining  all  survey  respondents,  operations  have  been  in  business,  on  average,  since  1 999. 

From  the  NADeFA®  survey  results,  the  average  whitetail  deer  breeding  operation  reported  a  total  of  82  deer,  on  close 
to  25  acres.  Of  these,  28  were  bucks,  28  were  does,  and  26  were  fawns.  In  2005,  bred  does  had  an  average  of  1.24 
fawns  each,  which  increased  to  1.31  for  the  2006  fawning  season.  Average  annual  mortality  rate  was  reported  to  be  9.6 
percent.  For  comparison,  whitetail  breeding  operations  from  the  Texas  survey  were  slightly  larger,  averaging  1 1 4  head, 
on  a  little  more  than  64  acres.  Of  these,  42  were  bucks,  44  were  does,  with  the  remainder  being  fawns.  Bred  does  aver¬ 
aged  1.27  fawns  each  in  2005  and  1.37  in  2006,  slightly  higher  than  the  national  results.  Overall  herd  mortality  rate  was 
reported  to  be  5.7  percent. 

Table  1  above  contains  a  summary  of  the  average  operational  costs  across  all  survey  respondents.  A  quick  glance 
through  the  table  reveals  expected  differences  across  operations  for  general  expenditures.  Breeding  and  hunting 
operations  displayed  the  largest  footprint,  around  1 ,700  acres,  as  expected.  Breeding  only  operations  were  the  small¬ 
est,  averaging  around  20  acres  in  pens.  Pens,  in  this  sense,  are  typically  described  as  a  high  fenced  paddock,  as  shown 
in  Figure  2.  For  those  pens  holding  bucks  or  bulls,  a  protective  screening  is  often  used  in  conjunction  with  the  fence  to 
keep  an  antler  from  hooking  in  the  fence  accidentally.  In  addition,  screening  may  be  used  as  a  visual  barrier,  particularly 
if  the  operation  is  near  a  road,  to  shield  the  deer  from  view  from  passers-by. 

Breeding  and  hunting  operations  had  more  area  devoted  to  breeding  pens,  more  pens  overall,  and  more  deer  (Table  2)  ^ 

than  breeding  only  operations.  This  was  expected  as  the  breeding  and  hunting  operations  supply  their  hunting  opera¬ 
tion  from  their  breeding  operation,  and  are  not  necessarily  relying  on  sales  or  transfers  to  move  deer  off  the  operation. 

The  results  indicate  expenditures  on  lodges,  fencing,  and  improvements  were  the  top  three  in  terms  of  the  capital  cost 
for  both  breeding  and  hunting  and  hunting  only  operations,  while  breeding  operations  spent  the  most  on  fencing, 
buildings,  and  improvements.  The  category  of  improvements  includes  expenditures  on  land  clearing,  roads,  tanks/ 
ponds,  and  forage  development  among  others.  Large  equipment,  ranch  vehicles,  and  implements  were  reported  as  the 
highest  equipment  expenditures  across  all  three  types  of  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring 
labor,  while  43  percent  reported  outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  reported 
using  four  times  the  amount  of  outsourced  services  than  breeding  only  operations,  or  $1 6,456  versus  $4,042.  Examples 
of  outsourced  services  include  those  of  operational  management  and  or  nutritional  consulting,  bottle  feeding  services 
for  newborns,  annual  herd  maintenance/vaccination  services,  and  accounting  services. 

Figure  3  provides  a  summary  of  expenditures  for  a  typical  breeding  operation.  Survey  categories,  such  as  those  shown 
in  Table  1,  were  combined  into  four  primary  expense  categories:  capital,  operational,  feed,  and  general.  Figure  3  il- 
lustrates  the  annual  expenses  for  breeding  operations.  Operational  expenditures  include  items  such  as  supplies,  labor, 

Figure  3:  Annual  Breeding  Operation  Expenditures. 


Feed 

11.1% 
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Table  1 :  Average  Annual  Operational  Costs  of  Cervid  Industry  Survey  Respondents. 


( in  dollars) 

Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Hunting  Only 

Operation 

Year  started 

1999 

1998 

1998 

Area  of  breeding  (acres) 

22 

80 

NA 

Area  of  hunting  (acres) 

NA 

1,639 

1,123 

Land  purchased  (acres) 

139 

895 

1,022 

Purchase  value  ($/ac) 

3,166 

1,729 

1,407 

Facilities 

Capital  cost  of  lodge(s) 

NA 

172,673 

159,326 

Number  of  pens 

8 

13 

NA 

Area  of  pens  (acres) 

20 

25 

NA 

Fencing 

27,201 

144,039 

94,592 

Shelters 

6,980 

14,479 

NA 

Improvements 

17,270 

81,750 

63,507 

Buildings 

19,693 

80,262 

55,961 

Working  pens 

10,336 

18,366 

NA 

Percent  with  Handling  Facility 

64% 

54% 

NA 

Cost  of  Handling  Facility 

15,627 

36,502 

NA 

Maintenance  and  Repair 

2,907 

18,731 

12,143 

Equipment 

Large  equipment 

33,009 

93,268 

61,665 

ATV(s) 

9,325 

19,841 

14,391 

Ranch  vehicles 

29,422 

55,470 

37,208 

Implements 

9,578 

26,510 

20,038 

Trailers/crates 

6,300 

14,421 

9,228 

Bulk  feed  bins 

4,045 

13,063 

7,490 

Feeding  equpment 

3,667 

16,759 

9,497 

Watering  equipment 

2,398 

9,413 

9,046 

Video  equipment 

1,916 

3,473 

2,003 

Rental  equipment 

1,184 

4,716 

3,424 

Sedation  equipment 

1,178 

1,778 

NA 

Veterinary  &  Supplies 

Operating  supplies 

3,557 

5,560 

NA 

Medical  supplies 

1,675 

2,674 

NA 

Veterinary  expense 

2,257 

4,121 

NA 

Lodge  supplies 

NA 

5,237 

5,183 

Lodge  food  and  beverages 

NA 

5,021 

5,023 

Labor 

Employees  paid  salary 

2 

2 

2 

Employees  paid  hourly 

2 

3 

2 

Total  salary  wages  paid 

35,613 

65,801 

39,608 

Average  annual  salary  wage  expense 

23,667 

28,985 

22,134 

Total  hourly  wage  paid 

8,398 

26,805 

13,689 

Average  annual  hourly  wage  expense 

5,522 

9,856 

9,468 

Outsourced  services 

4,042 

16,456 

12,097 

Utilities 

Utilities 

1,618 

7,551 

4,535 

Fuel 

2,103 

10,070 

5,104 

Miscellaneous  Expenses 

Insurance 

1,915 

5,916 

3,663 

Advertising/marketing 

2,322 

8,097 

6,103 

Travel 

2,353 

6,308 

3,864 

Property  tax 

2,473 

6,564 

4,068 

utilities,  insurance,  advertising,  and  travel.  Capital  expenses  refer  to  annualized  capital  costs  for  items  such  as  land,  im¬ 
provements,  fencing,  buildings,  breeding  stock,  feeding  equipment,  ATV's,  and  implements.  Feed  refers  to  the  annual 
feed  costs,  including  supplemental  feed,  hay,  and  bottle  feeding  supplies.  Lastly,  General  costs  cover  the  remainder  of 
expenditures  on  items  such  as  food  plots,  artificial  insemination,  veterinary,  and  disease  monitoring. 

Production 

Table  2  contains  a  summary  of  production  data  across  all  respondents.  Feed  represents  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  total 
annual  expenditures  for  breeding  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutri¬ 
tion  is  essential  to  the  physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervids.  For  breeding  only  operations 
with  whitetails,  53  percent  of  respondents  indicated  bottle  feeding  their  fawns,  while  only  29  percent  of  breeding  and 
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Table  2:  Average  Production  Data  of  Cervid  industry  Survey  Respondents. 


Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005) 

Whitetail 

Males 

21 

49 

Females 

25 

51 

Fawns 

23 

48 

Birth  rate  (2005) 

1.3 

1.2 

Birth  rate  (2006) 

1.4 

1.3 

Annual  Mortality  Rate 

8% 

7% 

Elk 

Males 

18 

12 

Females 

24 

9 

Fawns 

16 

3 

Fallow 

Males 

43 

3 

Females 

94 

4 

Fawns 

50 

1c 

Red  Deer 

Males 

46 

47 

Females 

57 

66 

Fawns 

35 

27 

Feeding 

Whitetail 

Fawns 

Percent  bottle  feeding 

53% 

29% 

Percent  of  fawns  bottle  fed 

53% 

44% 

Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning 

98 

91 

After  weaning 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

1 

1 

Does 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

3 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

1 

Bucks 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

4 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Elk 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

6 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

7 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Fallow 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.4 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.3 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Red  Deer 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

5 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

7 

3 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

3 

Area  of  food  plots  (acres) 

14 

47 

Seed 

813 

2,560 

Fertilizer 

1,011 

2,777 

Protien  feed  price  (per  ton) 

318 

305 

Hay  price  (per  ton) 

193 

268 

*  Insufficient  results 
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hunting  operations  did.  Of  all  species,  bottle  feeding  is  primarily  practiced  with  whitetail  fawns.  Other  species  will  not 
typically  incur  such  management  practices,  where  bottle  feeding  may  only  be  utilized  for  orphaned  or  sick  young. 

On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk  consumed  slight¬ 
ly  over  6  pounds.  All  of  the  reported  species  were  fed  a  protein  concentrate  and  hay.  Hay  costs  were  extremely  high 
during  the  study  period  due  to  severe  drought  conditions  across  most  of  the  southern  plains.  In  addition  to  purchased 
feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  planting  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500 
acres. 


When  combining  results,  70  percent  of  all  breeding  or  breeding  and  hunting  operation  respondents  indicated  some 
type  of  breeding  stock  purchase. This  would  include  purchases  of  breeder  males,  Stocker  males,  bred  females,  open 
females,  fawns,  or  semen  straws.  For  whitetail,  breeder  bucks  were  the  highest  dollar  expense,  costing  close  to  $21 ,000 
each  on  average. 

Hunting  Operations 

Operations  with  hunting  reported  other  expenses  in  addition  to  those  of  breeding  operations.  Seventy-six  percent  of 
all  respondents  of  operations  that  reported  to  be  involved  in  hunting  had  a  lodge  on  the  premises  for  their  clients.  In 
addition  to  the  roughly  $170,000  cost  of  the  lodge,  these  operations  also  accrued  expenses  to  maintain  and  supply 
the  lodge.  Labor  costs  were  reported  to  be  higher  than  those  of  breeding  operations  due  to  an  overall  larger  opera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  seasonal  hunting  guides.  Food  plots  in  the  hunting  areas  tended  to  be  larger,  along  with  more  feeders, 
waterers,  and  fencing,  all  contributing  to  the  higher  reported  expenses.  Although  the  majority  of  hunting  operations 
accepted  paying  clients  and  corporate  clients,  1 4  percent  reported  their  hunting  operation  as  personal  use  only.  Of  the 
whitetail  hunting  operations  reporting,  respondents  estimated  an  average  of  49  percent  of  the  deer  in  their  hunting 
areas  are  from  breeding  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring  labor,  while  43  percent  reported 
outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  For  breeding  operations,  those  hiring  salaried  employees  reported  an 
annual  expense  in  the  mid  $20,000  range. This  expense  increased  to  the  mid  $30,000  range  for  breeding  and  hunting 
operations.  On  the  whole,  labor  hired  on  an  hourly  basis  tended  to  be  more  prevalent  than  salaried  labor. 


Feed  was  the  third  largest  expense  category,  representing  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  annual  expenditures  for  breed¬ 
ing  operations.  Although  it's  not  the  largest  expense  category,  feeding  is  considered  to  be  one  of  the  most  important 
aspects  of  all  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutrition  is  essential  to  the 
physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervid  operations.  For  fawns,  45  percent  of  respondents  indi¬ 
cated  bottle  feeding  their  young.  Typical  products  used  for  bottle  feeding  ranged  from  goat's  milk  to  different  brands 
of  milk  replacer.  On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk 
consumed  slightly  over  6  pounds.  Respondents  indicated  paying  a  little  over  $300  per  ton  for  supplemental  feed,  while 
hay  costs  averaged  around  $240  per  ton.  In  addition  to  purchased  feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  plant¬ 
ing  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500  acres. 
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Economic  Impact 

IMPLAN®  (Impact  Analysis  for  Planning),  an  input/output  model,  was  used  to  estimate  the  economic  impact 
of  the  cervid  farming  industry  on  the  national  economy.  Originally  developed  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service,  the 
IMPLAN  model  is  now  managed  and  maintained  by  the  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group  (MIG).  The  model  is,  arguably, 
the  most  used  and  cited  model  for  performing  economic  impact  analyses  in  the  United  States. 

The  IMPLAN  model  is  driven  by  purchases  of  final  goods  and  services  in  a  certain  region,  such  as  a  state,  a 
group  of  states,  or  the  entire  nation.  These  purchases  represent  the  dollar  value  of  the  increase  in  finished 
goods  and  services  demanded,  and  create  an  impact  that  ripples  throughout  the  economy. 

Industries  produce  goods  and  services  for  final  use  and  purchase  goods  and  services  from  other  industries. 
These  other  producers  and  industries  buy  goods  and  services  as  well,  which  IMPLAN  designates  as  indirect 
purchases.  In  addition,  each  step  along  the  cycle  pays  wages  and  salaries  to  employees,  who,  in  turn,  make  ad¬ 
ditional  expenditures  into  the  economy  of  the  region.2 

In  determining  the  overall  economic  impact  of  an  industry,  the  IMPLAN  model  uses  a  set  of  multipliers,  sepa¬ 
rated  by  sector,  to  estimate  the  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  effects  (induced  being  effects  of  household 
spending)  of  the  economic  cycle.  Over  500  sector  codes  are  included  in  the  IMPLAN  model,  where  each  code 
represents  a  unique  industrial  sector  that  a  specific  product  or  category  of  products  is  represented  by.  The 
multipliers  that  are  derived  for  each  sector  quantify  the  ripple  effects  of  a  dollar  increase  in  final  demand,  thus 
resulting  in  an  estimation  of  the  economic  impact.3 

Cervid  Industry 

In  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry,  the  categories  of  the  survey  were  prepared 
for  input  into  the  IMPLAN  model.  This  was  accomplished  by  extrapolating  the  survey  results  against  the  inven¬ 
tory  of  operations  to  arrive  at  total  industry  expenditures  for  each  category.  These  totals  represent  the  value 
of  final  goods  and  services  demanded  by  the  industry,  and  were  the  baseline  inputs  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
Categories  from  the  extrapolated  survey  results,  such  as  supplemental  feed  or  fencing,  are  then  assigned  a  sec¬ 
tor  code  according  to  the  underlying  industry  the  category  relates  to.  Table  3  provides  an  example  of  category 
inputs  and  their  multipliers  from  IMPLAN,  with  each  category  belonging  to  a  different  sector.  Differences  be¬ 
tween  the  multipliers  for  each  category  demonstrate  how  dollars  move  throughout  different  industries.  For  in¬ 
stance,  a  $1  million  change  in  final  demand  for  supplemental  feed  will  generate  a  total  of  $2.67  million  in  total 
industry  output,  $1.53  million  in  value  added  economic  activity,  and  will  support  24.34  jobs.  In  this  example, 
total  industry  output  would  include  the  output  generated  by  the  supplemental  feed  industry  and  those  indus¬ 
tries  that  supply  it.  Value  added  from  this  industry  includes  employee  compensation,  proprietary  income,  other 
proprietor  income,  and  indirect  business  taxes  that  are  generated.4 The  employment  multiplier  represents  the 
number  of  jobs  that  are  supported  per  million  dollar  change  in  final  demand. 

2  Lindall,  Scott  A.  and  Douglas  C.  Olson.  "The  IMPLAN  Input-Output  System."  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group.  Available  online,  accessed  February  5,  2007. 
http://www.implan.com/ 

3  Ibid. 

4  Ibid. 


Table  3:  Cervid  Industry  Multipliers. 


Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

Supplemental  Feed 

2.67 

1.53 

24.34 

Food  plots 

3.18 

1.72 

46.12 

Veterinar  y 

3.43 

1.57 

31.42 

Utilities 

2.04 

1.23 

8.48 

Insurance 

2.35 

1.52 

18.25 

Maintenance  and  repair 

3.01 

1.57 

24.68 

Handling  facility 

2.93 

1.61 

25.61 

Fencing 

3.02 

1.61 

25.36 

Large  equipment 

3.02 

1.29 

15.79 

ATV's 

2.73 

1.59 

22.96 
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ECONOMIC  IMPACT 


ECONOMIC  IMPACT 


Hunter  Expenditures 


An  additional  component  in  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  to  evaluate  and  include  the 
role  of  hunter  expenditures  in  the  consumption  of  industry  products.  Not  all  hunting  is  related  to  cervid  farm¬ 
ing,  but  some  is,  therefore  it  is  important  to  include  only  that  which  is  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words, 
the  hunting  product  of  cervid  farming  is  a  small  part  of  overall  cervid  hunting  in  the  United  States.  Yet  the 
hunting  component  or  economic  activity  associated  with  deer  farming  is  an  important  part  of  the  economic 
activity  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry.  While  overall  hunter  numbers  in  the  United  States  are  down, 
the  demand  for  trophy  hunting  appears  to  be  increasing.  Dollars  spent  on  hunting,  assorted  gear,  and  travel 
continue  to  grow.  Time  is  increasingly  the  limiting  factor  for  many  industry  participants,  as  they  have  the  mon¬ 
ey  to  participate,  but  not  the  time  to  invest  in  traditional  hunting.  The  growth  of  this  segment  of  the  industry  is 
expected  to  continue,  therefore,  it  is  important  to  include  this  aspect  of  the  industry  in  this  study. 

In  order  to  determine  this  impact,  the  number  of  hunters  per  operation  was  taken  from  the  survey,  extrapo¬ 
lated  against  all  hunting  operations,  and  combined  with  a  report  that  outlines  hunting  expenditures  on  a  per 
hunter  basis.  This  report,  entitled  the  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America",5  was  based  on  the  2001 
National  Survey  of  Fishing,  Hunting,  and  Wildlife-Associated  Recreation  survey  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  These  retail  expenditures  were  then  combined  with  other  hunt 
related  expenditures,  such  as  trophy  and  processing  fees,  and  assigned  sector  codes  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
When  totaled,  less  than  1  percent  of  the  report's  estimated  1 1  million  deer  hunters  are  related  to  the  cervid 
farming  industry.  However,  this  small  percentage  of  hunters  account  for  over  2  percent  of  the  report's  estimat¬ 
ed  $1 0  billion  in  retail,  travel,  and  hunt  related  expenditures. 

Results 

Table  4  below  provides  a  summary  of  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry.  Cervid  operations  generate  an 
estimated  $893.5  million  in  direct  expenditures  into  the  U.S.  economy.  This  value  represents  the  estimated  in¬ 
crease  in  final  demand  of  all  goods  and  services  consumed  by  the  industry.  As  these  direct  expenditures  ripple 
throughout  the  economy,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  an  estimated  $2.3  billion  of  total  industry 
output  for  all  industries  that  supply  the  cervid  farming  industry.  These  industries  include  feed  suppliers,  farm 
and  ranch  supply  stores,  veterinary  services,  medical  and  sedation  product  suppliers,  construction,  utilities, 
advertising,  insurance,  and  numerous  others.  Hunters  contribute  an  additional  $241  million  in  direct  economic 
impacts  through  retail  and  hunt  related  expenditures,  which  generates  a  total  of  $756.9  million  of  total  indus¬ 
try  output. 

When  combined,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  and  output  in  the  U.S. 
economy.  The  industry  provides  the  economic  activity  that  supports  29,1 99  jobs  in  the  economy,  most  of  which 
are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  If  this  industry  were  to  disappear,  these  jobs  would  have  to  find  support 
from  some  other  sector  of  the  economy.  Unfortunately,  not  every  segment  of  the  industry  could  be  analyzed. 
Insufficient  industry  and  survey  data  limited  analysis  to  only  the  operational  aspects  of  both  the  venison  and 
scent  collection  industries,  as  production  and  retail  revenues  were  excluded  from  the  analysis. 


5  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America."  Produced  by  Southwick  Associates,  Inc.  for  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agen¬ 
cies,  2002.  Available  online,  accessed  August  10,  2006.  http://www.southwickassociates.com/freereports/default.aspx 


Table  4:  Economic  Impact  of  the  Cervid  Farming  Industry. 


Direct 

Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

All  Operations 

893,501,559 

2,333,462,511 

1,276,311,405 

21,070 

Hunters 

241 ,042,970 

756,897,725 

358,602,855 

8,129 

Total 

1,134,544,528 

3,090,360,236 

1,634,914,260 

29,199 

14 


Conclusion 

With  over  7,000  operations  and  2,000  hunting  preserves,  the  cervid  farming  industry  has  an  established  presence 
across  the  nation.  The  majority  of  these  operations  are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  In  addition,  while  traditional 
forms  overwhelmingly  dominate  the  hunting  industry,  the  small  niche  of  hunters  this  market  serves  continues  to 
increase.  This  increase  in  demand  is  fueling  the  growth  in  the  breeding  industry.  Over  $1 .1  billion  in  direct  expenditures 
are  poured  into  the  U.S.  economy  each  year  by  commercial  farming  operations  and  sportsmen  related  to  this  industry. 
In  turn,  this  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  while  supporting  29,1 99  jobs.  All  told,  these  results  highlight  the 
fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  continues  to  be  a  vital  contributor  to  the  rural  economies  of  the  United  States. 
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CONCLUSION 


APPENDIX 


Appendix  A:  National  Cervid  Industry  Survey 


National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

instructions  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation  (check  all  that  apply) 

Cervid  Breeding  (includes  venison  and  urine  collection)  Q  Cervid  Hunting  Q  Cervid  Breeding  and  Hunting  I  I 


Cervid  Breeding 

Please  select  type  of  cervid  breeding  operation-.  Breeding  only  □  Commercial  Venison  □  Commercial  Urine  Collection  □ 
I.  Operation 

1 .  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres 


4.  Area  under  high  ft 


5.  Area  of  land  purchased: _ 

6.  Area  of  land  inherited: _ 

II.  Herd  Inventory 

1 .  Inventory  (Final  2005  figures) 
Whitetail 


5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


Fawns/calves 


Birthrate  (2005): 
Birth  rate  (2006): 
Annual  mortality  ra 


2.  Annual  Purchases  (Final 

Whitetail 


Males  (S): 

Total  Cost: 
Females  (#): 

Total  Cost: 
Fawns/calves  (#): 


vs(#): 


Sika  Pere  David’s 


III.  Facilities 


3.  Area  of  urine  collection  operation: 

arrp* 

3a.  Number  of  pens: 

9.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  □  Yes  |Q  No 

9a.  If  yes,  capital  cos 

t  of  this  facility:  S 

10.  Do  you  have  a  venison  processing  facility?  □  Yes  □  No 

10a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  facility:  S 

1 1 .  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  venison?  1  1  Yes  1  1  No 

1  la.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  equipment:  S 

12.  Do  you  have  a  urine  collection  facility?  □  Yes 

□  No 

12a.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  facility:  S 

13.  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  urine?  □  Yes 

□  No 

1 3a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  equipment:  S 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IV.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  S _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 


1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  packaging  equipment  (venison  and  ut 
V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _ 

6.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _ 

7.  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _ 


2.  Annual  coi 
4.  Average  c< 
5a.  Average  < 
6a.  Average 
7a.  Annual  c 


1  of  medical  supplies:  $ _ 

st  per  sedation:  $ _ 

ost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

ost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

ist  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 


8.  Average  annual  number  of  sedations  (per  animal,  per  species): 


9.  Annual  number  of  females  Al’d  (per  species): 

Whitetail  Eik  Mule  Deer 


VI.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1.  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  S _ 

2.  Annual  regulatory  expense  (permits):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  meat  inspection/nutrition  labeling  expense:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  travel  expense:  $ _ 

6.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 


lb.  Paid  hourly:  _ 
2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 


Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IX.  Feeding 

Fawns/Calves 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed?  □  Yes  (continue  below)  □  No  (skip  to  2) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Percent  of  all  fawns/calves: 

Days  fed  until  weaning: 

Product  used: 

Product  price  per  gal/bag/lb: 

Units  fed  until  weaning: 

2.  After  weaning:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Adults 

1 .  Feeding  rates:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Males: 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Females: 

Daily  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

2.  Protein  feed  price:  $  (per  bag/ton) 

4.  Annual  protein  feed  purchase: 

tons 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: 

X.  Annual  Sales 

Annual  receipts  from  breeding  operation 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

1.  Males  sold: 

la.  Total  Receipts: 

2.  Females  sold: 

2a.  Total  Receipts: 

3.  Fawns/calves  sold: 

3a.  Total  Receipts: 

4.  Semen  straws  sold: 

4a.  Total  Receipts: 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


Annual  receipts  from  commercial  venison  production 

Elk 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Other: 

1 .  Annual  number  processed: 

2.  Average  processing  yield  per  animal 

(lbs): 

3.  General  processing  cost  per  animal: 

4.  Specialty  processing  cost  -  summer 

sausage,  jerky,  etc.  (per  pound): 

5.  Amount  of  specialty  processing  per 

6.  Total  receipts  from  all  venison  sales: 

7.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  venison:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  animals  used  to  collect  velvet: 

9.  Annual  amount  of  velvet  processed:  lbs 

10.  Processing  cost  of  velvet:  $  (per  pound) 

11.  Total  receipts  from  velvet  products:  $ 

12.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  velvet  products:  $ 

13.  Annual  amount  of  shed/cut  antlers  sold:  lbs 

1 3a.  Total  receipts  from  antler  sales:  $ 

14.  Total  receipts  from  other  by-products  (hides,  pizzles,  etc.):  $ 

15.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  15a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

16.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  16a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

17.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  17a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

1 8.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1 8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

Annual  receipts  from  urine  collection 

1 .  Total  number  of  males  used  for  collection: 

2.  Annual  amount  of  urine  collected  from  males:  gal 

2a.  Total  receipts  from  male  urine  sales:  $ 

3.  Total  number  of  females  used  for  collection: 

4.  Annual  amount  of  non-estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

4a.  Total  receipts  from  non-estrous  urine  sales:  S 

5.  Annual  amount  of  estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

5a.  Total  receipts  from  estrous  urine  sales:  S 

6.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  urine  sales:  $ 

7.  Total  receipts  from  other  scent  sales:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

9.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  9a.  Total  receipts:  S 

10.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  10a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

11.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1  la.  Total  receipts:  S 

V 
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Hunting 


Hunting,  continued 


For  combination  hunting  and  breeding  operations,  please  separate  hunting  operation  expenses  from  breeding  operation  expenses. 
Include  annualized  2005 figures  where  appropriate. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q]  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  no  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
/.  Operation 

I.  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres  4.  Land  inherited: _ acres 

5.  Land  purchased: _ acres  5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

6.  Area  of  hunting  operation: _ acres 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

2.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  S _ 

3.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

4.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _ 

5.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ acres 

5a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

5b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased: _ tons  la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ tons  2a.  Com  unit  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _  lb.  Hourly: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  S 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  S 

6.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  S 

VIII.  Hunters 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Annual  number  of  hunters, 

Percentage  of  total  cervids 

that  are  from  breeding: 

Number  of  males  released 

from  breeding  area  into 

Number  of  females 

released  from  breeding 

Number  of  males 

Total  expense: 

Number  of  females 

Total  expense: 

Annual  trophy  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  management  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  female  harvest: 

Total  receipts: 

Average  processing  cost. 

Percent  of  all  harvested 

males  seeking  taxidermy 

Average  taxidermy  cost: 

National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  cervid  breeding  operations  (including  venison  production  and  urine  collection 
operations),  combination  cervid  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside 
cervid  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for  their  cervid  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may 
disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  combination  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  please  separate  breeding  operation  records  from 
hunting  operation  records.  Contact  us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding 
and/or  hunting  operations. 

4.  It  is  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining  records 
from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category.  Please 
provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

5.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

6.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

7.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Cervid  Breeding  (Breeding  only.  Venison  production,  Urine  Collection) 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  breeding  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply. 

I.  Operation:  This  category  provides  for  a  general  overview  of  your  operation.  Purchase  value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre 
for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

n.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  final  2005  cervid  inventory  and  final  2005  purchases  (please  include 
number  purchased  with  total  cost)  towards  this  inventory.  Annual  mortality  rate  refers  to  the  annual  mortality  loss  on 
entire  herd,  including  the  loss  of  fawns/calves  after  weaning.  Birth  rate  refers  to  the  number  of  surviving  fawns/calves 
bom  per  bred  female,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns/calves  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of  bred 
females  (i.e.  1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  This  category  refers  to  your  operational  specific  facilities.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of 
construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable  equipment 
into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  an 
animal.  Number  of  necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to 
determine  the  cause  of  death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
necropsy  on  a  single  animal.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  your  breeding  operation. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and 
marketing  materials,  which  includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (hom  molds,  shed  mounts,  deceased  buck 
mounts,  etc.).  Annual  regulatory  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  regulatory  operating  permits,  if  applicable  to  your 
state.  Annual  meat  inspection  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  to  venison  production  operations  for  state  or  federal  meat 
inspection.  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc.  insurance.  Annual 
travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  of  fawns/calves  and  adults  in  your  operation.  For  those  who  bottle 
feed  fawns/calves,  please  indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns/calves  that  are  bottle  fed  for,  the  number  of  days  of  bottle 
feeding  until  weaned,  the  product  used  (i.e.  goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate  units- 
gal,  bags,  lbs),  and  the  number  of  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning  for  each  cervid  species  in  your 
operation. 

X.  Annual  Sales:  This  category  relates  to  the  final  2005  revenue  inflows  of  your  operation.  Receipts  are  categorized  for 
breeding  operations,  commercial  venison  operations,  and  commercial  urine  operations.  Please  separate  records  for  each 
these  categories  that  apply  to  your  operation. 

Cervid  Hunting 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  final  2005  expenses  for  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  and  food  and  beverage 
supplies. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  hunting  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refiise  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fiiel  expense  for  your  hunting  operation. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  Total  expense  refers  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  cervids  for  release  into  hunting 
operation.  Average  processing  cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  cervid.  If  in-house  processing  occurs, 
please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of  this  cost  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Percent  of  all  harvested  seeking  taxidermy 
sendees  relates  to  the  percentage  of  all  harvested  cervids  that  will  have  some  type  of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as 
a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Average  taxidermy  cost,  per  cervid  allows  for  the  average  per  cervid  expense  of  this 
service  for  the  hunter  from  your  local  taxidermist. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  be  directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at 
888-890-5663. 
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Appendix  B:  Economic  Impact  Survey 


Economic  Impact  Survey 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation 

Scientific  Breeding  Only  Scientific  Breeding  and  Hunting  [J  Hunting  only  I  I 

Scientific  Breeding 

Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  Hunting  only  operations ,  please  skip  to  the  hunting 
section.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

I.  Operation 

I .  Y  ear  started:  _  2.  Area  of  breeding  operation: _ (acres) 

3.  Land  purchased: _ (acres)  3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

4.  Land  inherited: _ (acres) 

II.  Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005  Inventory ) 

1 .  Total  number  of  deer: _ 

2.  Number  of  breeder  bucks: _  3.  Number  of  Stocker  bucks: _  4.  Does: _ 

5.  Fawns,  2005: _  5a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

6.  Fawns,  2006: _  6a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

7.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  (including  fawns  after  weaning): _ % 

8.  Annual  sales  (Final  2005  figures)  9.  Annual  purchases  (Final  2005  figures) 


Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  cost:  S 

Stocker  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Open  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Open  does  (If): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

III.  Facilities 

1 .  Number  of  pens: _  2.  Area  of  pens: _ (acres) 

3.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  $ _  4.  Capital  cost  of  shelters:  $ _ 

5.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

6.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _  7.  Capital  cost  of  working  pens:  $ _ 

8.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  I  I  Yes  QNo  8a.  If  yes,  capital  cost  of  handling  facility:  $_ 

9.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

9a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

9b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

IV.  Equipment 

1.  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 


Scientific  Breeding,  continued 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

I .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _  2.  Annual  cost  of  feed  and  hay:  S _ 

3.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies:  $ _  4.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  doe)  6.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  buck) 

7.  Average  cost  per  sedation:  $ _  8.  Number  of  does  Al’d: _ 

9.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _  9a.  Average  cost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

10.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _  10a.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

I I .  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _  11a.  Annual  cost  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 

VI.  Labor 

1.  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _  lb.  Paid  hourly: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expense:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

IX.  Feeding 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed  your  fawns?  Q  Yes  (continue  with  la- le)  Q  No  (skip  to  2) 

la.  If  yes,  what  percent  of  all  fawns?  _ %  lb.  Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning: _ 

lc.  What  product  do  you  use? _ 

ld.  Units  fed  per  fawn  until  weaning: _ (gal/bags/lbs)  le.  Product  price:  $ _ (per  gal/bag/lb) 

2.  After  weaning:  2a.  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2b.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

2c.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2d.  Alfalfa/hay  price:  $ _ (per  bale) 

2e.  Average  bale  weight: _ lbs 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe)  2.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe) 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck)  2.  Feed  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck) 


Hunting 


Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  combination  Scientific  Breeding  <S  Hun 
please  separate  hunting  expenses  from  breeding  expenses.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 


What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  n 


3.  Land  purchased: _ 

4.  Land  inherited: _ 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

t  of  fencing:* _ 


2.  Area  of  hunting  operation:  _ 
3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


i  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
_ (acres) 


t  of  improvements 
t  of  buildings:  $ _ 


2.  Capital  c< 

3.  Capital  c< 

4.  Capital  c< 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

6a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

6b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  traiIer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

1 0.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 


1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased:  _ 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ 


la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  $ _ 

2a.  Com  unit  price:  S _ 


3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


_ (per  bag/ton) 

_  (per  bag/ton) 


Hunting,  continued 

VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  S _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

5.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  $ _ 

VIII.  Hunters 

1 .  Annual  number  of  hunters: _ 

2.  Total  annual  deer  harvest: _ 

3.  Approximate  total  number  of  deer  in  hunting  area: _ 

3a.  Approximate  percentage  of  total  deer  in  the  hunting  area  that  are  from  breeding: _ 

4.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  does  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  purchased  for  release  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  number  of  does  purchased  for  release: _ 

7a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

8.  Annual  number  of  does  harvested: _ 

8a.  Total  receipts  from  doe  hunts:  S _ 

9.  Annual  number  of  management  bucks  harvested: _ 

9a.  Total  receipts  from  management  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  number  of  trophy  bucks  harvested: _ 

10a.  Total  receipts  from  trophy  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Average  processing  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 

12.  Approximate  percentage  of  harvested  bucks  seeking  taxidermy  services: _ % 

13.  Average  taxidermy  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 
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Economic  Impact  Survey 

Texas  Deer  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  scientific  breeding  operations,  combination  scientific  breeding  and  hunting 
operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside  scientific  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for 
their  deer  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may  disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  those  who  have  multiple  facilities  under  separate  permits  (uniquely  identified),  please  contact  us  for 
additional  surveys  for  each  operation. 

4.  It  is  important  to  separate  records  for  each  facility,  and  between  hunting  and  breeding  operations.  Contact 
us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding  and/or  hunting  operations. 

s.  It  is  also  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining 
records  from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category. 
Please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

6.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

7.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

8.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Scientific  Breeding 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  breeding  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  breeding  operation.  Purchase 
value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  herd  inventory,  fawning  rate,  purchases  and  sales  towards  your 
inventory  for  2005,  and  number  the  of  fawns  bom  and  fawning  rate  for  2006.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  refers  to  the 
annual  mortality  loss  on  the  total  breeding  herd,  including  loss  of  fawns  after  weaning.  Fawning  rate  refers  to  the  number 
of  surviving  fawns  bom  per  doe,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of 
bred  does  (i.e.  0.7, 1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  Area  of  pens  refers  to  the  total  acreage  enclosed  by  all  pens  combined.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall 
cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Annual  number  of  sedations  refers  to  the  average  annual  number  of  sedations  on  a  per  doe/buck 
basis.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  a  deer.  Number  of 
necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to  determine  the  cause  of 
death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  necropsy  on  a  single 
deer.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 


VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  breeding  operations. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (horn  molds  or  shed  mounts,  or  deceased  buck  mounts).  Annual  travel 
expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  for  fawns,  bucks,  and  does.  For  those  who  bottle  feed  fawns,  please 
indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns  that  are  bottle  fed,  number  of  days  of  bottle  feeding  until  weaning,  the  product  used  (i.e. 
goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning,  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate 
units-gal,  bags,  lbs). 

Hunting 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  food,  and  beverage  supplies  for  hunting 
operations  on  an  annualized  basis. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  hunting  operations. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  This  category  relates  to  the  annual  number  of  hunters,  number  of  deer  harvested,  number  of  deer 
purchased  and/or  released  into  hunting  operation,  and  the  expenses  and  receipts  from  hunting.  Total  expense  in  lines  6a  & 
7a  refer  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  deer  for  release  into  hunting  operation.  Average  processing 
cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  deer.  If  it  is  processed  in-house,  please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of 
this  cost  from  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Line  12  relates  to  the  percentage  of  harvested  deer  that  will  have  some  type 
of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as  a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Line  13  allows  for  the  average  per  deer  expense 
of  this  service  for  the  hunter. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope  no  later  than  November  10(h.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  also  be 
directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at  888-890-5663. 
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APPENDIX 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri.  There  are  no  criminal  penalties 
proposed  for  violating  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  the  constitutional  amendment  proposed 
in  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  anticipated  fiscal  impact 
for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  they 
do  not  believe  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a  financial  impact  on  their  district. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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Jambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


March  29.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 101 


MAR  2  9  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  1  (2018-186) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  March  28,  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 

name.  ^£7 


(Official  ballot  title) 


Mo 


•  s£c$t 


U 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


%?K 


?017 


°fST/ 


r47£ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


,  A.D.  201  . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1.  The  right  to  hunt  shall  be  guaranteed  to  all  Missourians  and  shall  not  be  infringed  Liv  law,  except  as  expressly 

authorized  in  this  Constitution.  This  section  shall  not  be  a  basis  to  challenge  any  rule,  regulation  or  permit  requirements 

established  by  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  pursuant  to  its  authority  under  Sections  40(a)  through  46  of  this 

Article,  nor  shall  it  authorize  any  person  to  hunt  with  any  weapon  such  person  mav  not  legally  possess,  nor  shall  it 

authorize  trespassing. 

2.  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Native  Missouri  Wildlife  Conservation  Amendment,  and  its 

purpose  is  to  prohibit  the  shipment  or  transportation  of  big  game  species  to  or  from  Missouri  destinations.  It  shall  be  the 

public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  bv  changing  t he  requirements  related  to 
the  transport  of  captive  big  game  species.  Transport  of  big  game  species  into  and  inside  Missouri  presents  a  significant 

threat  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri  due  to  the  risk  of  introducing  disease.  Confined  big 
game  kill  inu  or  the  owning.  possessing  confining,  transporting,  breeding,  or  raisin**  of  privately  owned  big  game  species 
shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  any  law, 

3.  Upon  the  effective  date  of  this  Amendment  the  delivery,  receipt,  shipping,  or  transportation  of  any  big  game  species  to 
or  from  anv  destination  within  Missouri  shall  be  prohibited.  The  only  exceptions  to  this  general  prohibition  are  as  follows: 

a.  Prior  to  and  on  November  7,  2019,  a  Missouri  facility  legally  confining  big  game  species  with  all  required  permits  in 
place  on  November  6,  2018,  and  which  continuously  maintains  all  required  permits,  mav  deliver,  ship  or  transport  any  big 
game  species  for  which  such  fac i  1  i tv  maintains  such  permits,  and  anv  person  engaged  i n  the  shipping  to  or  from  anv  such 
excepted  facility  however  the  shipping  of  such  big  game  species  into  Missouri  shall  not  be  permitted  tinder  this  exception: 

b.  When  such  big  game  species  are  being  transported  to  or  from  any  facility  and  will  be  held  under  the  authority  of  the 
Missouri  Conservation  Commission  or  tinder  the  supervision  of  an  authorized  representative  of:  governmentallv  owned 
zoos  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations:  American  Zoo  and  Aquariums  Association  accredited  not-for-profit  facilities: 

nationally  accredited  universities,  colleges  or,  schools:  incorporated  cities,  states  or  federal  agencies  for  scientific  research: 

c.  When  such  big  game  species  are  t  ran  spoiled  through  Missouri  in  compliance  with  fed  e  nil  regulations,  with  both  orig  in 
and  destination  outside  of  Missouri: 

d.  When  such  big  game  species  are  transported  to  anv  commercial  slaughter  facility  operating  under  state  or  federal 
inspection  for  commercial  meat  production:  or 

e.  When  such  big  game  species  arc  transported,  for  treatment  of  illness  or  i niury,  between  a  veterinary  facility  and  a 

facility  authorized  to  possess  privately  owned  big  game  species. 

4 .  I n  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  shall  have 
primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privately-owned  big  game  species.  The  Missouri  Conservat  ion  Commission  mav 
make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 

5.  Information  or  data  in  either  paper  or  electronic  form  regarding  anv  voluntary  or  mandatory  program  related  to  diseases 

of  big  game  species  shall  be  considered  a  public  record  and  subject  to  disclosure  except  as  or  expressly  perm i t ted  or 

required  to  be  closed  bv  federal  law  or  this  constitution. 

6.  Definitions. 


a.  "Big  game  species"  as  used  in  this  amendment  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment,  and  shall 
include  all  of  the  following  animals,  cither  as  live  animals,  embryos,  ova,  or  semen:  (a)  all  cervids  and  cervid  hybrids 
including  but  not  limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain 
goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pall’s  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccarv.  and  iavelina:  and  (c)  anv  other  ungulate  (hooved  animal)  confined 
or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing  and  not  for  commercial  meat  production  or  other  human  use. 

h.  "Confined  big  game  killing"  as  used  in  this  amendment  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  of  a  b i g 

game  preserve  permits,  allows,  enables  or  facilitates  the  killing  or  attempted  killing  of  big  game  species  inside  a  big  game 
preserve,  but  sh all  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or 
control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  “Livestock’'  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  fully  domesticated  sheep,  fully 
domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated  ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully 
domesticated  horses,  donkevs,  mules,  alpacas  and  llamas,  where  such  fully  domesticated  animals  are  raised  primarily  for 
human  use  or  consumption  not  including  confined  big  game  killing.  Livestock  shall  also  include  embryos,  ova,  and  semen 
of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  “Big  game  preserve"  as  tised  in  this  amendment  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  within 
fencing  designed  or  intended  to  reduce  the  ability  of  such  privately-owned  big  game  species  to  escape  or  to  evade  pursuit. 
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Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have 
a  substantial  negative  impact  on  the  cervid  industry  in  Missouri. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  (attached) 
based  on  a  survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the 
United  States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  225  cervid 
producers  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  annual  economic  impact  in 
Missouri  of  approximately  $98  million.  The  number  of  people  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  in  Missouri  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1,150  individuals.  In  addition, 
based  on  the  study  and  2007  property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  pays  approximately 
$700,000  annually  in  local  property  taxes. 

They  included  the  following  information  on  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry: 
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Executive  Summary 

•  The  cervid  farming  industry  is,  perhaps,  the  fastest  growing  industry  in  rural  America. 

•  Over  2,000  industry  participants  we're  surveyed,  with  a  response  rate  of  14  percent. 

•  This  survey,  designed  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry,  was  performed  in  late  2006-early  2007. 

•  The  average  whitetail  deer  farm  had  82  deer,  composed  of  28  males,  28  females,  26  fawns,  and  had  an  average  birth 
rate  of  1 .31  fawns  per  doe  in  2006. 


Breeding  operations  reported  expenditures  averaging  $101,000  per  year. 

The  cervid  farming  industry  has  a  direct  economic  impact  of  $893.5  million. 

When  incorporating  the  indirect  impacts  of  the  industry,  for  example,  the  farm's  expenditures  on  feed,  veterinary 
supplies,  fuel  and  other  purchases,  the  total  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  $2.3  billion. 

One  of  the  major  customers  of  this  industry  is  hunters.  Estimating  the  impact  of  hunting.dollars  spent,  with  hunters  as 
the  consumer  of  cervid  farming  products,  an  additional  $757  million  is  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

The  total  impact  of  the  industry,  combining  the  farming  and  hunting  components,  is  $3.0  billion  annually. 

The  economic  activity  of  the  cervid  farming  industry  supports  29,199  jobs,  most  of  which  are  in  rural  America.  If  this 
industry  did  not  exist,  those  jobs  would  have  to  be  supported  by  some  other  economic  activity. 

These  results  highlight  the  fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  a  growing  and  important  industry  in  rural  America. 


INTRODUCTON 


Introduction 

The  cervid,  or  deer,  farming  industry  is  a  vital  and  growing  business  in  rural  areas  of  the  United  States.  As  demographic 
and  market  forces  tend  to  shift  traditional  revenue  sources  away  from  rural  communities,  their  economies  increasingly 
rely  on  new  industries  such  as  this  one.  As  the  industry  has  grown,  participants  and  legislators  have  developed  an  inter¬ 
est  in  measuring  the  economic  contribution  of  the  industry  on  their  respective  communities.  In  addition,  the  industry  is 
governed  by  a  myriad  of  state  and  federal  laws,  regulations,  and  jurisdictions.  Since  the  majority  of  industry  regulation 
is  left  up  to  the  states,  a  significant  amount  of  variability  in  the  regulations  exists  from  state  to  state.  This  lack  of  consis¬ 
tency  in  laws  and  regulations  may  be  a  factor  affecting  future  industry  growth  in  some  states.  The  rapid  growth  of  the 
industry  and  an  array  of  policy  issues  led  the  industry  to  request  this  study  of  the  size  and  economic  importance  of  the 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  2006,  the  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  (AFPC)  at  Texas  A&M  University  was  requested 
by  former  Texas  Congressman  Plenry  Bonilla  to  undertake  this  study.  The  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  determine 
the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry.  Secondary  objectives  include  providing  a  current 
description  of  typical  industry  participants  and  cost  estimates  for  the  major  categories  of  expenses  on  cervid  farming 
operations. 
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Cervid  Industry 


The  term  "cervid"  refers  to  any  one  of  the  various  members  of  the  cervidae  family.  This  family  includes  members  such  as 
whitetail  deer,  elk,  fallow,  reindeer,  axis,  sika,  and  red  deer  among  others.1 


Like  any  industry,  the  cervid  farming  industry  involves  producers  and  consumers.  In  general,  the  production  side  of  the 
industry  is  comprised  of  breeding  stock  producers,  trophy  hunting  preserves,  commercial  venison  producers,  and  com¬ 
mercial  scent  collection.  Some  commercial  production  operations  may  take  on  a  single  segment,  such  as  one  produc¬ 
ing  and  selling  only  breeding  stock.  Others  may  consist  of  any  combination  of  these,  such  as  an  operation  producing 
venison  and  velvet,  while  also  collecting  urine  for  scent  sales.  Consumers  of  the  industry  include  hunters  (for  scent 
products  and  hunting)  other  breeders,  and  consumers  of  venison  and  related  products  (hides,  velvet,  shed  antlers,  etc.). 

Figure  1  displays  the  estimated  number  of  cervid  farms  per  state.  This  inventory  was  compiled  by  the  administrative 
staff  at  the  North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  (NADeFA®)  through  contact  with  the  appropriate  state  agency. 
Those  states  that  did  not  have  an  exact  count  provided  their  best  estimate.  Across  the  nation,  the  total  number  of 
cervid  farms  was  7,828,  with  Pennsylvania  and  Texas  home  to  around  1,000  farms  each.  The  total  number  of  hunting 
preserves  is  estimated  at  2,639,  yet  this  only  represents  an  estimate  of  those  that  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  As  an  example  of  the  growth  the  cervid  farming  industry  is  experiencing,  there  were  946  permitted  breeding 
facilities  in  Texas  in  late  summer  2006.  However,  when  the  analysis  took  place  early  in  the  spring  of  2007,  there  were 
1,006  permitted  facilities.  In  addition,  it  is  important  to  note  that  there  are  approximately  1,600  Amish  operations  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  national  total.  For  many  in  the  Amish  communities,  deer  breeding  is  another  way  to  diversify  their  opera¬ 
tions.  A  number  of  industry  participants  find  that  this  form  of  farming  provides  an  opportunity  to  turn  a  greater  profit 
on  a  relatively  small  amount  of  acreage  than  traditional  farming  or  ranching  enterprises. 

The  trophy  hunting  segment  of  this  industry  relates  only  to  those  operations  that  purchase  outright  or  release  their 
own  cervids  into  a  hunting  preserve.  This  segment  represents  the  primary  end  market  for  the  breeding  stock  industry. 
Trophy  hunting,  in  this  sense,  involves  hunting  trophy  cervids  within  high  fenced  hunting  preserves. This  generally 
occurs  via  3-6  day  hunt  packages,  where  the  hunter  is  provided  lodging,  meals,  and  a  guided  hunt  for  a  set  fee.  Hunter 
expenditures  included  in  this  study  only  include  those  hunters  that  are  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words,  hunters, 
in  the  context  of  this  study,  are  only  those  that  hunt  at  operations  that  either  purchase  or  release  deer  from  breeding 
operations  into  their  hunting  operations.  Breeding  operations  represent  the  largest  segment  of  the  cervid  farming 
industry.  These  operations  raise  and  sell  breeding  stock  to  other  industry  breeders  as  well  as  hunting  preserves. The 
commercial  venison  segment  is  similar  to  other  food  animal  production  operations,  with  fallow,  elk,  and  red  deer  being 
the  primary  species  reared.  Cervids  are  raised  to  market  age,  processed,  and  the  resulting  venison  is  sold.  In  addition  to 
venison,  these  operations  may  sell  other  co-products  such  as  velvet,  hides,  and  antlers. The  last  segment  is  the  com¬ 
mercial  urine,  or  scent,  collection  operations.  These  operations  are  found  to  stand  alone  or  co-exist  with  other  opera¬ 
tional  segments,  where  the  urine  is  collected  from  males  and  females  to  sell  as  a  hunting  attractant. 


1  "Cervid."The  American  Heritage®  Science  Dictionary.  Houghton  Mifflin  Company.  20  Jul.  2007.  Dictionary.com  http://dictionarv.reference.com/ 
browse/cervid 
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CERVID  INDUSTRY 


METHODOLOGY 


Methodology 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  primary  objective  of  this  study  is  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  United  States 
cervid  farming  industry.  In  order  to  do  this,  a  survey  instrument  was  developed  to  collect  detailed  operational  informa¬ 
tion  from  industry  participants.  This  information  was  then  combined  with  the  inventory  of  cervid  farms  to  analyze  the 
production  side  of  the  industry.  In  addition,  an  analysis  was  performed  to  determine  the  impact  of  hunters,  but  only 
the  portion  of  hunters  who  are  related  to  the  cervid  farming  industry.  The  production  and  hunting  components  were 
then  combined  to  estimate  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Data  Collection 

During  the  late  summer  and  early  fall  of  2006,  background  information  to  develop  the  survey  was  gained  through  site 
visits  to  cervid  farms  across  the  nation.  Interviews  from  these  visits  provided  a  base  set  of  information  that  was  then 
utilized  to  develop  the  survey  instrument.  The  survey  was  then  reviewed  by  industry  participants,  revised,  and  sent  to 
over  700  members  of  NADeFA®  and  1,300  members  of  the  Texas  Deer  Association  (TDA)  over  the  fall  of  2006  to  early 
2007.  Overall,  the  extensive  survey  achieved  a  response  rate  of  14  percent.  These  memberships  were  selected  to  par- 
ticipate  in  this  study  because  they  represent  all  facets  of  the  cervid  farming  industry. 

Survey  Development 

The  actual  survey  instruments  are  contained  in  Appendix  A  (NADeFA®)  and  Appendix  B  (TDA).  For  the  purposes  of  the 
survey,  the  cervid  farming  industry  was  segmented  into  three  operational  structures:  breeding  only,  breeding  and 
hunting,  and  hunting  only  operations.  Breeding  only  operations  were  defined  as  those  that  only  involve  the  scientific 
breeding  and  rearing  of  cervids  for  the  purpose(s)  of  breeding  stock,  commercial  venison,  or  commercial  urine  collec¬ 
tion.  blunting  only  operations  relate  to  only  those  hunting  preserves  that  purchase  cervids  from  breeding  operations  as 
Stockers  or  as  breeding  stock  for  release  into  the  preserve.  Operations  that  manage  their  deer  populations  by  selective 
harvest  and  nutritional  supplements,  rather  than  supplementing  the  natural  genetics  with  deer  released  from  breeding 
operations,  are  not  included  in  this  category.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  represent  those  that  engage  in  breed¬ 
ing  activities  while  also  utilizing  their  own  breeding  stock,  or  purchased  breeding  stock,  to  supplement  the  genetics 
and/or  populate  their  hunting  preserve. 

While  a  majority  of  the  industry  are  whitetail  deer  producers,  a  variety  of  cervid  species  are  raised  as  well,  including 
elk,  red  deer,  mule  deer,  sika,  pere  david's,  reindeer,  axis,  fallow,  and  muntjak.The  surveys  proved  to  be  quite  extensive, 
as  they  were  designed  to  represent  producers  of  all  of  these  cervid  species  and  operational  segments.  For  breeding 
operations,  the  survey  included  questions  regarding  the  operation  in  general,  herd  inventory,  purchases,  sales,  capital 
expenditures,  veterinary  expenditures,  labor,  feeding  rates  and  expenditures,  utilities,  and  other  miscellaneous  expens¬ 
es.  For  hunting  operations,  the  base  operational  questions  remained  the  same,  however,  hunting  related  questions 
were  included  as  well,  such  as  the  number  of  hunters,  harvest  rate,  percentage  of  herd  from  breeding  operations,  hunt 
revenues,  processing,  and  taxidermy. 


Figure  2:  Typical  Fenced  Paddock. 
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Survey  Results 

General  Operations 

Of  the  302  respondents,  61  percent  were  breeding  only  operations,  32  percent  were  breeding  and  hunting  operations, 
and  7  percent  were  hunting  only  operations.  Respondents  represented  26  of  the  48  states  that  have  some  type  of 
cervid  operation.  When  combining  all  survey  respondents,  operations  have  been  in  business,  on  average,  since  1 999. 

From  the  NADeFA®  survey  results,  the  average  whitetail  deer  breeding  operation  reported  a  total  of  82  deer,  on  close 
to  25  acres.  Of  these,  28  were  bucks,  28  were  does,  and  26  were  fawns.  In  2005,  bred  does  had  an  average  of  1.24 
fawns  each,  which  increased  to  1.31  for  the  2006  fawning  season.  Average  annual  mortality  rate  was  reported  to  be  9.6 
percent.  For  comparison,  whitetail  breeding  operations  from  the  Texas  survey  were  slightly  larger,  averaging  1 1 4  head, 
on  a  little  more  than  64  acres.  Of  these,  42  were  bucks,  44  were  does,  with  the  remainder  being  fawns.  Bred  does  aver¬ 
aged  1.27  fawns  each  in  2005  and  1.37  in  2006,  slightly  higher  than  the  national  results.  Overall  herd  mortality  rate  was 
reported  to  be  5.7  percent. 

Table  1  above  contains  a  summary  of  the  average  operational  costs  across  all  survey  respondents.  A  quick  glance 
through  the  table  reveals  expected  differences  across  operations  for  general  expenditures.  Breeding  and  hunting 
operations  displayed  the  largest  footprint,  around  1 ,700  acres,  as  expected.  Breeding  only  operations  were  the  small¬ 
est,  averaging  around  20  acres  in  pens.  Pens,  in  this  sense,  are  typically  described  as  a  high  fenced  paddock,  as  shown 
in  Figure  2.  For  those  pens  holding  bucks  or  bulls,  a  protective  screening  is  often  used  in  conjunction  with  the  fence  to 
keep  an  antler  from  hooking  in  the  fence  accidentally.  In  addition,  screening  may  be  used  as  a  visual  barrier,  particularly 
if  the  operation  is  near  a  road,  to  shield  the  deer  from  view  from  passers-by. 

Breeding  and  hunting  operations  had  more  area  devoted  to  breeding  pens,  more  pens  overall,  and  more  deer  (Table  2)  ^ 

than  breeding  only  operations.  This  was  expected  as  the  breeding  and  hunting  operations  supply  their  hunting  opera¬ 
tion  from  their  breeding  operation,  and  are  not  necessarily  relying  on  sales  or  transfers  to  move  deer  off  the  operation. 

The  results  indicate  expenditures  on  lodges,  fencing,  and  improvements  were  the  top  three  in  terms  of  the  capital  cost 
for  both  breeding  and  hunting  and  hunting  only  operations,  while  breeding  operations  spent  the  most  on  fencing, 
buildings,  and  improvements.  The  category  of  improvements  includes  expenditures  on  land  clearing,  roads,  tanks/ 
ponds,  and  forage  development  among  others.  Large  equipment,  ranch  vehicles,  and  implements  were  reported  as  the 
highest  equipment  expenditures  across  all  three  types  of  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring 
labor,  while  43  percent  reported  outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  Breeding  and  hunting  operations  reported 
using  four  times  the  amount  of  outsourced  services  than  breeding  only  operations,  or  $1 6,456  versus  $4,042.  Examples 
of  outsourced  services  include  those  of  operational  management  and  or  nutritional  consulting,  bottle  feeding  services 
for  newborns,  annual  herd  maintenance/vaccination  services,  and  accounting  services. 

Figure  3  provides  a  summary  of  expenditures  for  a  typical  breeding  operation.  Survey  categories,  such  as  those  shown 
in  Table  1,  were  combined  into  four  primary  expense  categories:  capital,  operational,  feed,  and  general.  Figure  3  il- 
lustrates  the  annual  expenses  for  breeding  operations.  Operational  expenditures  include  items  such  as  supplies,  labor, 

Figure  3:  Annual  Breeding  Operation  Expenditures. 


Feed 

11.1% 
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Table  1 :  Average  Annual  Operational  Costs  of  Cervid  Industry  Survey  Respondents. 


( in  dollars) 

Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Hunting  Only 

Operation 

Year  started 

1999 

1998 

1998 

Area  of  breeding  (acres) 

22 

80 

NA 

Area  of  hunting  (acres) 

NA 

1,639 

1,123 

Land  purchased  (acres) 

139 

895 

1,022 

Purchase  value  ($/ac) 

3,166 

1,729 

1,407 

Facilities 

Capital  cost  of  lodge(s) 

NA 

172,673 

159,326 

Number  of  pens 

8 

13 

NA 

Area  of  pens  (acres) 

20 

25 

NA 

Fencing 

27,201 

144,039 

94,592 

Shelters 

6,980 

14,479 

NA 

Improvements 

17,270 

81,750 

63,507 

Buildings 

19,693 

80,262 

55,961 

Working  pens 

10,336 

18,366 

NA 

Percent  with  Handling  Facility 

64% 

54% 

NA 

Cost  of  Handling  Facility 

15,627 

36,502 

NA 

Maintenance  and  Repair 

2,907 

18,731 

12,143 

Equipment 

Large  equipment 

33,009 

93,268 

61,665 

ATV(s) 

9,325 

19,841 

14,391 

Ranch  vehicles 

29,422 

55,470 

37,208 

Implements 

9,578 

26,510 

20,038 

Trailers/crates 

6,300 

14,421 

9,228 

Bulk  feed  bins 

4,045 

13,063 

7,490 

Feeding  equpment 

3,667 

16,759 

9,497 

Watering  equipment 

2,398 

9,413 

9,046 

Video  equipment 

1,916 

3,473 

2,003 

Rental  equipment 

1,184 

4,716 

3,424 

Sedation  equipment 

1,178 

1,778 

NA 

Veterinary  &  Supplies 

Operating  supplies 

3,557 

5,560 

NA 

Medical  supplies 

1,675 

2,674 

NA 

Veterinary  expense 

2,257 

4,121 

NA 

Lodge  supplies 

NA 

5,237 

5,183 

Lodge  food  and  beverages 

NA 

5,021 

5,023 

Labor 

Employees  paid  salary 

2 

2 

2 

Employees  paid  hourly 

2 

3 

2 

Total  salary  wages  paid 

35,613 

65,801 

39,608 

Average  annual  salary  wage  expense 

23,667 

28,985 

22,134 

Total  hourly  wage  paid 

8,398 

26,805 

13,689 

Average  annual  hourly  wage  expense 

5,522 

9,856 

9,468 

Outsourced  services 

4,042 

16,456 

12,097 

Utilities 

Utilities 

1,618 

7,551 

4,535 

Fuel 

2,103 

10,070 

5,104 

Miscellaneous  Expenses 

Insurance 

1,915 

5,916 

3,663 

Advertising/marketing 

2,322 

8,097 

6,103 

Travel 

2,353 

6,308 

3,864 

Property  tax 

2,473 

6,564 

4,068 

utilities,  insurance,  advertising,  and  travel.  Capital  expenses  refer  to  annualized  capital  costs  for  items  such  as  land,  im¬ 
provements,  fencing,  buildings,  breeding  stock,  feeding  equipment,  ATV's,  and  implements.  Feed  refers  to  the  annual 
feed  costs,  including  supplemental  feed,  hay,  and  bottle  feeding  supplies.  Lastly,  General  costs  cover  the  remainder  of 
expenditures  on  items  such  as  food  plots,  artificial  insemination,  veterinary,  and  disease  monitoring. 

Production 

Table  2  contains  a  summary  of  production  data  across  all  respondents.  Feed  represents  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  total 
annual  expenditures  for  breeding  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutri¬ 
tion  is  essential  to  the  physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervids.  For  breeding  only  operations 
with  whitetails,  53  percent  of  respondents  indicated  bottle  feeding  their  fawns,  while  only  29  percent  of  breeding  and 
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Table  2:  Average  Production  Data  of  Cervid  industry  Survey  Respondents. 


Breeding  Only 

Breeding  &  Hunting 

Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005) 

Whitetail 

Males 

21 

49 

Females 

25 

51 

Fawns 

23 

48 

Birth  rate  (2005) 

1.3 

1.2 

Birth  rate  (2006) 

1.4 

1.3 

Annual  Mortality  Rate 

8% 

7% 

Elk 

Males 

18 

12 

Females 

24 

9 

Fawns 

16 

3 

Fallow 

Males 

43 

3 

Females 

94 

4 

Fawns 

50 

1c 

Red  Deer 

Males 

46 

47 

Females 

57 

66 

Fawns 

35 

27 

Feeding 

Whitetail 

Fawns 

Percent  bottle  feeding 

53% 

29% 

Percent  of  fawns  bottle  fed 

53% 

44% 

Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning 

98 

91 

After  weaning 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

1 

1 

Does 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

3 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

1 

Bucks 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

4 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

2 

2 

Elk 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

6 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

7 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

10 

10 

Fallow 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.4 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

0.3 

2 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

* 

Red  Deer 

Males 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

5 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

7 

3 

Females 

Daily  protein  feed  rate  (lbs) 

4 

3 

Daily  hay  feed  rate  (lbs) 

6 

3 

Area  of  food  plots  (acres) 

14 

47 

Seed 

813 

2,560 

Fertilizer 

1,011 

2,777 

Protien  feed  price  (per  ton) 

318 

305 

Hay  price  (per  ton) 

193 

268 

*  Insufficient  results 

11 


SURVEY  RESULTS 


SURVEY  RESULTS 


hunting  operations  did.  Of  all  species,  bottle  feeding  is  primarily  practiced  with  whitetail  fawns.  Other  species  will  not 
typically  incur  such  management  practices,  where  bottle  feeding  may  only  be  utilized  for  orphaned  or  sick  young. 

On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk  consumed  slight¬ 
ly  over  6  pounds.  All  of  the  reported  species  were  fed  a  protein  concentrate  and  hay.  Hay  costs  were  extremely  high 
during  the  study  period  due  to  severe  drought  conditions  across  most  of  the  southern  plains.  In  addition  to  purchased 
feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  planting  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500 
acres. 


When  combining  results,  70  percent  of  all  breeding  or  breeding  and  hunting  operation  respondents  indicated  some 
type  of  breeding  stock  purchase. This  would  include  purchases  of  breeder  males,  Stocker  males,  bred  females,  open 
females,  fawns,  or  semen  straws.  For  whitetail,  breeder  bucks  were  the  highest  dollar  expense,  costing  close  to  $21 ,000 
each  on  average. 

Hunting  Operations 

Operations  with  hunting  reported  other  expenses  in  addition  to  those  of  breeding  operations.  Seventy-six  percent  of 
all  respondents  of  operations  that  reported  to  be  involved  in  hunting  had  a  lodge  on  the  premises  for  their  clients.  In 
addition  to  the  roughly  $170,000  cost  of  the  lodge,  these  operations  also  accrued  expenses  to  maintain  and  supply 
the  lodge.  Labor  costs  were  reported  to  be  higher  than  those  of  breeding  operations  due  to  an  overall  larger  opera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  seasonal  hunting  guides.  Food  plots  in  the  hunting  areas  tended  to  be  larger,  along  with  more  feeders, 
waterers,  and  fencing,  all  contributing  to  the  higher  reported  expenses.  Although  the  majority  of  hunting  operations 
accepted  paying  clients  and  corporate  clients,  1 4  percent  reported  their  hunting  operation  as  personal  use  only.  Of  the 
whitetail  hunting  operations  reporting,  respondents  estimated  an  average  of  49  percent  of  the  deer  in  their  hunting 
areas  are  from  breeding  operations.  Of  all  the  respondents,  49  percent  reported  hiring  labor,  while  43  percent  reported 
outsourcing  labor  and/or  consulting  needs.  For  breeding  operations,  those  hiring  salaried  employees  reported  an 
annual  expense  in  the  mid  $20,000  range. This  expense  increased  to  the  mid  $30,000  range  for  breeding  and  hunting 
operations.  On  the  whole,  labor  hired  on  an  hourly  basis  tended  to  be  more  prevalent  than  salaried  labor. 


Feed  was  the  third  largest  expense  category,  representing  a  little  over  1 1  percent  of  annual  expenditures  for  breed¬ 
ing  operations.  Although  it's  not  the  largest  expense  category,  feeding  is  considered  to  be  one  of  the  most  important 
aspects  of  all  operations.  From  venison  production  to  breeding  stock  operations,  proper  nutrition  is  essential  to  the 
physical  health,  development,  and  overall  well  being  of  all  cervid  operations.  For  fawns,  45  percent  of  respondents  indi¬ 
cated  bottle  feeding  their  young.  Typical  products  used  for  bottle  feeding  ranged  from  goat's  milk  to  different  brands 
of  milk  replacer.  On  average,  adult  whitetail  males  were  fed  close  to  4  pounds  of  supplemental  feed  per  day,  while  elk 
consumed  slightly  over  6  pounds.  Respondents  indicated  paying  a  little  over  $300  per  ton  for  supplemental  feed,  while 
hay  costs  averaged  around  $240  per  ton.  In  addition  to  purchased  feed,  74  percent  of  all  respondents  reported  plant¬ 
ing  food  plots  on  their  operations,  ranging  from  half  an  acre  to  500  acres. 


12 


Economic  Impact 

IMPLAN®  (Impact  Analysis  for  Planning),  an  input/output  model,  was  used  to  estimate  the  economic  impact 
of  the  cervid  farming  industry  on  the  national  economy.  Originally  developed  by  the  USDA  Forest  Service,  the 
IMPLAN  model  is  now  managed  and  maintained  by  the  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group  (MIG).  The  model  is,  arguably, 
the  most  used  and  cited  model  for  performing  economic  impact  analyses  in  the  United  States. 

The  IMPLAN  model  is  driven  by  purchases  of  final  goods  and  services  in  a  certain  region,  such  as  a  state,  a 
group  of  states,  or  the  entire  nation.  These  purchases  represent  the  dollar  value  of  the  increase  in  finished 
goods  and  services  demanded,  and  create  an  impact  that  ripples  throughout  the  economy. 

Industries  produce  goods  and  services  for  final  use  and  purchase  goods  and  services  from  other  industries. 
These  other  producers  and  industries  buy  goods  and  services  as  well,  which  IMPLAN  designates  as  indirect 
purchases.  In  addition,  each  step  along  the  cycle  pays  wages  and  salaries  to  employees,  who,  in  turn,  make  ad¬ 
ditional  expenditures  into  the  economy  of  the  region.2 

In  determining  the  overall  economic  impact  of  an  industry,  the  IMPLAN  model  uses  a  set  of  multipliers,  sepa¬ 
rated  by  sector,  to  estimate  the  direct,  indirect,  and  induced  effects  (induced  being  effects  of  household 
spending)  of  the  economic  cycle.  Over  500  sector  codes  are  included  in  the  IMPLAN  model,  where  each  code 
represents  a  unique  industrial  sector  that  a  specific  product  or  category  of  products  is  represented  by.  The 
multipliers  that  are  derived  for  each  sector  quantify  the  ripple  effects  of  a  dollar  increase  in  final  demand,  thus 
resulting  in  an  estimation  of  the  economic  impact.3 

Cervid  Industry 

In  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  cervid  farming  industry,  the  categories  of  the  survey  were  prepared 
for  input  into  the  IMPLAN  model.  This  was  accomplished  by  extrapolating  the  survey  results  against  the  inven¬ 
tory  of  operations  to  arrive  at  total  industry  expenditures  for  each  category.  These  totals  represent  the  value 
of  final  goods  and  services  demanded  by  the  industry,  and  were  the  baseline  inputs  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
Categories  from  the  extrapolated  survey  results,  such  as  supplemental  feed  or  fencing,  are  then  assigned  a  sec¬ 
tor  code  according  to  the  underlying  industry  the  category  relates  to.  Table  3  provides  an  example  of  category 
inputs  and  their  multipliers  from  IMPLAN,  with  each  category  belonging  to  a  different  sector.  Differences  be¬ 
tween  the  multipliers  for  each  category  demonstrate  how  dollars  move  throughout  different  industries.  For  in¬ 
stance,  a  $1  million  change  in  final  demand  for  supplemental  feed  will  generate  a  total  of  $2.67  million  in  total 
industry  output,  $1.53  million  in  value  added  economic  activity,  and  will  support  24.34  jobs.  In  this  example, 
total  industry  output  would  include  the  output  generated  by  the  supplemental  feed  industry  and  those  indus¬ 
tries  that  supply  it.  Value  added  from  this  industry  includes  employee  compensation,  proprietary  income,  other 
proprietor  income,  and  indirect  business  taxes  that  are  generated.4 The  employment  multiplier  represents  the 
number  of  jobs  that  are  supported  per  million  dollar  change  in  final  demand. 

2  Lindall,  Scott  A.  and  Douglas  C.  Olson.  "The  IMPLAN  Input-Output  System."  Minnesota  IMPLAN  Group.  Available  online,  accessed  February  5,  2007. 
http://www.implan.com/ 

3  Ibid. 

4  Ibid. 


Table  3:  Cervid  Industry  Multipliers. 


Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

Supplemental  Feed 

2.67 

1.53 

24.34 

Food  plots 

3.18 

1.72 

46.12 

Veterinar  y 

3.43 

1.57 

31.42 

Utilities 

2.04 

1.23 

8.48 

Insurance 

2.35 

1.52 

18.25 

Maintenance  and  repair 

3.01 

1.57 

24.68 

Handling  facility 

2.93 

1.61 

25.61 

Fencing 

3.02 

1.61 

25.36 

Large  equipment 

3.02 

1.29 

15.79 

ATV's 

2.73 

1.59 

22.96 
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Hunter  Expenditures 


An  additional  component  in  determining  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry  is  to  evaluate  and  include  the 
role  of  hunter  expenditures  in  the  consumption  of  industry  products.  Not  all  hunting  is  related  to  cervid  farm¬ 
ing,  but  some  is,  therefore  it  is  important  to  include  only  that  which  is  related  to  this  industry.  In  other  words, 
the  hunting  product  of  cervid  farming  is  a  small  part  of  overall  cervid  hunting  in  the  United  States.  Yet  the 
hunting  component  or  economic  activity  associated  with  deer  farming  is  an  important  part  of  the  economic 
activity  generated  by  the  cervid  farming  industry.  While  overall  hunter  numbers  in  the  United  States  are  down, 
the  demand  for  trophy  hunting  appears  to  be  increasing.  Dollars  spent  on  hunting,  assorted  gear,  and  travel 
continue  to  grow.  Time  is  increasingly  the  limiting  factor  for  many  industry  participants,  as  they  have  the  mon¬ 
ey  to  participate,  but  not  the  time  to  invest  in  traditional  hunting.  The  growth  of  this  segment  of  the  industry  is 
expected  to  continue,  therefore,  it  is  important  to  include  this  aspect  of  the  industry  in  this  study. 

In  order  to  determine  this  impact,  the  number  of  hunters  per  operation  was  taken  from  the  survey,  extrapo¬ 
lated  against  all  hunting  operations,  and  combined  with  a  report  that  outlines  hunting  expenditures  on  a  per 
hunter  basis.  This  report,  entitled  the  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America",5  was  based  on  the  2001 
National  Survey  of  Fishing,  Hunting,  and  Wildlife-Associated  Recreation  survey  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  These  retail  expenditures  were  then  combined  with  other  hunt 
related  expenditures,  such  as  trophy  and  processing  fees,  and  assigned  sector  codes  for  the  IMPLAN  model. 
When  totaled,  less  than  1  percent  of  the  report's  estimated  1 1  million  deer  hunters  are  related  to  the  cervid 
farming  industry.  However,  this  small  percentage  of  hunters  account  for  over  2  percent  of  the  report's  estimat¬ 
ed  $1 0  billion  in  retail,  travel,  and  hunt  related  expenditures. 

Results 

Table  4  below  provides  a  summary  of  the  economic  impact  of  the  industry.  Cervid  operations  generate  an 
estimated  $893.5  million  in  direct  expenditures  into  the  U.S.  economy.  This  value  represents  the  estimated  in¬ 
crease  in  final  demand  of  all  goods  and  services  consumed  by  the  industry.  As  these  direct  expenditures  ripple 
throughout  the  economy,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  an  estimated  $2.3  billion  of  total  industry 
output  for  all  industries  that  supply  the  cervid  farming  industry.  These  industries  include  feed  suppliers,  farm 
and  ranch  supply  stores,  veterinary  services,  medical  and  sedation  product  suppliers,  construction,  utilities, 
advertising,  insurance,  and  numerous  others.  Hunters  contribute  an  additional  $241  million  in  direct  economic 
impacts  through  retail  and  hunt  related  expenditures,  which  generates  a  total  of  $756.9  million  of  total  indus¬ 
try  output. 

When  combined,  the  cervid  farming  industry  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  and  output  in  the  U.S. 
economy.  The  industry  provides  the  economic  activity  that  supports  29,1 99  jobs  in  the  economy,  most  of  which 
are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  If  this  industry  were  to  disappear,  these  jobs  would  have  to  find  support 
from  some  other  sector  of  the  economy.  Unfortunately,  not  every  segment  of  the  industry  could  be  analyzed. 
Insufficient  industry  and  survey  data  limited  analysis  to  only  the  operational  aspects  of  both  the  venison  and 
scent  collection  industries,  as  production  and  retail  revenues  were  excluded  from  the  analysis. 


5  "Economic  Importance  of  Hunting  in  America."  Produced  by  Southwick  Associates,  Inc.  for  the  International  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agen¬ 
cies,  2002.  Available  online,  accessed  August  10,  2006.  http://www.southwickassociates.com/freereports/default.aspx 


Table  4:  Economic  Impact  of  the  Cervid  Farming  Industry. 


Direct 

Output 

Value  Added 

Employment 

All  Operations 

893,501,559 

2,333,462,511 

1,276,311,405 

21,070 

Hunters 

241 ,042,970 

756,897,725 

358,602,855 

8,129 

Total 

1,134,544,528 

3,090,360,236 

1,634,914,260 

29,199 
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Conclusion 

With  over  7,000  operations  and  2,000  hunting  preserves,  the  cervid  farming  industry  has  an  established  presence 
across  the  nation.  The  majority  of  these  operations  are  located  in  rural  areas  of  the  nation.  In  addition,  while  traditional 
forms  overwhelmingly  dominate  the  hunting  industry,  the  small  niche  of  hunters  this  market  serves  continues  to 
increase.  This  increase  in  demand  is  fueling  the  growth  in  the  breeding  industry.  Over  $1 .1  billion  in  direct  expenditures 
are  poured  into  the  U.S.  economy  each  year  by  commercial  farming  operations  and  sportsmen  related  to  this  industry. 
In  turn,  this  generates  $3  billion  of  economic  activity  while  supporting  29,1 99  jobs.  All  told,  these  results  highlight  the 
fact  that  the  cervid  farming  industry  continues  to  be  a  vital  contributor  to  the  rural  economies  of  the  United  States. 
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CONCLUSION 


APPENDIX 


Appendix  A:  National  Cervid  Industry  Survey 


National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

instructions  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation  (check  all  that  apply) 

Cervid  Breeding  (includes  venison  and  urine  collection)  Q  Cervid  Hunting  Q  Cervid  Breeding  and  Hunting  I  I 


Cervid  Breeding 

Please  select  type  of  cervid  breeding  operation-.  Breeding  only  □  Commercial  Venison  □  Commercial  Urine  Collection  □ 
I.  Operation 

1 .  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres 


4.  Area  under  high  ft 


5.  Area  of  land  purchased: _ 

6.  Area  of  land  inherited: _ 

II.  Herd  Inventory 

1 .  Inventory  (Final  2005  figures) 
Whitetail 


5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


Fawns/calves 


Birthrate  (2005): 
Birth  rate  (2006): 
Annual  mortality  ra 


2.  Annual  Purchases  (Final 

Whitetail 


Males  (S): 

Total  Cost: 
Females  (#): 

Total  Cost: 
Fawns/calves  (#): 


vs(#): 


Sika  Pere  David’s 


III.  Facilities 


3.  Area  of  urine  collection  operation: 

arrp* 

3a.  Number  of  pens: 

9.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  □  Yes  |Q  No 

9a.  If  yes,  capital  cos 

t  of  this  facility:  S 

10.  Do  you  have  a  venison  processing  facility?  □  Yes  □  No 

10a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  facility:  S 

1 1 .  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  venison?  1  1  Yes  1  1  No 

1  la.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  equipment:  S 

12.  Do  you  have  a  urine  collection  facility?  □  Yes 

□  No 

12a.  If  yes,  capital  cc 

ist  of  this  facility:  S 

13.  Do  you  have  a  cooler/freezer  for  urine?  □  Yes 

□  No 

1 3a.  If  yes,  capital  co 

st  of  this  equipment:  S 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IV.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  S _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  S _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 


1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  packaging  equipment  (venison  and  ut 
V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _ 

6.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _ 

7.  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _ 


2.  Annual  coi 
4.  Average  c< 
5a.  Average  < 
6a.  Average 
7a.  Annual  c 


1  of  medical  supplies:  $ _ 

st  per  sedation:  $ _ 

ost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

ost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

ist  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 


8.  Average  annual  number  of  sedations  (per  animal,  per  species): 


9.  Annual  number  of  females  Al’d  (per  species): 

Whitetail  Eik  Mule  Deer 


VI.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1.  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  S _ 

2.  Annual  regulatory  expense  (permits):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  meat  inspection/nutrition  labeling  expense:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  travel  expense:  $ _ 

6.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 


lb.  Paid  hourly:  _ 
2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 


Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


IX.  Feeding 

Fawns/Calves 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed?  □  Yes  (continue  below)  □  No  (skip  to  2) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Percent  of  all  fawns/calves: 

Days  fed  until  weaning: 

Product  used: 

Product  price  per  gal/bag/lb: 

Units  fed  until  weaning: 

2.  After  weaning:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Adults 

1 .  Feeding  rates:  (units  are  pounds  per  animal) 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David's 

Muntjak 

Males: 

Daily  protein  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

Females: 

Daily  feed  rate: 

Daily  hay  feed  rate: 

2.  Protein  feed  price:  $  (per  bag/ton) 

4.  Annual  protein  feed  purchase: 

tons 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: 

X.  Annual  Sales 

Annual  receipts  from  breeding  operation 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

1.  Males  sold: 

la.  Total  Receipts: 

2.  Females  sold: 

2a.  Total  Receipts: 

3.  Fawns/calves  sold: 

3a.  Total  Receipts: 

4.  Semen  straws  sold: 

4a.  Total  Receipts: 

Cervid  Breeding,  continued 


Annual  receipts  from  commercial  venison  production 

Elk 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Other: 

1 .  Annual  number  processed: 

2.  Average  processing  yield  per  animal 

(lbs): 

3.  General  processing  cost  per  animal: 

4.  Specialty  processing  cost  -  summer 

sausage,  jerky,  etc.  (per  pound): 

5.  Amount  of  specialty  processing  per 

6.  Total  receipts  from  all  venison  sales: 

7.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  venison:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  animals  used  to  collect  velvet: 

9.  Annual  amount  of  velvet  processed:  lbs 

10.  Processing  cost  of  velvet:  $  (per  pound) 

11.  Total  receipts  from  velvet  products:  $ 

12.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  velvet  products:  $ 

13.  Annual  amount  of  shed/cut  antlers  sold:  lbs 

1 3a.  Total  receipts  from  antler  sales:  $ 

14.  Total  receipts  from  other  by-products  (hides,  pizzles,  etc.):  $ 

15.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  15a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

16.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  16a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

17.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  17a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

1 8.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1 8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

Annual  receipts  from  urine  collection 

1 .  Total  number  of  males  used  for  collection: 

2.  Annual  amount  of  urine  collected  from  males:  gal 

2a.  Total  receipts  from  male  urine  sales:  $ 

3.  Total  number  of  females  used  for  collection: 

4.  Annual  amount  of  non-estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

4a.  Total  receipts  from  non-estrous  urine  sales:  S 

5.  Annual  amount  of  estrous  urine  collected  from  females:  gal 

5a.  Total  receipts  from  estrous  urine  sales:  S 

6.  Annual  packaging,  shipping,  and  labeling  expense  for  urine  sales:  $ 

7.  Total  receipts  from  other  scent  sales:  $ 

8.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  as  breeding  stock:  8a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

9.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  as  breeding  stock:  9a.  Total  receipts:  S 

10.  Annual  number  of  males  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  10a.  Total  receipts:  $ 

11.  Annual  number  of  females  sold  to  hunting  preserves:  1  la.  Total  receipts:  S 

V 
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Hunting 


Hunting,  continued 


For  combination  hunting  and  breeding  operations,  please  separate  hunting  operation  expenses  from  breeding  operation  expenses. 
Include  annualized  2005 figures  where  appropriate. 

What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q]  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  no  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
/.  Operation 

I.  Year  started:  _  2.  State: _ 

3.  Total  acreage: _ acres  4.  Land  inherited: _ acres 

5.  Land  purchased: _ acres  5a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

6.  Area  of  hunting  operation: _ acres 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

2.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  S _ 

3.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

4.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _ 

5.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ acres 

5a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

5b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATVs,  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicles,  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailers/transport  crates,  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bins,  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 

1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased: _ tons  la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ tons  2a.  Com  unit  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _  lb.  Hourly: _ 

2.  Total  annual  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  S 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  S 

6.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  S 

VIII.  Hunters 

Whitetail 

Elk 

Mule  Deer 

Axis 

Fallow 

Red  Deer 

Reindeer 

Sika 

Pere  David’s 

Muntjak 

Annual  number  of  hunters, 

Percentage  of  total  cervids 

that  are  from  breeding: 

Number  of  males  released 

from  breeding  area  into 

Number  of  females 

released  from  breeding 

Number  of  males 

Total  expense: 

Number  of  females 

Total  expense: 

Annual  trophy  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  management  male 

Total  receipts: 

Annual  female  harvest: 

Total  receipts: 

Average  processing  cost. 

Percent  of  all  harvested 

males  seeking  taxidermy 

Average  taxidermy  cost: 

National  Cervid  Industry  -  Economic  Impact  Survey 

North  American  Deer  Farmers  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  cervid  breeding  operations  (including  venison  production  and  urine  collection 
operations),  combination  cervid  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside 
cervid  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for  their  cervid  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may 
disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  combination  breeding  and  hunting  operations,  please  separate  breeding  operation  records  from 
hunting  operation  records.  Contact  us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding 
and/or  hunting  operations. 

4.  It  is  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining  records 
from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category.  Please 
provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

5.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

6.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

7.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Cervid  Breeding  (Breeding  only.  Venison  production,  Urine  Collection) 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  breeding  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply. 

I.  Operation:  This  category  provides  for  a  general  overview  of  your  operation.  Purchase  value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre 
for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

n.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  final  2005  cervid  inventory  and  final  2005  purchases  (please  include 
number  purchased  with  total  cost)  towards  this  inventory.  Annual  mortality  rate  refers  to  the  annual  mortality  loss  on 
entire  herd,  including  the  loss  of  fawns/calves  after  weaning.  Birth  rate  refers  to  the  number  of  surviving  fawns/calves 
bom  per  bred  female,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns/calves  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of  bred 
females  (i.e.  1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  This  category  refers  to  your  operational  specific  facilities.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of 
construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable  equipment 
into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  an 
animal.  Number  of  necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to 
determine  the  cause  of  death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
necropsy  on  a  single  animal.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a 
CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  your  breeding  operation. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and 
marketing  materials,  which  includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (hom  molds,  shed  mounts,  deceased  buck 
mounts,  etc.).  Annual  regulatory  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  regulatory  operating  permits,  if  applicable  to  your 
state.  Annual  meat  inspection  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  to  venison  production  operations  for  state  or  federal  meat 
inspection.  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc.  insurance.  Annual 
travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  of  fawns/calves  and  adults  in  your  operation.  For  those  who  bottle 
feed  fawns/calves,  please  indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns/calves  that  are  bottle  fed  for,  the  number  of  days  of  bottle 
feeding  until  weaned,  the  product  used  (i.e.  goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate  units- 
gal,  bags,  lbs),  and  the  number  of  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning  for  each  cervid  species  in  your 
operation. 

X.  Annual  Sales:  This  category  relates  to  the  final  2005  revenue  inflows  of  your  operation.  Receipts  are  categorized  for 
breeding  operations,  commercial  venison  operations,  and  commercial  urine  operations.  Please  separate  records  for  each 
these  categories  that  apply  to  your  operation. 

Cervid  Hunting 

Please  indicate  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation  by  checking  all  boxes  that  apply 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  final  2005  expenses  for  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  and  food  and  beverage 
supplies. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  hunting  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  paid  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refiise  disposal,  etc., 
and  the  annual  fiiel  expense  for  your  hunting  operation. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  Total  expense  refers  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  cervids  for  release  into  hunting 
operation.  Average  processing  cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  cervid.  If  in-house  processing  occurs, 
please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of  this  cost  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Percent  of  all  harvested  seeking  taxidermy 
sendees  relates  to  the  percentage  of  all  harvested  cervids  that  will  have  some  type  of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as 
a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Average  taxidermy  cost,  per  cervid  allows  for  the  average  per  cervid  expense  of  this 
service  for  the  hunter  from  your  local  taxidermist. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  be  directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at 
888-890-5663. 
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Appendix  B:  Economic  Impact  Survey 


Economic  Impact  Survey 

Please  indicate  type  of  operation 

Scientific  Breeding  Only  Scientific  Breeding  and  Hunting  [J  Hunting  only  I  I 

Scientific  Breeding 

Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  Hunting  only  operations ,  please  skip  to  the  hunting 
section.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 

I.  Operation 

I .  Y  ear  started:  _  2.  Area  of  breeding  operation: _ (acres) 

3.  Land  purchased: _ (acres)  3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ (per  acre) 

4.  Land  inherited: _ (acres) 

II.  Herd  Inventory  (Final  2005  Inventory ) 

1 .  Total  number  of  deer: _ 

2.  Number  of  breeder  bucks: _  3.  Number  of  Stocker  bucks: _  4.  Does: _ 

5.  Fawns,  2005: _  5a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

6.  Fawns,  2006: _  6a.  Fawning  rate  (surviving  at  weaning): _ (lawns  per  doe) 

7.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  (including  fawns  after  weaning): _ % 

8.  Annual  sales  (Final  2005  figures)  9.  Annual  purchases  (Final  2005  figures) 


Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Breeder  bucks  (#): 

Total  cost:  S 

Stocker  bucks  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Open  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Open  does  (If): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Bred  does  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Buck  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Doe  fawns  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  cost:  $ 

Semen  Straws  (#): 

Total  receipts:  $ 

III.  Facilities 

1 .  Number  of  pens: _  2.  Area  of  pens: _ (acres) 

3.  Capital  cost  of  fencing:  $ _  4.  Capital  cost  of  shelters:  $ _ 

5.  Capital  cost  of  improvements:  $ _ 

6.  Capital  cost  of  buildings:  $ _  7.  Capital  cost  of  working  pens:  $ _ 

8.  Do  you  have  a  handling  facility?  I  I  Yes  QNo  8a.  If  yes,  capital  cost  of  handling  facility:  $_ 

9.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

9a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

9b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

IV.  Equipment 

1.  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment,  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  $ _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  trailer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 


Scientific  Breeding,  continued 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  semen  storage  tank(s):  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies 

I .  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies:  $ _  2.  Annual  cost  of  feed  and  hay:  S _ 

3.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies:  $ _  4.  Annual  veterinary  expense:  $ _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  doe)  6.  Annual  number  of  sedations: _ (per  buck) 

7.  Average  cost  per  sedation:  $ _  8.  Number  of  does  Al’d: _ 

9.  Number  of  necropsies  performed: _  9a.  Average  cost  per  necropsy:  $ _ 

10.  Number  of  CWD  tests  performed: _  10a.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test:  $ _ 

I I .  Number  of  deer  DNA  certified: _  11a.  Annual  cost  for  DNA  certification:  $ _ 

VI.  Labor 

1.  Number  of  employees:  la.  Paid  salary: _  lb.  Paid  hourly: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _  2b.  Hourly:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 

VII.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expense:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

IX.  Feeding 

1 .  Do  you  bottle  feed  your  fawns?  Q  Yes  (continue  with  la- le)  Q  No  (skip  to  2) 

la.  If  yes,  what  percent  of  all  fawns?  _ %  lb.  Average  bottle  feeding  days  until  weaning: _ 

lc.  What  product  do  you  use? _ 

ld.  Units  fed  per  fawn  until  weaning: _ (gal/bags/lbs)  le.  Product  price:  $ _ (per  gal/bag/lb) 

2.  After  weaning:  2a.  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2b.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

2c.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  fawn)  2d.  Alfalfa/hay  price:  $ _ (per  bale) 

2e.  Average  bale  weight: _ lbs 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe)  2.  Feed  price:  $ _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  doe) 

1 .  Approximate  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck)  2.  Feed  price:  S _ (per  bag/ton) 

3.  Approximate  alfalfa/hay  daily  feed  rate: _ (lbs  per  buck) 


Hunting 


Instructions  and  clarification  are  provided  at  the  end  of  this  survey.  For  combination  Scientific  Breeding  <S  Hun 
please  separate  hunting  expenses  from  breeding  expenses.  Include  annualized  2005  figures  where  appropriate. 


What  is  the  purpose  of  your  hunting  operation?  Q  Personal  use  only  Q  Corporate  clients,  n 


3.  Land  purchased: _ 

4.  Land  inherited: _ 

II.  Facilities 

1.  Capital  cost  of  lodge(s):  $ _ 

t  of  fencing:* _ 


2.  Area  of  hunting  operation:  _ 
3a.  Purchase  value:  $ _ 


i  fee  Q  Paying  clients 
_ (acres) 


t  of  improvements 
t  of  buildings:  $ _ 


2.  Capital  c< 

3.  Capital  c< 

4.  Capital  c< 

5.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair:  $ _ 

6.  Approximate  area  of  food  plots: _ (acres) 

6a.  Annual  cost  of  seed:  $ _ 

6b.  Annual  cost  of  fertilizer  $ _ 

III.  Equipment 

1 .  Purchase  price  of  all  large  equipment  combined  (i.e.  tractor  +  bobcat):  S _ 

2.  Purchase  price  of  all  ATV(s),  combined:  $ _ 

3.  Purchase  price  of  all  ranch  vehicle(s),  combined:  $ _ 

4.  Purchase  price  of  all  implements,  combined:  $ _ 

5.  Purchase  price  of  all  traiIer(s)/transport  crate(s),  combined:  $ _ 

6.  Purchase  price  of  all  bulk  feed  bin(s),  combined:  $ _ 

7.  Purchase  price  of  all  feeding  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

8.  Purchase  price  of  all  watering  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

9.  Purchase  price  of  all  video  equipment,  combined:  $ _ 

1 0.  Annual  cost  of  rental  equipment:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Purchase  price  of  dart  gun/sedation  equipment:  $ _ 

12.  Purchase  price  of  cooler/freezer  equipment:  $ _ 

13.  Purchase  price  of  other  equipment:  $ _ 

IV.  Supplies 


1 .  Annual  amount  of  protein  feed  purchased:  _ 

2.  Annual  amount  of  com  purchased: _ 


la.  Protein  feed  unit  price:  $ _ 

2a.  Com  unit  price:  S _ 


3.  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  for  lodge:  $ _ 

4.  Annual  cost  of  food  and  beverages  for  lodge:  $ _ 

V.  Labor 

1 .  Number  of  employees:  la.  Salary: _ 

2.  Total  wages  paid:  2a.  Salaries:  $ _ 

3.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services:  $ _ 


_ (per  bag/ton) 

_  (per  bag/ton) 


Hunting,  continued 

VI.  Utilities 

1 .  Annual  cost  of  utilities:  S _ 

2.  Annual  cost  of  fuel:  $ _ 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses 

1 .  Annual  insurance  expense:  $ _ 

2.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  (includes  taxidermy  services):  $ _ 

3.  Annual  travel  expenses:  S _ 

4.  Annual  property  tax:  $ _ 

5.  Other  annual  miscellaneous  expenses:  $ _ 

VIII.  Hunters 

1 .  Annual  number  of  hunters: _ 

2.  Total  annual  deer  harvest: _ 

3.  Approximate  total  number  of  deer  in  hunting  area: _ 

3a.  Approximate  percentage  of  total  deer  in  the  hunting  area  that  are  from  breeding: _ 

4.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

5.  Annual  number  of  does  released  from  breeding  operation  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6.  Annual  number  of  Stocker  bucks  purchased  for  release  into  hunting  operation: _ 

6a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

7.  Annual  number  of  does  purchased  for  release: _ 

7a.  Total  expense:  $ _ 

8.  Annual  number  of  does  harvested: _ 

8a.  Total  receipts  from  doe  hunts:  S _ 

9.  Annual  number  of  management  bucks  harvested: _ 

9a.  Total  receipts  from  management  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

10.  Annual  number  of  trophy  bucks  harvested: _ 

10a.  Total  receipts  from  trophy  buck  hunts:  $ _ 

1 1 .  Average  processing  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 

12.  Approximate  percentage  of  harvested  bucks  seeking  taxidermy  services: _ % 

13.  Average  taxidermy  cost:  $ _ (per  deer) 
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Economic  Impact  Survey 

Texas  Deer  Association  Members 

**A11  information  collected  in  this  survey  will  remain  confidential** 

Survey  Instructions 

1.  This  survey  is  to  be  completed  by  scientific  breeding  operations,  combination  scientific  breeding  and  hunting 
operations,  and  hunting  operations  that  utilize  outside  scientific  breeding  operations  as  a  genetic  supplement  for 
their  deer  herd.  All  other  industry  participants  may  disregard  this  survey. 

2.  For  the  sections  and  categories  below,  please  provide  annualized  2005  records  of  actual  or  accurate  estimates  of 
expenditures  rather  than  a  range  estimate  of  expenditures. 

3.  For  those  who  have  multiple  facilities  under  separate  permits  (uniquely  identified),  please  contact  us  for 
additional  surveys  for  each  operation. 

4.  It  is  important  to  separate  records  for  each  facility,  and  between  hunting  and  breeding  operations.  Contact 
us  for  additional  surveys  if  you  have  multiple  permitted  breeding  and/or  hunting  operations. 

s.  It  is  also  important  to  use  the  provided  categories  for  records  for  each  section,  rather  than  combining 
records  from  breeding  and  hunting  operations  and  submitting  that  in  a  breeding  or  hunting  category. 
Please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  when  your  records  do  not  match  these  categories. 

6.  If  a  question  does  not  apply  to  your  operation,  please  indicate  this  with  an  “N/A”  response. 

7.  Please  indicate  units  (lbs,  tons,  gals,  etc.)  where  applicable. 

8.  For  further  explanation  of  general  and  selected  lines  of  the  survey,  please  refer  to  the  information  below. 

Scientific  Breeding 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  breeding  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  breeding  operation.  Purchase 
value  refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Herd  Inventory:  This  category  refers  to  your  herd  inventory,  fawning  rate,  purchases  and  sales  towards  your 
inventory  for  2005,  and  number  the  of  fawns  bom  and  fawning  rate  for  2006.  Annual  herd  mortality  rate  refers  to  the 
annual  mortality  loss  on  the  total  breeding  herd,  including  loss  of  fawns  after  weaning.  Fawning  rate  refers  to  the  number 
of  surviving  fawns  bom  per  doe,  specifically,  the  total  number  of  live  fawns  at  weaning  divided  by  the  total  number  of 
bred  does  (i.e.  0.7, 1.5,  2.3,  etc.). 

III.  Facilities:  Area  of  pens  refers  to  the  total  acreage  enclosed  by  all  pens  combined.  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall 
cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing,  foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of 
improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well  drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment,  fencing,  roads,  etc. 

IV.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

V.  Veterinary  &  Supplies:  Annual  cost  of  operating  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for  all  operating  supplies,  such 
as  office  supplies,  sedation  supplies,  AI  supplies,  etc.  Annual  cost  of  medical  supplies  refers  to  the  yearly  expense  for 
medicine,  syringes,  etc.  Annual  number  of  sedations  refers  to  the  average  annual  number  of  sedations  on  a  per  doe/buck 
basis.  Average  cost  per  sedation  refers  to  the  average  expense  of  supplies  and  labor  to  sedate  or  dart  a  deer.  Number  of 
necropsies  performed  refers  to  the  number  of  post  mortality  veterinary  examinations  performed  to  determine  the  cause  of 
death.  Average  cost  per  necropsy  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  necropsy  on  a  single 
deer.  Average  cost  per  CWD  test  refers  to  the  average  labor  and  labwork  expense  of  performing  a  CWD  test. 

VI.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  from  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 


VII.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  breeding  operations. 


VIII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  genetic  display  (horn  molds  or  shed  mounts,  or  deceased  buck  mounts).  Annual  travel 
expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food,  lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

IX.  Feeding:  This  category  relates  to  feeding  rates  for  fawns,  bucks,  and  does.  For  those  who  bottle  feed  fawns,  please 
indicate  the  percent  of  all  fawns  that  are  bottle  fed,  number  of  days  of  bottle  feeding  until  weaning,  the  product  used  (i.e. 
goat  milk,  milk  replacer,  etc.),  units  of  this  product  used  per  fawn  until  weaning,  the  per  unit  product  price  (please  indicate 
units-gal,  bags,  lbs). 

Hunting 

I.  Operation:  Area  of  hunting  operation  refers  to  the  total  acreage  dedicated  to  your  hunting  operation.  Purchase  value 
refers  to  the  cost  per  acre  for  the  initial  purchase  of  the  land. 

II.  Facilities:  Capital  cost  refers  to  the  overall  cost  of  construction  for  each  of  the  items  listed,  including  clearing, 
foundation,  electrical,  plumbing,  etc.  Capital  cost  of  improvements  refers  to  land  clearing,  roads,  forage,  water  (well 
drilling,  ponds),  etc.  Annual  cost  of  maintenance  and  repair  refers  to  all  maintenance  and  repair  for  facilities,  equipment, 
fencing,  roads,  etc. 

III.  Equipment:  Purchase  price  refers  to  the  original  cost  of  the  equipment  at  purchase,  not  an  annualized  loan  payment. 
Large  equipment  refers  to  tractors,  bobcats,  dozers,  etc.,  used  in  your  breeding  operation.  Please  combine  all  applicable 
equipment  into  one  figure  for  lines  1-9. 

IV.  Supplies:  This  category  relates  to  supplemental  feed,  com,  operating,  food,  and  beverage  supplies  for  hunting 
operations  on  an  annualized  basis. 

V.  Labor:  This  category  refers  to  the  labor  expense  for  your  breeding  operation.  Owners,  spouses,  and  children  must  be 
accounted  for  in  this  category  as  an  employee(s)  and  in  total  wages,  if  labor  is  performed  by  these  individuals.  Total 
wages  paid  refers  to  annual  wages  for  all  employees.  Owner/operators  must  include  amount  allotted  or  withdrawn  for 
family  living  for  line  2a.  Annual  expense  for  outsourced  services  refers  to  all  additional  contracted  labor  from  those  not 
on  the  payroll,  including  consulting  services,  accounting  services,  legal  services,  herd  survey  services,  etc. 

VI.  Utilities:  This  category  refers  to  the  annual  utilities  expense  for  the  annual  electric,  phone,  water,  sewage,  refuse 
disposal,  etc.,  and  the  annual  fuel  expense  for  hunting  operations. 

VII.  Miscellaneous  Expenses:  Annual  insurance  expense  refers  to  the  yearly  cost  of  auto,  property,  liability,  health,  etc. 
insurance.  Annual  advertising/marketing  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  advertising  and  marketing  materials,  which 
includes  taxidermy  services  for  display.  Annual  travel  expense  refers  to  the  annual  cost  of  travel,  such  as  fuel,  food, 
lodging,  airfare,  etc. 

VIII.  Hunters:  This  category  relates  to  the  annual  number  of  hunters,  number  of  deer  harvested,  number  of  deer 
purchased  and/or  released  into  hunting  operation,  and  the  expenses  and  receipts  from  hunting.  Total  expense  in  lines  6a  & 
7a  refer  to  the  cost  of  purchasing,  sedating,  and  transporting  deer  for  release  into  hunting  operation.  Average  processing 
cost  refers  to  the  cost  of  processing  each  harvested  deer.  If  it  is  processed  in-house,  please  provide  an  accurate  estimate  of 
this  cost  from  based  on  local  processor  costs.  Line  12  relates  to  the  percentage  of  harvested  deer  that  will  have  some  type 
of  taxidermy  service  performed,  such  as  a  shoulder  or  full  body  mount.  Line  13  allows  for  the  average  per  deer  expense 
of  this  service  for  the  hunter. 


We  thank  you  in  advance  for  taking  the  time  to  complete  this  survey.  Upon  completion,  please  return  the  survey 
with  the  enclosed  envelope  no  later  than  November  10(h.  Questions  or  requests  for  additional  surveys  may  also  be 
directed  to  Brian  Frosch  at  888-890-5663. 
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APPENDIX 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
prohibit  the  shipment  or  transportation  of  big  game  species  to  or  from  Missouri 


destinations,  with  certain  exceptions.  It  gives  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission 
primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privately  owned  big  game  species,  including 
rulemaking  authority.  It  also  states  that  confined  big  game  killing  or  the  owning, 
possessing,  confining,  transporting,  breeding  or  raising  of  privately  owned  big  game 
species  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  the 
Constitution  or  any  law.  Information  or  data  related  to  any  program  related  to  diseases  of 
big  game  species  is  considered  a  public  record  and  subject  to  disclosure. 

Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an  estimate  of 
the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  the  constitutional  amendment  proposed 
in  this  initiative  petition  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  no  anticipated  fiscal  impact 
for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  they 
do  not  believe  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a  financial  impact  on  their  district. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  center 
15731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  21.2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


i »-r  . .  j»  .  U  Sot 

MAR  2  1  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  3  (20 1 8- 1 85) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  March  20,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INI  I  lATIVIi  PI;  1 1  NON 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I, being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

namf: 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 
Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  sail,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  a  Physician's  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  stem,  stalk. 

root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  product's  use  not  necessarily  recommended  by  a  Physician. 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating, 

growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of 

cannabis  or  hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could 
be  construed  as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures. 

packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21,  with  the  exception  of  persons  falling  under  the  dictates  of  item  3c. 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  18  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  Physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  or  a  legal  guardian's 

supervision  for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

c.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21,  but  age  18  and  over  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  Physician's  written  recommendation  for  medical 

conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or 

medical  needs.  There  shall  be  no  plant  Quantity  limitations. 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying,  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories, 

and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will 

be  reouired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or 

possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and 

all  packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities 

conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient’s  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race,  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  of  law  for  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released.  This  shall  not 

apply  to  those  prisoners  that  have  any  additional  charges  other  than  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime.  All  charges  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes 

shall  be  immediately  expunged  from  all  prisoner's  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  or  city  employees,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 

or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri 

Constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  tax,  not  to  exceed  5%  without  additional  voter  approval  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp 

or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of  Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by 

the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  Cannabis  products  sold  under  the  guidelines  listed  in  Section  3b  and  3c  of  this  document  shall  be  exempt  from 

this  tax.  The  additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this 

paragraph  on  a  Quarterly  basis  as  follows:  1/2  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  the 

Aforementioned.  The  remaining  1/2  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our 

multitude  of  Missouri  veterans  as  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  sees  fit  to  best  utilize  those  funds. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subjected  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  way  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor  of  agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  canna¬ 

bis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with 

all  legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  Physicians  or  Veterinarians. 

No  Physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  thera- 

BiL 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional 

amendment  shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented 

no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-185) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  21,  2017) 


Date 


April  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri.” 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  $109,353  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $169,098  in 
fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  tax,  not  to  exceed  five  percent  without  additional  voter  approval,  will  be  added  to  all 
personal/recreational  sales  of  Cannabis.  The  tax  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri 
Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be  directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools 
and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 


duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  cost  avoidance  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $10,741,186  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 


reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  increased  costs  of  $150,012  in 
fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-129 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans'  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

FN# 

IP  18-129 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

Application  Name: 

New  Tax  System 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

IT  Consultants 

KB 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

192 

14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 

7,200 

Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 

1,236 

92,700 

Test 

75 

192 

14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $474,311  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $538,337  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $544,128  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  5  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Division 

Currently,  there  are  111,977  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS) 
pertaining  to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  17  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  5  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  five  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  45  FTE's  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  45  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  111,977  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the 
following  percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate 
to  the  number  of  PRD  FTE’ s  required: 

10%  =  111,977  x  .10  =  11,198  /  2,485  =  5  FTE's 

50%  =  1 1 1,977  x  .50  =  55,989  /  2,485  =  23  FTE's 

100%  =  1 1 1,977  /  2,485  =  45  FTE's 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 

expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 

for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $121,800 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  5 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that 
1,500  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per 
square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/Sq  Ft 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 


entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri's  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers' 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 


withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  states  that  no  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel, 
state,  county,  or  city  employees,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  MO  laws  that  are  no  longer  illegal  under  this 
initiative  petition.  The  section  also  include  language  that  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five 
percent  on  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales 
taxes.  The  2.5  percent  of  the  revenue  shall  be  distributed  to  PreK-12  public  schools  and 
2.5  percent  be  distributed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however, 
allows  all  medical  marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase 
cannabis  without  taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment 
take  effect  no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative 
before  the  people  of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  Total  State 
Revenue  by  as  much  as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented 
in  FY  2021.  The  Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration 
(SAMHSA)  reports  that  9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users 
over  the  age  of  21.  The  U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents 
over  the  age  of  21  as  4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents 
who  use  marijuana  by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an 
estimate  of  the  number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 

427,948  marijuana) 

However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

-f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  MO) 


1.58% 


Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 

Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

1  http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of 
eighteen  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption 
of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 
surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 

Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 

Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 
Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 

Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 
surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 

County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 

Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 
Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 

Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  would 
have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  fiscal  note  will  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast 
Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  revenues  could  increase  by  $17  million  annually  and  the  state  could  avoid  costs  of  $11 
million  annually  when  the  proposal  is  fully  implemented,  but  an  annual  unknown  loss  of  federal 
funding  could  occur.  Additional  state  costs  are  estimated  at  $750,000  annually  with  one-time 
costs  of  $150,000.  Local  law  enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
15731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  21. 201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


MAR  2  1  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-184) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  March  20,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 

administrative  Rules  •  Business  services*  Ij.kctions  •  I'iiiiijeations  •  securities  •  stats  archives*  state  I.iiirary  •  Wolfner  Ijbkary 


18-184 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

IMIIA1IVI.  PL  NITON 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF. 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

< Print  or  !\|ied) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1,195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


lie  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 
Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 
variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  a  Physician’s  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  stem,  stalk, 

root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  product's  use  not  necessarily  recommended  by  a  Physician. 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating, 

growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of 

cannabis  or  hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could 

be  construed  as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures, 

packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  aoe  of  21 .  with  the  exception  of  persons  falling  under  the  dictates  of  item  3c. 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  18  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  Physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  or  a  legal  guardian's 

supervision  for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

c.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21.  but  age  18  and  over  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  Physician's  written  recommendation  for  medical 

conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or 

medical  needs.  There  shall  be  no  plant  quantity  limitations  without  voter  approval. 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying,  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories, 

and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will 

be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or 

possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and 

all  packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities 

conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient’s  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race,  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


8,  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  of  lav/  for  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released.  This  shall  not 

apply  to  those  prisoners  that  have  any  additional  charges  other  than  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime.  All  charges  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes 

shall  be  immediately  expunged  from  all  prisoner's  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  or  city  employees,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 

or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri 

Constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  tax,  not  to  exceed  5%  without  additional  voter  approval  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp 

or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of  Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by 

the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  Cannabis  products  sold  under  the  guidelines  listed  in  Section  3b  and  3c  of  this  document  shall  be  exempt  from 

this  tax.  The  additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this 

paragraph  on  a  quarterly  basis  as  follows:  1/2  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  the 

Aforementioned.  The  remaining  1/2  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our 

multitude  of  Missouri  veterans  as  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  sees  fit  to  best  utilize  those  funds. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer’s,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subjected  to  any  special  zoning  requirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor  of  agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  canna¬ 

bis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with 

all  legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  Physicians  or  Veterinarians. 

No  Physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  thera- 

ey, 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional 

amendment  shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented 

no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-184) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  21,  2017) 


Date 


April  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri.” 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  $109,353  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $169,098  in 
fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  tax,  not  to  exceed  five  percent  without  additional  voter  approval,  will  be  added  to  all 
personal/recreational  sales  of  Cannabis.  The  tax  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri 
Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be  directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools 
and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 


duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  cost  avoidance  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $10,741,186  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 


reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  increased  costs  of  $150,012  in 
fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-129 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans'  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

FN# 

IP  18-129 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

Application  Name: 

New  Tax  System 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

IT  Consultants 

KB 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

192 

14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 

7,200 

Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 

1,236 

92,700 

Test 

75 

192 

14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $474,311  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $538,337  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $544,128  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  5  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Division 

Currently,  there  are  111,977  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS) 
pertaining  to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  17  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  5  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  five  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  45  FTE's  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  45  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  111,977  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the 
following  percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate 
to  the  number  of  PRD  FTE’ s  required: 

10%  =  111,977  x  .10  =  11,198  /  2,485  =  5  FTE's 

50%  =  1 1 1,977  x  .50  =  55,989  /  2,485  =  23  FTE's 

100%  =  1 1 1,977  /  2,485  =  45  FTE's 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 

expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 

for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $121,800 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  5 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that 
1,500  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per 
square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/Sq  Ft 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 


entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri's  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers' 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 


withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  states  that  no  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel, 
state,  county,  or  city  employees,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  MO  laws  that  are  no  longer  illegal  under  this 
initiative  petition.  The  section  also  include  language  that  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five 
percent  on  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales 
taxes.  The  2.5  percent  of  the  revenue  shall  be  distributed  to  PreK-12  public  schools  and 
2.5  percent  be  distributed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however, 
allows  all  medical  marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase 
cannabis  without  taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment 
take  effect  no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative 
before  the  people  of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  Total  State 
Revenue  by  as  much  as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented 
in  FY  2021.  The  Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration 
(SAMHSA)  reports  that  9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users 
over  the  age  of  21.  The  U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents 
over  the  age  of  21  as  4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents 
who  use  marijuana  by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an 
estimate  of  the  number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 

427,948  marijuana) 

However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

-f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  MO) 


1.58% 


Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 

Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

1  http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of 
eighteen  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption 
of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 
surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 

Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 

Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 
Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 

Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 
surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 

County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 

Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 
Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 

Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  would 
have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  fiscal  note  will  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast 
Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  revenues  could  increase  by  $17  million  annually  and  the  state  could  avoid  costs  of  $11 
million  annually  when  the  proposal  is  fully  implemented,  but  an  annual  unknown  loss  of  federal 
funding  could  occur.  Additional  state  costs  are  estimated  at  $750,000  annually  with  one-time 
costs  of  $150,000.  Local  law  enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  21,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 101 


W  M  a  *.-n  J  '  VP. 

MAR  2  1  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  I  (2018-183) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  March  20,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

ini  1 1  a  1 1  vi.  pi;  1 1  noN 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  The  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I, beingfirst  duly  sworn,  say  (printortype  namesof  signers) 


NAME 

(Sianature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAMI 

(Prim  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  1  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1,195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 
Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 
variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  a  Physician’s  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  stem,  stalk, 

root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  product's  use  not  necessarily  recommended  by  a  Physician. 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating, 

growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of 

cannabis  or  hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could 

be  construed  as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures, 

packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21,  with  the  exception  of  persons  falling  under  the  dictates  of  item  3c. 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  18  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  Physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  or  a  legal  guardian's 

supervision  for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

c.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21,  but  age  18  and  over  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  Physician's  written  recommendation  for  medical 

conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or 

medical  needs.  No  plant  limitations  may  be  imposed  by  any  other  legislation. 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying,  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories. 

and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will 

be  reouired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or 

possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and 

all  packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities 

conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race,  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  of  law  for  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released.  This  shall  not 

apply  to  those  prisoners  that  have  any  additional  charges  other  than  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime.  All  charges  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes 

shall  be  immediately  expunged  from  all  prisoner's  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general’s  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7,  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  or  city  employees,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 

or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri 

Constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  tax,  not  to  exceed  5%  without  additional  voter  approval  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp 

or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of  Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by 

the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  Cannabis  products  sold  under  the  guidelines  listed  in  Section  3b  and  3c  of  this  document  shall  be  exempt  from 

this  tax.  The  additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this 

paragraph  on  a  quarterly  basis  as  follows:  1/2  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  the 

Aforementioned.  The  remaining  1/2  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our 

multitude  of  Missouri  veterans  as  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  sees  fit  to  best  utilize  those  funds. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subjected  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  way  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor  of  agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  canna¬ 

bis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with 

all  legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  Physicians  or  Veterinarians. 

No  Physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  thera- 

m, 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

1 0.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional 

amendment  shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented 

no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-183) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  21,  2017) 


Date 


April  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri.” 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  $109,353  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $169,098  in 
fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  tax,  not  to  exceed  five  percent  without  additional  voter  approval,  will  be  added  to  all 
personal/recreational  sales  of  Cannabis.  The  tax  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri 
Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be  directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools 
and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 


duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  cost  avoidance  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $10,741,186  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 


reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  increased  costs  of  $150,012  in 
fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-129 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

FN# 
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Bill  Section(s) 
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KB 
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$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 
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14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 
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Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 
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Test 

75 
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14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $474,311  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $538,337  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $544,128  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  5  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Division 

Currently,  there  are  111,977  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS) 
pertaining  to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  17  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  5  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  five  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  45  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  45  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  111,977  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the 
following  percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate 
to  the  number  of  PRD  FTE’ s  required: 

10%  =  111,977  x  .10  =  11,198  /  2,485  =  5  FTE’s 

50%  =  111,977  x  .50  =  55,989  /  2,485  =  23  FTE’s 

100%  =  111,977  /  2,485  =  45  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 

expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 

for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $121,800 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  5 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that 
1,500  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per 
square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/Sq  Ft 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 


entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri's  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers' 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 


withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  2.5  percent  of  the 
revenue  shall  be  distributed  to  PreK-12  public  schools  and  2.5  percent  be  distributed  to 
the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all  medical  marijuana 
users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis  without  taxation. 
Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take  effect  no  later  than 
January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before  the  people  of 
Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  Total  State 
Revenue  by  as  much  as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented 
in  FY  2021.  The  Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration 
(SAMHSA)  reports  that  9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users 
over  the  age  of  21.  The  U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents 
over  the  age  of  21  as  4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents 
who  use  marijuana  by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an 
estimate  of  the  number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 

427,948  marijuana) 

However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

-f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
to  MO) 


1.58% 


Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 

Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

1  http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of 
eighteen  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption 
of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 
surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 

Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 

Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 
Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 

Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 
surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 

County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 
surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 

Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 
Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 
surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 

Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 
Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 

Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 

Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  would 
have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government  entity. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  fiscal  note  will  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community 
College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast 
Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  revenues  could  increase  by  $17  million  annually  and  the  state  could  avoid  costs  of  $11 
million  annually  when  the  proposal  is  fully  implemented,  but  an  annual  unknown  loss  of  federal 
funding  could  occur.  Additional  state  costs  are  estimated  at  $750,000  annually  with  one-time 
costs  of  $150,000.  Local  law  enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


March  20.  2017 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City-.  MO  65101 


RECEIVE 


MAR  2  0  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Doug  Burlison  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-182) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Doug  Burlison  on  March  20.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No._ 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  otice^rtbe  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


**  9 


MO. 


o  m 


SEc Retar 


y°f  state 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

/.ip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each 

has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAI’  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  _  do  not  _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the_ 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary' 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
Amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  87.400.1(6).  87.400.1(7).  87.505.1(12),  87.505.1(13), 
105.1 108.1.  105.1 1 12.1,  192.945.1.  1 95.010. l(17)(g).  195.010.1(1),  195.010.1(24),  195.010.1(40).  195.01 7. l(4)(\v),  195.017. l(4)(ee), 

1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(vv).  I95.0l7.2(ee),  195.140.2.  195.207.1,  195.211.1,  195.222.1(7),  195.223.1(7),  195.223.1(8),  261.265.1, 263.250.1. 261.265.1, 
306.110.1(2),  579.015.1(2),  579.015.1(3),  579.015.1(4),  579.015.1(5),  579.020.1(2),  579.020.1(3).  579.020.1(4).  579.020.1(5),  577.024.1(2). 
579.030.1.  579.055.1(3),  579.055.1(4),  579.068.1(7),  579.068.1(9)3.(7),  579.068.1(9)3.(8),  579. 1 05. 1 . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he  amended-. 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1 .  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  ofcontrolled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  Cannabis  shall  no  longer  be  considered  a  controlled  substance  or  a  drug  hence  forth  by  Missouri  law. 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

(a)  "Cannabis"  and  “Cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  Cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana.  Cannabis  sativa.  Cannabis  sativa  L.,  Cannabis  Americana, 

Cannabis  Gigantca.  Cannabis  indica.  Cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  Cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower,  leaf, 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof. 

(b)  "Medical  Cannabis"  refers  to  Cannabis  used  to  prevent  or  to  treat  a  medical  condition. 

(c)  “Personal  use”  refers  to  the  personal  use  or  consumption  of  Cannabis. 

(d)  “Cannabis  accessories”  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting, 

propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing  test  inn,  analyzing, 

packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  Cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  Cannabis  into 

and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

(e)  “Establishment”  refers  to  a  Cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  Cannabis  testing  facility,  a  Cannabis  product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  store. 

Cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  Cannabis.  Cannabis  products  and/or  Cannabis 

accessories. 


3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law: 

(a)  Possession  of  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(b)  Cultivating  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(e)  Cultivation,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  Cannabis,  Cannabis 

accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 
establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  bevond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing. 

packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

(d)  Providing  Cannabis.  Cannabis  accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  sale  to  consumers. 

(c)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  anv  of  the 

activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

(0  No  one  shall  be  denied  bousing  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(g)  No  one  shall  be  denied  employment  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(h)  The  use  and/or  possession  of  Cannabis  shall  not  be  grounds  for  issuing  a  “Driving  under  the  influence"  (DUI )  stop,  charge,  arrest  or  tines  when 

operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

4.  Medical  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  without  taxation  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation  for  its  use. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  Cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated  through  conventional 

therapeutic  means,  whether  or  not  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

(b)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv  person  under  their 

care. 

(c)  Veterinarians  shall  not  be  penalized  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  for  anv  creature  under  their  care. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  Cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians:  no 

physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  Cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  Cannabis  patient  in  another  slate  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  Cannabis  patient. 

(f)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  Cannabis. 

5.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent. 

Cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  Cannabis  only  offenses  which  are 

no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act, 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  a  legal  document  shall  be  developed  and  made  available  to  the  public  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  Cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment  w  hich  is  no 

longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  pertinent  parties  throughout  the  state. 

6.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  Cannabis  laws  involving  acts 

which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

(a)  Asset  forfeiture  shall  no  longer  be  justified  or  used  bv  anv  Missouri  law  enforcement  through  association  with  Cannabis.  Cannabis  cultivation. 

it's  use  and/or  possession. 

7.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement,  licensing  fee  that  is 

excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer. 

processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge 

federal  Cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  Act. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

1 1 .  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  3 1  st.  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people. 
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Jam  rs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Stair  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


ELECTIONS  DIVISION 
(573)751-2301 


March  15.2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


m  1  5  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  1 15  (2018-181 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  liled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  15.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


f>00  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary' 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Section  115.457.  is  amended  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as 
required  pursuant  to  Section  116.050  RSMo. 

115.427.  1 .  Persons  seeking  to  vote  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  their  identity  and  eligibility  to  vote  at  the  polling 
place  by  presenting  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  No  form  of  personal  identification  other  than  the 
forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  to  establish  a  voter's  qualifications  to  vote.  Forms  of  personal  identification  that 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  this  section  are  any  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(41 A  student  ID  from  a  Missouri  institution  of  higher  education. 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  to  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and  the  name  substantially 
conforms  to  the  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration  record; 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual; 

(c)  The  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or,  if  expired,  the  document  expired 
after  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States  or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the  Missouri  National  Guard,  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  States  Department  of  Veteran  Affairs  to  a  member  or  former  member  of  the 
Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have  an  expiration  date. 

2.  (1)  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1 
of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place  may  execute  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury, 
averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register;  averring  that  the  individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of 
personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  eligible  to  receive  a 
Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote;  and  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  required  to 
present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section,  in  order  to  vote.  Such  statement  shall 
be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official  receiving  the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual 
may  cast  a  regular  ballot,  provided  such  individual  presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  Identification  issued  by  the  state  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election  authority  of  the  state; 

(b)  Identification  issued  by  the  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof; 

(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college,  vocational  and  technical 
school,  located  within  the  state  of  Missouri; 

(d)  A  copy  of  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other  government  document  that 
contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

(e)  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection 
1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  the  election  authority  may  take  a  picture  of  such 
individual  and  keep  it  as  part  of  that  individual's  voter  registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  (1)  of  this  subsection  may  cast  a 
provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  4  of  this 
section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working  under  the  authority  of 
the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  to  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall  be  substantially  in  the 
following  form: 

"State  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . ;  that  I  reside  at . ;  that  I  am  the 

person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at  this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  I  do  not  possess 
a  form  of  personal  identification  approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
approved  for  voting,  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  at  any  fee  office 
if  desiring  it  in  order  to  vote.  I  furthermore  acknowledge  that  I  am  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as 
prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vote. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  to  possible  criminal 
prosecution. 

Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20.... 


Signature  of  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  to  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  115.430  even  if  the  election  judges  cannot 
establish  the  voter's  identity  under  this  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a  notation  on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope 
to  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The  provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be  counted  unless: 

(1)  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by  section  1 15.407  and 
provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify  the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in  subsection 
1  of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  the  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's  signature  to  the  signature 
on  file  with  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was  eligible  to  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  the 
ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  to  be  counted  under  section  115.430. 

5.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of 
this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  public  generally  of  the  requirement  for  forms  of  personal  identification  as 
provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice  shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service 
announcements  in  print,  broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  of  information  on  the 
opening  pages  of  the  official  state  internet  websites  of  fhe  secretary  of  state  and  governor. 

6.  (1 )  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  to  the  contrary,  the  state  and  all  fee 
offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  to  any  otherwise  qualified  voter  who  does  not  already  possess  such 
identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  to  vote. 

(2)  This  state  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  each  of  the  following,  free  of  charge,  if  needed  by  an 
individual  seeking  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote: 
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(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name; 

(f)  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State  proving  citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in 

subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of  state  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  such  documents. 
The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees  charged  by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  in  this  state  or  any  other  state,  or  the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to  obtain  any  of  the  above 
documents  from  such  state  or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  general  revenue  of  this 
state  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  there  is  not  a  sufficient  appropriation  of  state  funds,  then  the  personal 
identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  not  be  enforced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the 
applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  applicant  does  not  have  any  other  form  of  personal 
identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The  state  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  for  any  such 
applicant.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  be  used  for  this  purpose.  The  total  cost 
associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  be  borne  by  the  state  of  Missouri  from 
funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The  department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election 
authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local  election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver's 
license  photo  identifications. 

7.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and  deliver  to  each  member 
of  the  general  assembly  a  report  documenting  the  number  of  individuals  who  have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver's 
license  photo  identification  for  the  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section.  The  report  shall  also  include  the  number  of  persons 
requesting  a  nondriver's  license  for  purposes  of  voting  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for 
the  denial  of  the  nondriver's  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall  be  printed  at  the  top 
of  each  page  of  the  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  to  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right  to  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Date 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  qualified  to  vote  at  this  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my  address  by  signing  my 
initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority 
delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536 
and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the 
general  assembly  pursuant  to  chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28, 
2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

11.  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  at  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or  computer  printout,  an  election 
judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate  place  on  the  precinct  register,  the  voter  shall  make  his 
mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  the  voter's  mark  shall  be  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  shall  become  effective  only  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  the  voters  of  a  constitutional 
amendment  submitted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly  regarding  the  authorization  of  photo  identification  requirements  for 
elections  by  general  law.  If  such  constitutional  amendment  is  approved  by  the  voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective 
June  1,  2017. 

(L.  1977  H.B.  101  §  11.045,  A.L.  1983  S.B.  234,  A.L.  1993  S.B.  31,  A.L.  2002  S.B.  675,  A.L.  2006  S.B.  1014  &  730, 
A.L.  2016  H.B.  1631  §§  115.427  and  B) 

’Contingent  effective  date,  see  subsection  12  of  this  section.  H.B.  1631  was  vetoed  July  7,  2016.  The  veto  was 
overridden  on  September  14,  2016. 
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Jambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


March  15,2017 


The  I  Ionorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 

’  iS-  O 

t.  ■  .,^1  J  V  »---.»■*  ttC&r' 

MAR  I  5  2017 

IT  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-180) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  15,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  rdi.es  •  business  snitvu  t;s  •  Ku-t  tions  •  puui.ications  •  Securii  its  •  state  Archives  •  Stai  i.  ijiihary  •  Wou-ner  i.iijrary 


County 
Page  No. 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 


1, . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

(  onc;r. 
DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  I  IF.REBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The  existing 
section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in  brackets. 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

At  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva,  cannabis  indic.a, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to.  derivative, 

concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 

product  thereof 

Bt  Hemp:  The  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics, 

fiherboard.  clothing,  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's 
economy,  the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices* 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp,  shall  be  forever  guaranteed 
in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri. 


J 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 

James  C.  Kirkpatrick  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER  STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

(573)751-4936 

March  15,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


MAR  1  5  2017 

STATsr  '-I  'D'TCFC  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-179) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Charles  Jones  on  March  15,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St{\J  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  ofNovember,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  hersel  f 

says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Registered  Voting  Name 
(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Registered  Voting  Address 
(Number)(Street)(City,  Town.  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Conu 

Dist. 

Registered  Voting  Name 
(printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1  1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ , 

A  D. _  Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 


18-179 


'['his  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105.1. 

1 05. 1 1 08. 1 .  1 05. 1 1 1 2. 1 .  1 95.00 10.1.  1 96.0 1 00. 1 . 263.0250. 1 . 577.0024. 1 . 579.00 15.1. 579.0020. 1 . 579.0030. 1 . 

579.0055. 1 . 579.0065. 1 . 579.0068. 1 .  and  579.0 1 05. 1 . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV.  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

L  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed 

among  Missouri's  drtm  schedules. 

Z  Definitions:  cannabis  and  cannabis  lieinn  refer  to  Cannabis.  Marijuana.  Cannabis  Sativa.  Cannabis  Indica.  Cannabis 

Ruderalis  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  [lower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation. 

resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  physician  recommended  use. 

b.  Personal  use  refers  to  anv  use  not  recommended  bv  physician, 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  lor  use 

planting,  propagating.  cultivating,  growing.  harvesting  manufacluriim.  compounding,  converting.  producing. 

processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis  or  for  ingesting. 

inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other 

entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products  or  accessories. 

e.  Minor  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8. 


3.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8.  Anyone  under  the  age  ol  1 8  shall  have  access 

to  cannabis  through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parent/legal  guardian. 

a.  No  minor  shall  be  criminally  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

fk  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

a.  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

b.  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use,  to  obey  zoning  restrictions. 

c  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri. 

d.  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Anv  product  to  be  sold  to  public 

must  be  tested  for  purity  and  weight. 

e.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or 

other  entity  for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (e)  of  this 

section. 

fi  The  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  to  be  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  D.U.I.  (driving  under  the  influence),  arrest  or 

fines  when  operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

5.  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when  physician 

recommended. 

6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all 

charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a 

legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 

Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

a.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  ofa  class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirements. 

licensing  fee  that  is  discriminant,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial 

or  agriculture  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby 

repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution. 

I  I ,  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

initiative  before  the  people. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-179) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  March  15,  2017) 


Date 


April  4,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  “a  legal  document  ordering  the 
immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 
Missouri.”  Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law  and  to  restrict 
federal  expenditures. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  that  it  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  estimated 
increased  operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$72,713  in  fiscal  year  2019, 
and  unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  personal  purposes.  Therefore,  persons  with 
intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in  order 
to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  dispensary, 
and  testing  facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  their  department  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct 
inspections  to  ensure  the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections 
196.010  through  196.298,  RSMo,  gives  their  department  responsibility  for  the  regulation 
of  food  to  include  such  duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  proper  labeling,  etc. 
Therefore,  their  department  would  have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities 
manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and  marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same 
as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  April  20  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  April  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  Months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $10,741,186  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,235  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,385  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  109,072  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS) 
pertaining  to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  records 
with  or  without  a  court  conviction  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  1 8  years  and  older 
with  an  NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten 
percent  of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so, 
the  Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  four  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large 
number  of  these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog 
would  compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol 
Records  Division  would  require  44  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one 
year.  The  addition  of  44  FTE's  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel. 
However,  due  to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol 
Records  Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  109,072  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of 
this  proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the 
following  percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate 
to  the  number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  109,072  x  .10  =  10,907  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  109,072  x  .50  =  54,536  /  2,485  =  22  FTE’s 
100%  =  109,072  /  2,485  =  44  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 

expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 

for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that 
1,500  square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per 
square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 


Utility  Costs 


$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 


individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

This  proposal  enacts  one  new  section  in  Article  IV,  Section  54  which: 

•  Legalizes  cannabis  under  certain  circumstances. 

•  Orders  the  release  of  those  convicted  of  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes  and 
requires  the  expungement  of  those  criminal  records. 

•  Prohibits  the  use  of  state  funds  to  enforce  federal  laws  that  are  no  longer  illegal  in 
Missouri. 

•  Prohibits  special  zoning  requirements  or  licensing  fees  for  cannabis  farmers, 
manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors. 

•  Repudiates  and  challenges  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this 
initiative  petition. 

•  Sets  an  effective  date  of  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election. 

This  proposal  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of 
eighteen  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption 
of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  They  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  eighteen. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 
(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  the  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  article  will  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas 
City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of 
West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of 
Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police 
Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  Additional 
state  operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually. 
Local  law  enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


March  14.  2017 


The  I lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


ST  AT 


F  AU 


1  H  2017 

DiTCP.S  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  115(2018-178) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONC.K. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  Tl  IAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

Section  115.457.  is  amended  by  deleting  all  matters  within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as 
required  pursuant  to  Section  116.050  RSMo. 

1 15.427.  1.  Persons  seeking  to  vole  in  a  public  election  shall  establish  theii  identity  and  eligibility  to  vote  at  the  polling 
place  by  presenting  a  form  of  personal  identification  to  election  officials.  No  form  of  personal  identification  other  than  the 
forms  listed  in  this  section  shall  be  accepted  lo  establish  a  voter’s  qualifications  to  vote.  Forms  of  personal  identification  that 
satisfy  the  requirements  of  this  section  are  any  one  of  the  following: 

(1)  Nonexpired  Missouri  driver's  license: 

(2)  Nonexpired  or  nonexpiring  Missouri  nondriver's  license; 

(3)  A  document  that  satisfies  all  of  the  following  requirements: 

(4)  A  student  ID  from  a  Missouri  institution  of  higher  education. 

(a)  The  document  contains  the  name  of  the  individual  lo  whom  the  document  was  issued,  and  the  name  substantially 
conforms  to  Ihc  most  recent  signature  in  the  individual's  voter  registration  record: 

(b)  The  document  shows  a  photograph  of  the  individual: 

(c)  The  document  includes  an  expiration  date,  and  the  document  is  not  expired,  or.  if  expired,  the  document  expired 
after  the  date  of  the  most  recent  general  election;  and 

(d)  The  document  was  issued  by  the  United  States  or  the  state  of  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Any  identification  containing  a  photograph  of  the  individual  which  is  issued  by  the  Missouri  National  Guard,  the 
United  Slates  Armed  Forces,  or  the  United  Slates  Department  of  Veteran  Affairs  lo  a  member  or  former  member  of  Ihc 
Missouri  National  Guard  or  the  United  Stales  Armed  Forces  and  that  is  not  expired  or  does  not  have  an  expiration  dale. 

2.  ( t )  An  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  t 
of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place  may  execute  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury, 
averring  that  the  individual  is  the  person  listed  in  the  precinct  register;  avening  that  the  individual  does  not  possess  a  form  of 
personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section;  acknowledging  that  the  individual  is  eligible  lo  receive  a 
Missouri  nondriver's  license  free  of  charge  il  desiring  it  in  order  to  vole;  and  acknowledging  that  lire  individual  is  required  lo 
present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as  described  in  subsection  1  of  this  section,  in  order  lo  vole.  Such  statement  shall 
be  executed  and  sworn  to  before  the  election  official  receiving  the  statement.  Upon  executing  such  statement,  the  individual 
may  cast  a  regular  ballot,  provided  such  individual  presents  one  of  the  following  forms  of  identification: 

(a)  Identification  issued  by  the  stale  of  Missouri,  an  agency  of  the  state,  or  a  local  election  authority  of  the  state; 

(b)  Identification  issued  by  Ihc  United  States  government  or  agency  thereof; 

(c)  Identification  issued  by  an  institution  of  higher  education,  including  a  university,  college,  vocational  and  technical 
school,  located  within  the  stale  of  Missouri; 

(d)  A  copy  ol  a  current  utility  bill,  bank  statement,  government  check,  paycheck,  or  other  government  document  that 
contains  the  name  and  address  of  the  individual; 

(e)  Other  identification  approved  by  the  secretary  of  state  under  rules  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(2)  For  any  individual  who  appears  at  a  polling  place  without  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection 
1  of  this  section  and  who  is  otherwise  qualified  to  vote  at  that  polling  place,  the  election  authority  may  lake  a  picture  o(  such 
individual  and  keep  il  as  part  of  that  individual's  voter  registration  file  at  the  election  authority. 

(3)  Any  individual  who  chooses  not  to  execute  the  statement  described  in  subdivision  (1)  of  this  subsection  may  cast  a 
provisional  ballot.  Such  provisional  ballot  shall  be  counted,  provided  that  it  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  4  ol  this 
section. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "election  official"  shall  include  any  person  working  under  the  authority  of 
the  election  authority. 

3.  The  statement  lo  be  used  for  voting  under  subdivision  (1)  of  subsection  2  of  this  section  shall  be  substantially  in  the 
following  form: 

"Stale  of . 

County  of . 

I  do  solemnly  swear  (or  affirm)  that  my  name  is . :  that  I  reside  at .  ;  that  I  am  the 

person  listed  in  the  precinct  register  under  this  name  and  at  this  address;  and  that,  under  penalty  of  perjury.  I  do  not  possess 
a  form  of  personal  identification  approved  for  voting.  As  a  person  who  does  not  possess  a  form  of  personal  identification 
approved  for  voting.  I  acknowledge  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  free  of  charge  a  Missouri  nondriver's  license  at  any  fee  office 
if  desiring  it  in  order  lo  vote.  I  furthermore  acknowledge  that  I  am  required  to  present  a  form  of  personal  identification,  as 
prescribed  by  law,  in  order  to  vole. 

I  understand  that  knowingly  providing  false  information  is  a  violation  of  law  and  subjects  me  lo  possible  criminal 
prosecution. 

Signature  of  voter 

Subscribed  and  affirmed  before  me  this . day  of . 20.... 


Signature  ol  election  official" 

4.  A  voter  shall  be  allowed  lo  cast  a  provisional  ballot  under  section  115.430  even  if  the  election  judges  cannot 
establish  the  voter's  identity  under  litis  section.  The  election  judges  shall  make  a  notation  on  the  provisional  ballot  envelope 
lo  indicate  that  the  voter's  identity  was  not  verified.  The  provisional  ballot  cast  by  such  voter  shall  not  be  counted  unless: 

(1)  (a)  The  voter  returns  to  the  polling  place  during  the  uniform  polling  hours  established  by  section115.407  and 
provides  a  form  of  personal  identification  that  allows  the  election  judges  to  verify  the  voter's  identity  as  provided  in  subsection 
1  of  this  section;  or 

(b)  The  election  authority  verifies  Ihc  identity  of  the  individual  by  comparing  that  individual's  signature  to  the  signature 
on  file  wilh  the  election  authority  and  determines  that  the  individual  was  eligible  lo  cast  a  ballot  at  the  polling  place  where  Ihc 
ballot  was  cast;  and 

(2)  The  provisional  ballot  otherwise  qualifies  lo  be  counted  under  section  115,430. 

5.  The  secretary  of  slate  shall  provide  advance  notice  of  the  personal  identification  requirements  of  subsection  I  of 
this  section  in  a  manner  calculated  lo  inform  the  public  generally  of  Ihc  requirement  for  forms  ot  personal  identification  as 
provided  in  this  section.  Such  advance  notice  shall  include,  at  a  minimum,  the  use  of  advertisements  and  public  service 
announcements  in  print,  broadcast  television,  radio,  and  cable  television  media,  as  well  as  the  posting  ol  information  on  Ihc 
opening  pages  ol  the  official  state  internet  websites  of  the  secretary  of  state  and  governor. 

6.  (1)  Notwithstanding  the  pmvisions  of  section  136.055  and  section  302.181  lo  the  contrary,  the  state  and  all  fen 
offices  shall  provide  one  nondriver's  license  at  no  cost  lo  any  otherwise  qualified  voter  who  does  not  already  possess  such 
identification  and  who  desires  the  identification  in  order  lo  vole. 

(2)  This  stale  and  its  agencies  shall  provide  one  copy  of  cacti  of  the  following,  tree  of  charge,  if  needed  by  an 
individual  seeking  lo  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in  subsection  1  ol  this  section  in  order  lo  vole: 
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(a)  A  birth  certificate; 

(b)  A  marriage  license  or  certificate; 

(c)  A  divorce  decree; 

(d)  A  certificate  of  decree  of  adoption; 

(e)  A  court  order  changing  the  person's  name; 

(f)  A  Social  Security  card  reflecting  an  updated  name;  and 

(g)  Naturalization  papers  or  other  documents  from  the  United  States  Department  of  State  proving  citizenship. 

Any  individual  seeking  one  of  the  above  documents  in  order  to  obtain  a  form  of  personal  identification  described  in 

subsection  1  of  this  section  in  order  to  vote  may  request  the  secretary  of  stale  to  facilitate  the  acquisition  of  such  documents. 
The  secretary  of  state  shall  pay  any  fee  or  fees  charged  by  another  state  or  its  agencies,  or  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  in  this  slate  or  any  oilier  state,  or  the  federal  government  or  its  agencies,  in  order  to  obtain  any  of  the  above 
documents  from  such  state  or  the  federal  government. 

(3)  All  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  this  section  shall  be  reimbursed  from  the  general  revenue  of  litis 
stale  by  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose.  If  Ihere  is  not  a  sufficient  appropriation  of  slate  funds,  then  the  personal 
identification  requirements  of  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  not  be  enforced. 

(4)  Any  applicant  who  requests  a  nondriver's  license  for  the  purpose  of  voting  shall  not  be  required  to  pay  a  fee  if  the 
applicant  executes  a  statement,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  averring  that  the  applicant  does  not  have  any  other  form  of  personal 
identification  that  meets  the  requirements  of  this  section.  The  stale  of  Missouri  shall  pay  the  legally  required  fees  lor  any  such 
applicant.  The  director  of  the  department  of  revenue  shall  design  a  statement  to  bo  used  for  this  purpose.  The  lotal  cost 
associated  with  nondriver's  license  photo  identification  under  this  subsection  shall  bo  borne  by  the  state  of  Missouri  from 
funds  appropriated  to  the  department  of  revenue  for  that  specific  purpose.  The  department  of  revenue  and  a  local  election 
authority  may  enter  into  a  contract  that  allows  the  local  election  authority  to  assist  the  department  in  issuing  nondriver’s 
license  photo  identifications. 

7.  I  he  director  of  Ihe  department  of  revenue  shall,  by  January  first  of  each  year,  prepare  and  deliver  lo  each  member 
of  Ibe  general  assembly  a  reporl  documenting  the  number  of  individuals  who  have  requested  and  received  a  nondriver's 
license  photo  identificalion  for  Ihe  purposes  of  voling  under  this  section.  The  reporl  shall  also  include  Ihe  number  of  poisons 
requesting  a  nondriver's  license  for  purposes  of  voling  under  this  section,  but  not  receiving  such  license,  and  the  reason  for 
the  denial  of  the  nondriver’s  license. 

8.  The  precinct  register  shall  serve  as  the  voter  identification  certificate.  The  following  form  shall  be  printed  at  the  lop 
of  each  page  of  Ihe  precinct  register: 

VOTER'S  IDENTIFICATION  CERTIFICATE 

Warning:  It  is  against  the  law  for  anyone  to  vote,  or  attempt  lo  vote,  without  having  a  lawful  right  lo  vote. 

PRECINCT 

WARD  OR  TOWNSHIP . 

GENERAL  (SPECIAL,  PRIMARY)  ELECTION 

Held . 20.... 

Dale 

I  hereby  certify  lhal  I  am  qualified  lo  vole  al  Ibis  election  by  signing  my  name  and  verifying  my  address  by  signing  my 
initials  next  to  my  address. 

9.  The  secretary  of  state  shall  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

10.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority 
delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies  wilh  and  is  subject  lo  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536 
and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This  section  and  chapter  536  arc  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  Ihe  powers  vested  with  Ihe 
general  assembly  pursuant  lo  chapter  536  lo  review,  to  delay  the  effective  dale  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  arc 
subsequently  held  unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 
2002,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

1 1 .  If  any  voter  is  unable  to  sign  his  name  al  the  appropriate  place  on  the  certificate  or  computer  printout,  an  election 
judge  shall  print  the  name  and  address  of  the  voter  in  the  appropriate  place  on  Ihe  precinct  register,  Ihe  voter  shall  make  his 
mark  in  lieu  of  signature,  and  Ihe  volor's  mark  shall  be  witnessed  by  Ihe  signature  of  an  election  judge. 

12.  This  section  shall  become  effective  only  upon  the  passage  and  approval  by  Ihe  voters  of  a  constitutional 
amendment  submitted  to  them  by  Ihe  general  assembly  regarding  Ihe  aulhorization  of  photo  identification  requirements  for 
elections  by  general  law.  If  such  constitutional  amendment  is  approved  by  Ihe  voters,  this  section  shall  become  effective 
June  1, 2017. 

(L.  1977  H.B.  101  §  11.045,  A.L.  1983  S.B.  234,  A.L.  1993  S.B.  31,  A.L.  2002  S.B.  675,  A.L.  2006  S.B.  1014  &  730, 

A.L.  2016  H.B.  1631  §§  115.427  and  B) 

‘Contingent  effective  dale,  see  subsection  12  of  this  section.  H.B.  1631  was  vetoed  July  7,  2016.  The  veto  was 
overridden  on  September  14,  2016. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f  5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  14,  201 7 

MAY  I  4  201? 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATfc  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X.  version  4  (2018-177) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 


Administrative  Rules  •  iiiisiness  services*  Elections  •  Publications  •  Securities  •  State  archives  •  statk  Library  •  Woliner  Ijbrary 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
lor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 


I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

conch 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires. 


18-177 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 201 5]approved  by  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 

voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not 
be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  [subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1 , 201 5.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation  centers  or  facilities  without  voter 

approval. 

C.  No  unelected  governmental  body,  committee,  or  commissions  shall  have  the  power  to  spend 

money,  apply  for  grants,  enter  into  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  funding  sports  and 

entertainment  centers,  recreation  centers  or  facilities.  No  unelected  body  of  government  body, 
committee,  or  commissions  shall  have  to  power  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  any  official  capacity  to  dispute 

any  part  of  this  section. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


18-176 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
f  573")  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


March  14.  2017 


MAR  1  2017 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X,  version  3  (2018-176) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
lor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CO.NCJR. 

dist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that' each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTYOF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) .  Signature  of  Notary 

My  commission  oxpiros .  . 

Address  of  Notary . 


18-176 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 201 5]approved  bv  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 

voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not 
be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  [subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1, 2015.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation  centers  or  facilities  without  voter 

approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits  for  the 

purpose  of  funding  sports  and  entertainment  centers,  recreation  centers  or  facilities,  without  voter 

approval. 

D.  No  unelected  governmental  body,  committee,  or  commissions  shall  have  the  power  to  spend 

money,  apply  for  grants,  enter  into  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  funding  sports  and 

entertainment  centers,  recreation  centers  or  facilities.  No  unelected  body  of  government  body, 

committee,  or  commissions  shall  have  to  power  to  sue  or  be  sued  in  any  official  capacity  to  dispute 

anv  part  of  this  section. 

E.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


18-175 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


March  14,  20]  7 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


MAR  I  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X.  version  2  (2018-175) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOI.PNCK  LIBRARY 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  Ionorablc  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 


.,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCJK. 

BIST 

NAME 

(Prim  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


.  .,  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  ot . .  A.D . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 


18-175 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 201  Sjapproved  bv  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 

voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not 
be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  [subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1,  2015.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation  centers  or  facilities  without  voter 

approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits  for  the 

purpose  of  funding  sports  and  entertainment  centers,  recreation  centers  or  facilities,  without  voter 

approval. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


18-174 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


March  14,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
JelTerson  City,  MO  65101 


MAR  1  2017 


STATE  ALi 


DITOP.S  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X,  version  I  (20 IS- 1 74) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  ■  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  .  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WoLFNER  LIBRARY 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
foi  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  re  jection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I . . . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

<  <>\(;u. 
DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  I IEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 201 5]approved  bv  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

Assertion  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 
voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not 
be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  [subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1 , 201 5.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  recreation  centers  or  facilities  without  voter 

approval. 

C.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  14.2017 

l.'  r.  t> 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


MAR  1  H  j17 

STATE  AUDITOR  -  7FICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  version  2  (2018-173) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

1 . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGK. 

DIM 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE;  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . . . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of 

A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105. 
105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 10,(  10)(b)c,l  95.0 1 0,(  1 0)(d),  195.01 0,(  1 7)(m)(b),  195.010.(17)(g),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(1),  1 95.0 1 0(24), 
195.015.4,  1 95.017. 2(4)(r),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(z).  1 95.0 17.2(4)(ii),  195. 140.2(2).  195.202.2,  195.202.3.  195.211.2.  195.211.3. 
195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7.  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

al  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 
cannabis  ruderalis.  or  anv  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 
mentioning  marijuana. 

bl  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper, 
the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Expunaeable  marijuana  offense”  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

ft  “cannabis  accessories”  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

of  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

at  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

bl  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which 

is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 

possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn’t  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as 

marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to 

marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be 

available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

al  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician, 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

fl  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given 

a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  iob  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

al  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

bl  If,  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver, 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor’s 

Recommendation. 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated 

potency  of  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis. 

Labels  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human 

experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under 

rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  aoenev  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view 

a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

for: 

al  licensing  and  regulations 

bl  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  £100.00 

cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv 

the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 
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1 1 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charier,  ordinance,  or  resolution.This  shall 

12.  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 


13.  In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  sections  1  through  12  &  replace  it  with  the  below 
section  1 4  through  26.  A  yes  vote  approve  the  repeal  above  sections  1  through  1 2  and  replace  with  below  sections  1 4 

through  26.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  yes,  the  above  sections  1  though  12  remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four 

years  until  voters  vote  ves. 

14. The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

15.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof, 
bl  “hemp”:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis, 
dl  “personal  use’’  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  “Expunoeable  marijuana  offense”  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  eouipment.  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting. 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 
ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 
o)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 

cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

16.  The  Missouri  legislature  my  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Marijuana  shall  shall  not  be  listed  in 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  to  reflect  the  change  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  section  14:  clause  a.  are  permitted  for 

personal  use  for  persons  21  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The 
following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 
a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older, 
bl  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

cl  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 
or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the  product, 
lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be 
false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

17.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acguisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  twenty-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 
anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 
recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

18.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Reguire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis, 
bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is 
impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  vounoer  than  twentv-one  years  of  aoe. 

19.  Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

20.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative 

before  the  people. 

21 .  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and 

Parole  for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 

(al  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 

offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(bl  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 
document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 
for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

22.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 

cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

23.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

24.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  reouirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

25.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  mav  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

26.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 

John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 

Elections  Division 

State  Information  Center 

State  of  Missouri 

(5731751-2301 

(5731751-4936 

March  14,  2017 

^  "u  ED 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

MAR  1  h  2017 

State  Auditor  _ 

State  Capitol  Building 

('•TATE  .AUDITORS  OPFICfc 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  version  1  (2018-172) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6S101 

administrative  Rums  •  husinuss  Services  •  elections  •  imirucations  •  securities  •  state  archives  •  state  library  •  woi.i  neu  Library 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  201 S  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  County  Of . 


I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

<  <>\<;k. 
oist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D . 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  il  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part 
or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108, 
105.1112,  1 95.01 0.(10)(b)c,  195. 01 0.(10)(d),  195.010.  (17)(m)(b),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(g),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(l),1 95.01 0(24),  195.015.4, 

1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(ii),1 95.140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4, 
195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

al  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

bl  “hemp”:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  “personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Exounaeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting. 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

ol  “establishment”  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

at  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

bl  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which 

is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 

possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as 

marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to 

marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be 

available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

at  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

ft  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given 

a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

al  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's 

Recommendation. 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated 

potency  of  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis. 

Labels  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human 

experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under 

rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view 

a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

for: 

al  licensing  and  regulations  bl  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  $100.00  cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv 

the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

11.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  ot  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution.This  shall 

12.  become  effective  on  December  6th  2018. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-172) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  IV.  (Received  March  14,  2017) 


Date 


April  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased  fund 
costs  (General  Revenue)  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  Unknown>$121,565  in  fiscal  year 
2019,  and  Unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  purposes.  Therefore,  persons  with  intractable  epilepsy 
would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in  order  to  legally  use  the 
CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  dispensary,  and 
testing  facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  their  department  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct 
inspections  to  ensure  the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections 
196.010  through  196.298,  RSMo  gives  their  department  responsibility  for  the  regulation 
of  food  to  include  such  duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc. 
Therefore,  they  would  have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods 
containing  marijuana  and  marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food 
manufacturers. 

Section  54.6  of  Article  4  of  the  proposal  delineates  responsibility  to  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  It  is  unknown  if  this  section  was  intended  to  refer  to  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (Missouri  state  agency)  instead  of  the 


Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (federal  agency).  It  is  unclear  if  and  how 
this  section  would  affect  DHSS.  . 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  For  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they 
estimate  that  there  will  be  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these  manufacturing 
facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  additional  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  ($44,352,  A27,  Step  G).  This  proposal  is  to  be  effective 
December  6,  2018.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes  that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health 
Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  December  6,  2018. 

Because  of  the  ambiguity  of  the  language  and  terms  used  in  Section  54.6  of  the  proposed, 
it  is  unknown  if  and  how  DHSS  is  affected.  Therefore,  the  estimated  costs  are  unknown. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $1,272,435  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (6  Months),  $6,295,004  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $9,991,237  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $11,037,904  in  fiscal  year  2023  and  thereafter. 

This  proposed  initiative  amends  Article  4  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  the  addition  of 
Section  54.  IP  18-172  is  identical  to  the  first  part  of  FY17  IP  18-118  which 
decriminalizes  the  medicinal  and  recreational  use  of  cannabis  for  all  ages.  The  petition 
lists  the  old  Chapter  195  codes  for  repeal  or  revision  rather  than  the  current  Chapter  579 
drug  offenses;  however,  the  petition  contains  a  caveat  that  the  list  is  not  exhaustive. 

The  author  of  IP  18-172  names  the  petition  the  “Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment.”  This 
new  proposal  retains  cannabis  and  hemp  on  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of 
controlled  substances.  Section  4  makes  cannabis  available  for  medical  use  for  persons 
including  those  under  age  18  years  with  parent/guardian  consent  and  physician 
recommendation.  However,  section  3  removes  the  penalty  for  possession,  production, 
cultivation,  processing,  and  distribution  without  stipulating  any  age  limitations.  The 
petition  protects  caregivers  from  prosecution  for  providing  medical  marijuana  to  patient 
under  age  18  years  (Section  4f).  Patients  are  extended  all  rights  to  medical  care  while  on 
cannabis  treatment.  Physician’s  rights  are  protected.  Department  of  Health  and  Social 
Services  is  responsible  for  the  following  concerning  medical  cannabis  dispensing:  create 
statewide  registry;  creating  licensing,  regulations  and  fees;  and  issue  a  “9  digit  random 


alphabet”  [sic]  to  replace  patient’s  name.  Current  offenders,  under  their  supervision,  are 
released  and  records  are  expunged  for  nonviolent,  medically-related  cannabis  offenses.  A 
class  A  misdemeanor  is  imposed  for  those  who  prevent  implementation  of  the  law 
(section  9).  Zoning  requirements  for  cultivation  or  manufacturing  of  cannabis  are 
prohibited.  The  effective  date  is  December  6,  2018. 

As  enumerated  in  previous  FY17  Fiscal  Notes,  this  proposed  amendment  criminalizes 
impediments  to  its  provisions  with  a  class  A  misdemeanor  charge  (sections  9).  Their 
department  currently  has  no  jurisdiction  over  class  A  misdemeanor  and  thus  this  aspect  of 
the  IP  18-172  does  not  affect  their  department. 

Beginning  December  6,  2018,  cannabis/hemp  possession  is  legal  for  everyone,  usage  for 
medical  cannabis  is  legal  for  those  under  age  18,  and  nonviolent  offenders  with 
medically-related  cannabis  violations  are  released  with  records  expunged  (section  8).  No 
data  exists  for  the  number  of  offenders  with  medically-related  cannabis  offenses; 
therefore,  in  regard  to  section  8,  no  release  from  prison  or  field  population  is  expected 
during  this  time  frame.  Their  department  will  experience  a  drop  in  admissions  to 
incarceration  and  field  supervision  with  the  decriminalization  of  cannabis/hemp 
possession,  cultivation,  manufacture,  and  distribution  at  any  age  and  for  medical  use  for 
those  under  age  18.  The  yearly  impact  of  removing  cannabis  violations  from  Missouri 
statutes  is  a  decrease  in  237  offenders  admitted  to  prison  and  a  decrease  of  1269  admitted 
to  probation.  For  felony  cannabis  offenses,  persons  incarcerated  serve  1.1  years  in  prison 
and  2.5  years  on  parole.  For  those  sent  to  probation  the  average  time  served  is  2.5  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,235  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,385  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 


Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  31,132  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  records  with  a 
court  conviction  and  an  NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


this,  if  only  30  percent  of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged 
sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  four  FTE’s.  However, 
if  a  large  number  of  these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the 
backlog  would  compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If 
100  percent  of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so, 
the  Patrol  Records  Division  would  require  13  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in 
approximately  one  year.  The  addition  of  13  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory 
personnel.  However,  due  to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment, 
the  Patrol  Records  Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  31,132  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

15%  =  31,132  x  .15  =4,670  /  2,485  =  2  FTE's 
30%  =  31,132  x  .30  =  9,340  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  31,132  x  .50  =  15,566  /  2,485  =  6  FTE’s 
100%  =  31,132  /  2,485  =  13  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  30  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24) 
Equipment/Office  Furniture 
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RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920  square 
feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/SqFt 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 


listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  For  example,  it  is  uncertain  what  a  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and 
criminal  record  is.  It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records 
are  required  to  abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state 
statutes  or  are  the  records  just  automatically  expunged? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri's  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers' 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would: 

•  Allow  the  use  of  marijuana,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation 
and  retail  sale  of  medical  marijuana  and  related  products. 

•  Prohibit  any  special  zoning  or  licensing  requirements  for  marijuana  facilities, 
farmers,  manufacturers,  etc. 

•  Allow  the  sale  of  marijuana  to  individuals  under  the  age  of  18  with  physician  and 
parental  permission. 


•  Allow  the  Missouri  Legislature  to  pass  laws  that  do  not  conflict  with  this 
amendment. 

•  Require  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  to  issue  patients  a  9-digit 
random  identification.  However,  B&P  notes  that  there  is  no  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  in  Missouri.  B&P  assumes  this  reference  is  to  the 
Missouri  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services. 

•  Allow  registration  fees  up  to  $100  for  dispensaries.  B&P  does  not  have  enough 
information  to  estimate  the  potential  revenue  impact  from  these  fees. 

•  Require  the  immediate  release  of  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in 
Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  and  the  expungement  of  all 
related  charges  from  their  records. 

•  Require  the  provisions  of  Section  54  to  begin  December  6,  2018. 

B&P  does  not  have  enough  information  to  estimate  any  potential  revenue  impact  from 
this  initiative  petition. 

There  should  be  no  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  their  office, 
since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would  no  longer  be  unlawful, 
offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to  defend  and  no  longer  would 
need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  we  track  our  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  they  are  already  significantly  understaffed  by  333  attorneys  under  the  workload 
standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333  attorneys  is  a  conservative 
estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all  conflicts  to  private 
attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  their  office,  because  they  are 
already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not  allow  the  Public  Defender  to 
reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into  an  actual  cost 
savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much  money  needs  to 
be  added  to  our  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's  workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  article  will  not  have 
a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas 
City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of 
West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of 
Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police 
Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  cost  savings  of  $6.3  million.  State 
government  entities  estimate  increased  annual  operating  costs  of  $662,000  with  the 
potential  for  additional  increase.  State  government  entities  expect  an  unknown  change  in 
revenue.  Local  law  enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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Jam  esc.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


March  14.2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

■ 


MAR  I  2017 


3TATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  1(2018-171) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFI'I  DAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  County  Of . 

1. . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

<  <>\<;u. 
DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

‘J 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  MI-;  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of . .  A.D, 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires. 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The  existing 
section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in  brackets, 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to,  derivative, 

concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or 

any  product  thereof 

b)  Hemp:  The  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics. 

fiherhoard.  clothing,  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's 
economy,  the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices,. 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp,  shall  be  forever  guaranteed 
in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


March  13,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


MAK  1  3  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  321  (2018-170) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Theodis  Brown  on  March  13,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  15  i.  diiss  A  misdemeanor  piinislul.ilc,  urn withsianding  the  .piovisioris  ..I  section  S60.O2I,  UiiMo.  to  llic  conlrary,  fnva  WM  ol 
iiii|MiSMPiitu.m  not  to  exceed  one  ycav.iii  the  y:mnUy  |:til .01  a  fitio.hoi  to  exceed  ic’li  lltoiiSHilil  dollars  til’  liolli,  lor  iltiyuitC  In  sign 
any  iniiiaiiw.  poiiiinn  wiih  any  mime  oilier  Ilian  liis  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  lu  sign  liis  in’  liCl  Mime  nil'll C  limn  OHCC  It'll  the 
soriK  nu;iiMno  im  ii>>:  s.miu  election.  or  in  sign  ,1  pem.iVm  when  such  person  knows  lie  nr  shn  is  not  n  registered  vnicr 


initiative  petition 


I  n  I  hr  !  It  mi  m  hI  ■  1 1 : 


.  Scereiitvv  "|'  State  lor  the  Slatc-cil"  Missouri' 


Wi  ,  tin:  niiil.axiioiol.  icy i.Mci ol  o net  s  nf  the  slnic  '.'I  Missoin i  ilutl  _ _ .S _ •  Cinmiv  (i>i\cily  OfSl.  I.Oiljs).  respect fully 

■inKtr  iliiii  i!u;  billowing  umuiulmenl  m  the  shall  he  snLmiiteil  10  i  he  vole  is  of  the;  strife  of  Missouri,  lor  their  Approval 

ic'p.'.i:ii"n.  at  the  general  elo.iiiiii  in  he  held  mi  ihc  ''  day  of  November,. _ij  d,  and  each  lur  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

pcrsiMiii  y  signal  libs  I'eiiiinn  I  .itn  a  registered  vulcr  ol  1  lie  slate  of  Missouri  and  _ _ -  County  (or  oily  of  Si. 

I  a  mis  1,  my  registered  vutmu  mlthcss  and  the  mime  ol  ihc  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  wriiien  alter  my 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF 


I. 


(Petition  Circulator'!  Printed  Name) 


(OFFICIAL  If  ALLOT  TITLE] 
CIRCUI-ATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  nnmes  nf  signers) 


R^C  £/veo 

MAR13'2017 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

StONEO 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cungr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Primed  or  Typed) 

1. 

_ 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

S. 

9. 

10. 

*****  «•  «•>'•  town  or  village  correct  and  .hat  each 

1  mi  at  Ian  18  years  (.rage.  I  do  _d„  -lot  _  (check  one)  expea  .0  be  paid  for  circulating  .his  petition.  If patd.  II*  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  oblainins  signatures) 

Pnnicd  Name  nf  Arnjiti  ~  “ 

Subscribed  and  swntn  to  before  me  tni» _ _  ,j,,y  „| 

- -  P"h"c  ^ 

Address  (ifMoiar/ 


Street  address  of  AlVtdnl 

City.  State  mid  Zip  Code  of  AlTionl 
_ _ A  0 


•vlv  eOiTnnissluo  expires: 
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petition  to  invoke  section  321.130rsmo2016  qualifications  o...  -  theodis  brown  Page  . 

petition  to  invoke  section  321.130rsmo2016  qualifications  of  fire 
directors 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  peoples  of  state  of  missouri, Shall  section  321.130rsmo  be  repeaied&amended  to  allow  only 
graduates  of  NFPA  code  1001  FF1&FF2  fire  academy  classes  to  serve  as  directors  fire  districts  in  missouri,  YE..  OR 

NO? 


Directors,  qualiflcations-candldate  filing  fee,  oath. 

321.130  ^person,  to  be  qualified  to  serve  as  a  director|shall  be  a  resident  and  voter  of  the 
district  for  at  least  one  year  before  the  election  or  appointment  and  be  over  the  age  of  twenty-four 
years.  In  the  event  the  person  is  no  longer  a  resident  of  the  district,  the  person's  office  shall  be 
vacated,  and  the  vacancy  shall  be  filled  as  provided  in  section  321.200.  Nominations  and 
declarations  of  candidacy  shall  be  filed  at  the  headquarters  of  the  fire  protection  district  by  paying 
a  filing  fee  equal  to  the  amount  of  a  candidate  for  county  office  as  set  forth  under  section  115.357, 
and  filing  a  statement  under  oath  that  such  person  possesses  the  required  qualifications. 
Thereafter,  such  candidate  shall  have  the  candidate's  name  placed  on  the  ballot  as  a  candidate  for 
director 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


I  am  hs  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
[573)751-2301 


March  7,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
Slate  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


MAR  0  7  2017 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Theodis  Brown  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  320  (20 1 8- 1 69) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Bled  by  Theodis  Brown  on  March  6,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  bv  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Haw  ley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
'I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Ii  i>  tt  diiss  A  mi.'ii.icuic.mnr  |niiMsluililc.  notwithstanding  ihc  provisions  of  section  31)0.1*2 1 ,  UMMo,  lo  ihc  cnnliary,  fm  .1  Mini  n! 
imiinsoiinicm  wa  in.- .weed  tine  year,  in  lltccoimly  {nil  or  a  fine  .1101  n.t  exceed  leu  Ihousuml  dollars  oiliolli.  I'oritayniic  itisign 
imy  initiative  pclitinn  sviili  any  mime  miter  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  lii.s  or  her  name  more  (hail  mien  lor  (he 
•.nine,  "iciimiic  ior  the  s.imc  clecm.iij.  nr  in  sign  a  peiiiiim  when  such  pcisou  knows  lie  or  she  is  mil  a  icgtsleied  voter 


I  n  1  lie  I  IniiniaMe 


iNiTiATivu  1‘irm  ion 

Sevrohny  nl  Slate  lor  Ihc  Stale  of  Missouri 


Wr.  Ihc  mull  1  signed.  icy.'sieiol  snteis  id' the  si  nic  of  Missoni  1  ami _ , _ _ County  (Or  city  of  SI.  Louis),  inspect  hilly 

nnlci  that  Ihc  Inllowing  auicmliuciil  lo  the  1  shall  he  siibuulietl  lo  the'  voters  Of  Ihc  stale  of  Missouri,  lor  llieir  approval 

"i  irjei.iion.  at  the  genet  al  election  10  he  held  on  If  ic  day  ol  November,  _v  <1,  and  eaeh  for  himself  or  herself  says;  1  have 

|ict$""iil|y  signed  tins  pent  ion.  I  am  a  icgisiciul  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ rminiy  (oruily  nf  Si. 

I.mnai.  my  n  gi-aeied  voiuig  titlihcs.s  and  ihc  name  of  the  city,  [own  or  village  in  which  1  live  arc  correctly  written  tiller  my 


STATE  OH  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF _ 


l._ 


(OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 
CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


.  being  first  duly  sworn.  say  (print  er  type  names  of  signers) 


Mo 


:c^ 


«6 Cl 


50 

ion 


{Petition  Circulator**  Panted  Name) 


NAME 

(Signaturg) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

(Slieer)  (Citv.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Pnntcd  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

3. 

6. 

7. 

* 

8. 

9. 

10. 

simed  this  DUKO  of  (he  fcrtuoimi  nei 

_ Cocnly. 


.  - -  - - -  —  uivuiu  ii|  hit  jlfOEJ  JVC.  I  OgiKYV  fill 

voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  coneclly,  and  that  ««h  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  Ihc  stare  of  Missouri  and _ 

FUR  THERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  FERJIJRY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  are  ruur  anii  rmmr-r-r 
and  THAT  1 1 IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  FLED  GUM Y TO ANY 

I  am  III  leui  18  scant  of  age  I  do  _  do  mil  _  (check  one)  expect  lo  he  pan)  fw  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  lisl  Ihc  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  strew  address  nf  A  111  am 

Prlnlcd  Name  or  AfTinnt 

.Subscribed  dnJ  sworn  to  before  me  (In* 

S^ToTnSS^ - - - -  Noutry  Public  (Seal) 

Address  ofNoiary 


City.  Stoic  and  Zip  Cato  of  Affiant 
— day - ,ad  _ 


My  coinmi^ioii  expire*, 


18-169 


AN  ACT 


To  repeal  section  320.271,  RSMo,  and  to  enact  in  lieu 
thereof  one  new  section  relating  to  information  filed 
with  the  state  fire  marshal. 

be" IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  p  f  O  f  I  If  f  OP  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
AS  FOLLOWS : 

Section  A.  Section  320.271,  rSMo,  1b  repealed  and  one  new 
section  enacted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  toe  known  as  section  320.271, 
to  read  ao  follows : 

320.271.  All  fire  protection  districts,  fire  departments, 
and  all  volunteer  fire  protection  associations  as  defined  in 
section  320.300  shall  complete  and  file  with  the  state  fire 
marshal  within  sixty  days  after  January  1,  2008,  and  annually 
thereafter,  a  fire  department  registration  form  provided  by  the 
state  fire  marshal.  The  state  fire  marshal  may  issue  a  lire 
department  identification  number  to  each  regi.tered  fire 
protection  district,  fire  department,  or  volunteer  fire 


protection  association  based 


fire  marshal  may  conduct  periodic  reviews  of  the  information 
provided  on  each  fire  department  registration  formt,  and  may  deny 
or  revoke  a  fire  department  identification  number  based  upon  the 
information  provid 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  23,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


Ftb  i  3  —.7 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  III  (2018-168) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Strkkt  •  Jkpferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  3  2017 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  repealing  Section  9  and  amending  Section  2,  5,  and  7  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  [Election  of  representatives  —apportionment  commission,  appointment,  duties,  compensation.]  Beginning  with  the 
selection  of  candidates  and  election  of  representatives  in  the  general  election  to  be  held  in  November  of  2020,  [The]  the  house  of 
representatives  shall  consist  of  [one  hundred  sixty-three]  ten  members  from  each  congressional  district  elected  at  each  general 
election,  [and  apportioned  in  the  following  manner:  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for 
each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  and,  in  the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district 
committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members 
of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected 
members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in  that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither 
party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state  representative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each 
submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one 
name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three  representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers 
and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disgualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following 
the  date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the 
congressional  district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district 
refers  to  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district 
committee  shall  take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in 
person  shall  be  permitted  to  vote. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected, 
meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  and 
shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  A  copy  of  the 
agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings 
may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative 
plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may 
be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid 
unless  approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a 
reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the 
appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of 
six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority 
of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge 
of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts 
until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided. 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but 
not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while 
serving  as  a  member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum.] 

Section  5.  The  senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members,  divided  in  two  groups  of  seventeen  each,  elected  by  the  qualified  voters 
of  the  [respective  districts]  state  of  Missouri  for  four  years.  [For  the  election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient 
districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in  population  as  may  be  ] 

Section  7.  [Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United 
States,  and  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding 
election  shall,  at  a  committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to 
the  governor  a  list  of  ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five 
from  each  list,  to  reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  fo  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following 
the  date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected, 
meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  and 
shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held.  A  copy  of  the 
agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be 
scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 
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The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be 
crossed  except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies 
partly  within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in 
excess  of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi¬ 
district  county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative 
plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may 
be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid 
unless  approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided. 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but 
not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while 
serving  as  a  member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum.] 

An  ordered  list  of  candidates,  ranked  by  number  of  votes  received,  from  most  to  jast,  from  each  political  party  that  is  to  appear  on 
the  ballot  for  both  the  senate  and  the  house  of  representatives  in  each  general  election  will  be  determined  by  means  of  a  primary 
election,  with  each  party  electing  a  number  of  candidates  up  to,  but  not  exceeding,  the  number  of  members  to  be  elected.  All 
qualified  candidates  who  file  for  each  party's  nomination  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that  party.  Registered  voters  will  be 
allowed  to  vote  in  one,  and  only  one,  party's  primary  election,  and  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  a  single  candidate  to  be  nominated  from 
that  party  for  each  office  to  be  elected  in  the  general  election  to  follow. 

A  political  party  having  no  candidate  for  statewide  office  receiving,  nor  having  received  as  a  political  party,  at  least  twp_percent„qfjhe 
total  vote  in  the  preceding  general  election,  may  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  for  the  house  in  each  congressional  district  by 
presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-half  of  one  per  cent  of  the  legal  voters  in  that  congressional  district.  An  independent  candidate 
may  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  in  a  congressional  district  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent  of  the  legal 
voters  in  that  congressional  district.  A  politjcaLpartyJiayjng  no  candidate  for  statewide  office  receiving,  nor  having  received  as  a 
political  party,  at  least  two  percent  of  the  total  vote  in  the  preceding  general  election,  may  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  for  the 
senate  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-half  of  one  per  cent  of  the  legal  voters  in  the  state  of  Missouri.  An  independent 
candidate  may  qualjfyJoxa_place  on  the  ballot  for  the  senate  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent  of  the  legal 
voters  in  the  state  of  Missouri.  The  number  of  "legal  voters"  is  equal  to,  and  determined  by,  the  total  vote  for  governor  in  the  general 
election  last  preceding.  Said  petitions  to  be  delivered  to  the  secretary  of  state  no  later  than  ninety  days  preceding  the  general 
election.  At  the  time  the  petitions  are  presented,  the  political  party  will  also  notify  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  method  to  be  used  by 
said  party  in  nominating  a  slate  of  candidates. 


The  signatures  on  petitions  submitted  bv  independent  candidates  and_po|itical  parties  shall  be  subject  to  verification  according  to  the 
procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate  petitions  in  force  at  the  time  the  petitions  are  submitted. 

In  each  general  election,  each  voter  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  the  ordered  list  of  a  political  party,  or  for  a  single  independent 
candidate  appearing  on  the  ballot,  or  for  a  single  write-in  vote  for  a  candidate  not  appearing  on  the  ballot,  having  properly  registered 
with  the  secretary  of  state  as  a  write-in  candidate. 

To  determine  how  many  seats  in  the  house  of  representatives  and  the  senate  will  be_assigned  to  each  political  party  and  which 
independent  or  write-in  candidates  will  be  assigned  seats  (if  any),  the  total  number  of  valid  votes  cast  for  all  parlies  and  independent 
candidates  will  be  divided  by  the  number  of  seats  to  be  elected  to  the  house  of  representatives  or  to  the  senate.  The  resulting 
number  is  then  to  be  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  number.  The  total  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  parly  or  independent  or  write-in 
candidate  is  then  to  be  divided  by  that  number  and  each  party  is  awarded  that  number  of  seats,  with  any  remaining  votes  for  each 
party  above  the  number  needed  to  win  that  many  seats  calculated  as  "surplus  votes"  for  that  party.  Any  independent  candidate 
receiving  at  least  the  number  of  votes  needed  for  a  seat  is  elected.  The  votes  for  any  party  or  independent  candidate  falling  short  of 
the  number  needed  to  be  elected  are  also  treatedjas  surplus  votes. 

The  surplus  votes  of  any  political  party  or  independent  candidate  having  surplus  votes,  but  not  having  enough  surplus  votes  to  win 
an  additional  seat,  or  a  seat,  may  have  those  surplus  votes  transferred  to  another  political  party  or  independent  candidate  by 
notifying  the  Secretary  of  State  in  writing  at  least  fourteen  days  before  the  date  of  the  general  election. 

The  number  of  seats  thus  assigned  is  calculated  and  subtracted  from  the  total  number  of  seats  to  be  awarded.  Any  remaining  seats 
are  then  awarded,  in  order,  to  the  party  or  independent  candidate  with  the  highest  number  of  surplus  votes. 

jrtboth  primary  and  general  elections,  officials  shall  determine  a  random  selection  algorithm,  prior  to  tabulation,  to  resolve  ties 
between  candidates.  If  a  tie  occurs  at  any  point  in  the  tabulation  procedure  and  tabulation  cannot  proceed  until  the  tie  is  resojved, 
then  the  random  selection  algonthm  shall  resolve  the  tie. 


If  a  senator  or  representative  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  from  office  for  any  reason  during  the  subsequent  legislative  sessions,  the 
seat  shall  be  filled  by  the  next  candidate  from  her  or  his  party's  ordered  list,  or  in  the  case  of  an  independent  candidate,  the 
candidate  would  have  been  elected  had  there  been  one  more  member  elected  using  the  prescribed  method  for  tabulating  votes 

[Section  9.  Until  the  convening  of  the  Seventy-fourth  General  Assembly  the  House  of  Representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred 
sixty-three  members  elected  from  the  one  hundred  sixty-three  representative  districts,  as  they  existed  January  1 , 1965.] 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 

Iamks  c.  Kirkpatrick  Secretary  of  State 

STAT^7Tl"93C6NTER  STATE  °F  MISS0URI 


Eu-xtions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  23,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  3  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I.  version  2  (2018-167) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  23.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Irish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RIILCS  •  HUStNESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STAI  k  MILIARY  ■  WOLENER  IJBRARV 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


^ECEE7V££) 

F£e  2  S  2017 

Ma  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I,  Section  2  of  the  Constitution  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  the  people:  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

To  secure  these  rights,  governments  are  instituted  among  people,  deriving  their  just 

powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited 

liability  companies,  and  other  entities  formed  primarily  as  a  form  of  business 
organization,  established  by  law,  enjoy  the  advantages  of  unlimited  life,  the  ability  to 

raise  large  sums  of  money,  and  limited  liability.  Contributions  and  expenditures  by  such 

artificial  entities,  made  directly  or  indirectly  through  political  action  committees,  intended 

to  influence  in  various  wavs  the  election  of  candidates  for  public  office  or  ballot 

measures,  all  too  often  evince  a  design  to  gain  unfair  advantages  for  these  artificial 

entities,  often  at  the  expense  of  the  general  welfare  of  natural  persons. 

The  rights  protected  by  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Missouri  are  the  rights  of  natural 
persons  only.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited  liability  companies,  and 

other  entities  formed  primarily  as  forms  of  business  organization,  established  by  the 

laws  of  any  State,  the  United  States,  or  any  foreign  state  are  subject  to  regulation  by  the 

People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law,  and  shall  have  only  those  lights  under 
this  Constitution  that  are  specifically  granted  to  them  by  the  People  of  Missouri,  through 

State,  or  local  law,  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  be  inherent  or  inalienable. 

The  state  of  Missouri,  to  give  security  to  the  rights  of  natural  persons,  may,  and  hereby 

does,  limit  the  right  to  make  contributions  or  expenditures  to  influence  the  election  of 

any  candidate  or  ballot  measure  to  natural  persons  and  associations  of  natural  persons 

that  prohibit  and  exclude  direct  or  indirect  contributions  from  artificial  entities,  such  as 

corporations,  limited  liability  companies,  and  other  entities  formed  primarily  as  forms  of 
business  organization. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(57.31751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  23,  2017 

w  ;•  r r  rZD 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway  ^£0  2  3  2017 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  I  (2018-166) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  23.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City 65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  01  ONI  SSI  KVICI  >•  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLFRER  I  lORARY 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

FEB  2  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I,  Section  2  of  the  Constitution  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

To  secure  these  rights,  governments  are  instituted  among  people,  deriving  their  just 

powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited 
liability  companies,  and  other  entities,  established  bv  law,  typically  enjoy  the  advantages 

of  unlimited  life,  the  ability  to  raise  large  sums  of  money,  and  limited  liability. 

Contributions  and  expenditures  bv  such  artificial  entities,  intended  to  influence  in 
various  wavs  the  election  of  candidates  for  public  office  or  ballot  measures,  all  too  often 

evince  a  design  to  gain  unfair  advantages  for  these  artificial  entities,  often  at  the 

expense  of  the  general  welfare  of  natural  persons. 

The  rights  protected  bv  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Missouri  are  the  rights  of  natural 

persons  only.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited  liability  companies,  and 

other  entities,  established  bv  the  laws  of  any  State,  the  United  States,  or  any  foreign 
state  are  subject  to  regulation  bv  the  People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law,  and 

shall  have  only  those  rights  under  this  Constitution  that  are  specifically  granted  to  them 

bv  the  People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law,  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  be 

inherent  or  inalienable. 


The  state  of  Missouri,  to  give  security  to  the  rights  of  natural  persons,  may,  and  hereby 

does,  limit  the  right  to  make  contributions  or  expenditures  to  influence  the  election  of 

any  candidate  or  ballot  measure  to  natural  persons. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  St ate 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  division 
(573)751-2301 


February  23,2017 


Fhe  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  3  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  128.  Sections  346  &  348  (2018-165) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  Ruu  s*  Business  Si  k  vices*  elections*  pubi  ii  ations  •  Sei  iirities*  state  am  iiives*Stat)  Library  •  Woi  fner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


Received 

23  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


.County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do . 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  128.346  and  128.348  of  the  Revised  Missouri  Statutes  are  hereby  amended,  to  read  as  follows: 

128.346.  The  districts  established  by  the  provisions  of  sections  128.400  to  128.440  for  the  election  of  representatives  to 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  effective  beginning  with  election  to  the  108th  Congress  and  through  the 
election  of  the  1 1 2th  Congress.  The  districts  established  by  sections  1 28.451  to  1 28.458  for  the  election  of 
representatives  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  effective  beginning  with  the  election  to  the  1 13th 
Congress.  Effective  beginning  with  the  election  of  representatives  to  the  1 1 7th  Congress,  representatives  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  elected  at  large,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  section  128.348. 

128.348.  1 .  The  state  of  Missouri  is  hereby  divided  into  nine  congressional  districts.  Effective  with  the  election  for  the 
1 13th  Congress,  the  state  of  Missouri  shall  consist  of  eight  congressional  districts.  [The  legal  voters  of  each  district  shall 
elect  one  member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States.]  Effective  with  the  election  for  the  1 1 7th  Congress,  representatives 
tothe  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  elected  according  to  the  method  described  herein. 

2.  Each  political  party  shall  nominate  an  ordered  list  of  candidates,  including  a  number  no  greater  than  the  number  of 
representatives  (members)  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled. 

3  Each  political  party  may  determine  its  ordered  list  of  candidates  through  a  primary  election,  caucuses,  a  statewide  party 
nominating  convention,  or  a  combination  of  caucuses  and  a  statewide  party  nominating  convention. 

4  A  primary  ejection  will  be  the  default  method  for  parlies  to  select  an  ordered  list  of  candidates.  Should  a  political  party 
determine  that  they  will  select  candidates  by  caucuses,  statewide  party  convention,  or  a  combination  of  caucuses  and  a 
statewide  party  convention,  a  legally  designated  representative  of  the  party  will  notify  the  secretary  of  state,  in  writing,  of 
tAejnethodjo  be  used,  no  later  than  the  first  day  of  April  of  an  election  year. 

5.  If  a  political  party  elects  to  use  a  primary  election  as  the  means  of  determining  its  candidates  for  the  general  election,  all 
qualified  candidates  who  file  for  said  party's  nominations  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that  party.  Registered  voters 
will  be  allowed  to  vote  in  one,  and  only  one,  party's  primary  election,  and  for  one,  and  only  one,  candidate  from  that  party. 

6.  An  ordered  list  of  candidates  for  each  party,  including  a  number  of  candidates  totally  up  to  two  more  than  the  number  of 
seats  in  Congress  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled,  will  be  placed  on  the  ballot  in  the  general  election,  based  on 
the  number  of  votes  received  bv  each  candidate  in  the  primary  election  for  each  party, 

7.  Should  a  party  elect  to  nominate  candidates  for  the  general  election  bv  means  of  caucuses  and/or  a  statewide  party 
convention,  an  ordered  list  of  that  parly's  candidates  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state's  office  no  less  than  90  days 
before  the  general  election  date  in  election  years. 

8.  To  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot,  an  independent  candidate  must  present  petitions  signed  by  one-quarter  of  one 
percent  of  the  legal  votes  cast  for  the  sum  of  all  candidates  for  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives  from  Missouri 
in  the  general  election  last  preceding.  Said  petitions  must  be  delivered  to  the  secretary  of  state  no  later  than  one-hundred 
and  twenty  days  before  the  general  election. 

9.  The  signatures  on  petitions  submitted  by  independent  candidates  and  political  parties  shall  be  subject  to  verification 
according  to  the  procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate  petitions  in  force  at  the  time  the 
petitions  are  submitted. 

10. )  In  each  general  election,  each  voter  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  a  political  party,  and  its  ordered  list  of  candidates,  or  for 
an  independent  candidate  for  Congress  appearing  on  the  ballot,  or  a  single  write-in  vote  for  a  candidate  not  appearing  on 
the  ballot,  having  properly  registered  with  the  secretary  of  state  as  a  write-in  candidate 

1 1.  The  following  method  of  tabulation  shall  be  used  to  determine  how  many  representatives  (electors)  will  be  awarded  to 
each  political  party  and  which  independent  candidates  will  be  elected  (if  any): 

(1)  The  total  number  of  valid  votes  cast  for  all  parties  and  independent  candidates  will  be  divided  by  the  number  of 
representatives  to  be  elected.  The  resulting  number  is  then  to  be  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  number.  The  total 
number  of  votes  cast  for  each  party  or  independent  candidate  is  then  to  be  divided  by  that  number  and  each  party  is 
awarded  that  number  of  representatives  and  the  candidates  from  that  parties  ordered  list  are  elected.  Any  independent  or 
valid  write-in  candidate  receiving  at  least  the  number  of  votes  needed  to  be  elected  is  elected. 

(2)  Any  remaining  votes  for  each  party  above  the  number  needed  to  elect  those  representatives  are  "surplus  votes”  for 
that  party.  The  votes  for  anyparty  orjndependent  candidate  or  valid  write-in  candidate  falling  short  of  the  number  needed 
to  be  elected  are  also  treated  as  surplus  votes. 

(3)  The  number  of  representatives  thus  elected  is  subtracted  from  the  total  number  of  representatives  to  be  elected.  If  the 
number  of  representatives  thus  elected  is  fewer  than  the  number  to  which  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entitled,  additional 
representative  will  be  elected,  in  order,  based  on  the  highest  number  of  surplus  votes.  The  next  candidate(s)  from  the 
ordered  list  of  a  party  that  has  already  had  some  candidates  elected,  the  first  candidate  from  the  ordered  list  of  a  party 
that  has  not  had  a  candidate  elected,  or  the  independent  or  valid  write-in  candidate,  with  the  most  surplus  votes  is 
elected 

(4)  In  both  primary  and  general  elections,  officials  shall  determine  a  random  selection  algorithm,  prior  to  tabulation,  to 
resolve  ties  between  candidates.  If  a  tie  occurs  at  any  point  in  the  tabulation  procedure  and  tabulation  cannot  proceed 
until  the  tie  is  resolved,  then  the  random  selection  algorithm  shall  resolve  the  tie. 

12.  If  a  representative  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  from  office  for  any  reason  during  the  subsequent  legislative  sessions, 
she  or  he  will  be  replaced  by  the  next  nominee  from  her  or  his  party's  ordered  list  of  candidates,  or  in  the  case  of  an 
independent  candidate,  by  the  candidate  with  the  next  greatest  number  of  surplus  votes. 

13.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any  of 
the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 
enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be 
affected  thereby. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


(ames  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


February  23.2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


FEB  2  3  2017 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  STATE  AUDITORS 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  128,  Section  005  (2018-164) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  23.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  llscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  lawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  oi 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,f'  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  A.  Chapter  128.  RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section,  to  be  known  as  Section  128.005.  to  read  as  follows: 

128.005.  1.  This  section  shall  be  known  and  may  be  cited  as  the  “Interstate  Compact  on  the  Agreement  Among  the  States  to  Elect  the 
President  by  National  Popular  Vote  Act." 

2  The  State  of  Missouri  ratifies  and  approves  the  following  compact:  Agreement  Among  the  States  to  Elect  the  President  by  National 
Popular  Vote. 

Article  I  -  Membership  Any  State  of  the  United  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  may  become  a  member  of  this  agreement  by  enacting 
this  agreement 

Article  II  -  Right  of  the  People  in  Member  State  to  Vote  for  President  and  Vice  President  Each  member  state  shall  conduct  a  statewide 
popular  election  for  President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

Article  III  -  Manner  of  Appointing  Presidential  Electors  in  Member  States 

1  Prior  to  the  time  set  by  law  for  the  meeting  and  voting  by  the  presidential  electors,  the  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall 
determine  the  number  of  votes  for  each  presidential  slate  in  each  state  of  the  United  States  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia  in  which  votes 
have  been  cast  in  a  statewide  popular  election  and  shall  add  such  votes  together  to  produce  a  'national  popular  vote  total"  for  each 
presidential  slate. 

2  The  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall  designate  the  presidential  slate  with  the  largest  national  popular  vote  total  as  the 
“national  popular  vote  winner " 

3  The  presidential  elector  certifying  official  of  each  member  state  shall  certify  the  appointment  in  that  official's  own  state  of  the  elector  slate 
nominated  in  that  state  in  association  with  the  national  popular  vote  winner. 

4  At  least  six  days  before  the  day  fixed  by  law  for  the  meeting  and  voting  by  the  presidential  electors,  each  member  state  shall  make  a  final 
determination  of  the  number  of  popular  votes  cast  in  the  state  for  each  presidential  slate  and  shall  communicate  an  official  statement  of  such 
determination  within  24  hours  to  the  chief  election  official  in  each  other  member  state. 

5  The  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall  treat  as  conclusive  an  official  statement  containing  the  number  of  popular  votes  in  a 
state  for  each  presidential  slate  made  by  the  day  established  by  federal  law  for  making  a  stated  final  determination  conclusive  as  to  the 
counting  of  electoral  votes  by  Congress 

6  In  event  of  a  tie  for  the  national  popular  vote  winner,  the  presidential  elector  certifying  official  of  each  member  state_sfialLcertify_the 
appointment  of  the  elector  slate  nominated  in  association  with  the  presidential  slate  receiving  the  largest  number  of  popular  votes  within  that 
official’s  own  state. 

7  If  for  any  reason,  the  number  of  presidential  electors  nominated  in  a  member  state  in  association  with  the  national  popular  vote  winner  is 
less  than  or  greater  than  that  state's  number  of  electoral  votes,  the  presidential  candidate  on  the  presidential  slate  that  has  been  designated 
as  the  national  popular  vote  winner  shall  have  the  power  to  nominate  the  presidential  electors  for  that  state  and  that  state's  presidential 
elector  certifying  official  shall  certify  the  appointment  of  such  nominees  The  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall  immediately 
release  to  the  public  all  vote  counts  or  statements  of  votes  as  they  are  determined  or  obtained 

8  This  article  shall  govern  the  appointment  of  presidential  electors  in  each  member  state  in  any  year  in  which  this  agreement  is,  on  July  20, 
in  effect  in  states  cumulatively  possessing  a  majority  of  the  electoral  votes. 

Article  IV  -  Other  Provisions 

1  This  agreement  shall  take  effect  when  states  cumulatively  possessing  a  majority  of  the  electoral  votes  have  enacted  this  agreemenLin 
substantially  the  same  form  and  the  enactments  by  such  states  have  taken  effect  in  each  state 

2  Any  member  state  may  withdraw  from  this  agreement,  except  that  a  withdrawal  occurring  six  months  or  less  before  the  end  of  a 
President’s  term  shall  not  become  effective  until  a  President  or  Vice  President  shall  have  been  qualified  to  serve  the  next  term. 

3  The  chief  executive  of  each  member  state  shall  promptly  notify  the  chief  executive  of  all  other  states  of  when  this  agreement  has  been 
enacted  and  has  taken  effect  in  that  official's  state,  when  the  state  has  withdrawn  from  this  agreement,  and  when  this  agreement  takes  effect 
generally. 

4  This  agreement  shall  terminate  if  the  electoral  college  is  abolished 

5.  In  any  provision  of  this  agreement  is  held  invalid,  the  remaining  provisions  shall  not  be  affected 
Article  V  -  Definitions  For  purposes  of  this  agreement: 

1  “Chief  Executive"  shall  mean  the  Governor  of  s  State  of  the  United  States  or  the  Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia: 

2.  “Elector  slate'  shall  mean  a  slate  of  candidates  who  have  been  nominated  in  a  state  for  the  position  of  presidential  elector  in  association 
with  a  presidential  slate; 

3.  “Chief  election  official"  shall  mean  the  state  official  or  body  that  is  authorized  to  certify  the  total  number  of  popular  votes  for  each 
presidential  slate: 

4  "Presidential  elector"  shall  mean  an  elector  for  President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States; 

5.  "Presidential  elector  certifying  official'  shall  mean  the  state  official  or  body  that  is  authorized  to  certify  the  appointment  of  the  state's 
presidential  electors: 

6  '  Presidential  slate"  shall  mean  a  slate  of  two  persons,  the  first  of  whom  has  been  nominated  as  a  candidate  for  President  of  the  United 
States  and  the  second  of  whom  has  been  nominated  as  a  candidate  for  Vice  President  of  the  United  States,  or  any  legal  successors  to  such 
persons,  regardless  of  whether  both  names  appear  on  the  ballot  presented  to  the  voter  in  a  particular  state; 

7  "State"  shall  mean  a  State  of  the  United  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia:  and 

8.  “Statewide  popular  election"  shall  mean  a  general  election  in  which  votes  are  cast  for  presidential  slates  by  individual  voters  and  counted 
on  a  statewide  basis. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-164) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  128 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  February  23,  2017) 


Date 


March  15,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  128  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November,  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 


costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section 
128.005  RSMo  to  ratify  and  approve  the  "Interstate  Compact  on  the  Agreement  Among 
the  States  to  Elect  the  President  by  National  Popular  Vote  Act".  This  Agreement  would 
become  effective  when  states  cumulatively  possessing  a  majority  of  the  electoral  votes 
have  enacted  it  in  substantially  the  same  form. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office  and  they  defer  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for  any  fiscal 
impact  of  the  proposed  changes. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  the  local  government. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield, 
the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63 
School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri, 
Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community 
College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

It  is  estimated  this  proposal  will  result  in  no  costs  or  savings  for  state  and  local 
governmental  entities. 
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|  ami:s  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


February  15.  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


Erections  division 
(573)751-2301 


R  I  5  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Doug  Burlison  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-163) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Doug  Burlison  on  February  15.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Stree  t  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County  __ 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 


FEB  1 5  201? 
^^ARYOFsr^ 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

It). 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAI  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  _  do  not  _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the_ 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
Amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  87.400.1(6).  87.400.1(7).  87.505. 1(  12).  87.505. 1  ( 13). 
105  1 108.1,  105.1112.1.  192.945.1,  I95.0l0.1(17)(g),  195.010.1(1).  195.010.1(24),  195.010.1(40),  1 95.0 1 7. 1 (4)(w).  195.0 1 7. 1(4)(ee). 

195.01 7.2(4)(vv),  I95.0l7.2(ee).  195.140.2,  195.207.1.  195.211.1.  195.222.1(7).  195.223.1(7).  195.223.1(8),  261.265.1. 263.250.1. 261.265.1, 
306. 1 10.1(2),  579.015.1(2).  579.015.1(3).  579.015.1(4),  579.015.1(5),  579.020.1(2).  579.020.1(3),  579.020.1(4).  579.020.1(5).  577.024.1(2). 
579.030. 1 .  579.055. 1  (3).  579.055. 1(4),  579.068. 1(7).  579.068. 1 (9)3.(7).  579.068.1(9)3.(8),  579. 1 05. 1 . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended : 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV.  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  Cannabis  shall  no  longer  be  considered  a  controlled  substance  or  a  drug  hence  forth  by  Missouri  law, 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

(a)  "Cannabis"  and  “Cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  Cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana.  Cannabis  sativa.  Cannabis  saliva  1...  Cannabis  Americana, 
Cannabis  Giuantea,  Cannabis  indica.  Cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  Cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf, 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof 

(b)  "Medical  Cannabis"  refers  to  Cannabis  used  to  prevent  or  to  treat  a  medical  condition. 

(c)  “Personal  use"  refers  to  the  personal  use  or  consumption  of  Cannabis. 

(d)  “Cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting, 

propagating.  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding.  converting,  producing.  processing,  preparing,  testing.  analyzing, 

packaging.  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  Cannabis,  or  for  ingesting.  inhaling,  vaporizing.  smokinu  or  otherwise  introducing  Cannabis  into 

and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

(e)  “Establishment"  refers  to  a  Cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  Cannabis  testing  facility,  a  Cannabis  product  manufacturiim  facility,  or  a  retail  store. 
Cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  Cannabis,  Cannabis  products  and/or  Cannabis 

accessories. 


3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law: 

(a)  Possession  of  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(b)  Cultivating  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(e)  Cultivation,  harvesting,  processing.  manufacturing.  packaging.  distributing  transferline,  displaying  or  possessing  Cannabis.  Cannabis 

accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 

establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processiim,  manufacturiim, 

packauins.  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

(d)  Providing  Cannabis.  Cannabis  accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  sale  to  consumers. 

(c)  Lcasinu  or  otherwise  allovvinu  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the 

activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

(f)  No  one  shall  be  denied  housing  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(g)  No  one  shall  be  denied  employment  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(h)  The  use  and/or  possession  of  Cannabis  shall  not  be  grounds  for  issuing  a  “Driving  under  the  influence"  (DUI)  stop,  charge,  arrest  or  lines  when 

operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

4.  Medical  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  without  taxation  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation  for  its  use. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  Cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated  through  conventional 

therapeutic  means,  whether  or  not  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

(b)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  he  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any  person  under  their 

care. 

(c)  Veterinarians  shall  not  be  penalized  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  for  any  creature  under  their  care. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  Cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians:  no 

physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  Cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  Cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  Cannabis  patient. 

(f)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  Cannabis. 

5.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent. 

Cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  Cannabis  only  offenses  which  arc 

no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  a  legal  document  shall  be  developed  and  made  available  to  the  public  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  Cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment  which  is  no 

longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this  Act.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  pertinent  parties  throughout  the  stale. 

6.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  Cannabis  laws  involving  acts 

which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

(a)  Asset  Forfeiture  shall  no  longer  be  iustilied  or  used  bv  anv  Missouri  law  enforcement  through  association  with  Cannabis.  Cannabis  cultivation. 

it's  use  and/or  possession. 

7.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  gu  i  Itv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement,  licensing  fee  that  is 

excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer. 

processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge 

federal  Cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  Act. 

10.  If  anv  rival  or  conflicting  initiative  regulating  anv  matter  addressed  bv  this  act  receives  the  higher  affirmative  vote,  then  all  non-conflicting 

parts  shall  become  operative. 

11.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

1 2.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  3 1  st..  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people. 


18-162 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)  75 1  -2301 


February  15,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


FEB  1  b  20)7 


Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  III  (2018-162) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  15,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  Fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  I).  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


RECEIVED 

FEB  1  5  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  52(b)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  52(b).  The  veto  power  of  the  governor  shall  not  extend  to  measures  referred  to 
the  people.  All  elections  on  measures  referred  to  the  people  shall  be  had  at  the  general 
state  elections,  except  when  the  general  assembly  shall  order  a  special  election.  Any 
measure  referred  to  the  people  shall  take  effect  when  approved  by  a  majority  of  the 
votes  cast  thereon,  and  not  otherwise.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deprive 
any  member  of  the  general  assembly  of  the  right  to  introduce  any  measure,  except  that 
any  measure  introduced  by  a  member  of  the  general  assembly  and  passed  by  the 

general  assembly  that  alters,  amends,  or  repeals  a  measure  proposed  through  the 
initiative  and  subsequently  approved  by  the  people  shall  not  take  effect  unless  and  until 
it  is  also  approved  bv  the  people. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-162) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  III.  (Received  February  15,  2017) 


Date 


March  7,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November,  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 


costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to 
their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Section 
52(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  to  require  a  vote  of  the  people  on  any  measure  passed 
by  the  General  Assembly  that  alters,  amends,  or  repeals  a  measure  proposed  through  the 
initiative  and  subsequently  approved  by  the  people.  The  General  Assembly’s  measure 
would  not  take  effect  unless  it  is  approved  by  the  people. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of 
Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  no  costs  or  savings  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  10,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


FEB  1  G  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  Ol  fi- 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Natalie  Meyer  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  191  (2018-161) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  llled  by  Natalie  Meyer  on  February  10,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  I  fawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorahle  John  R.  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally 

signed  this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis); 

my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city.  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OITicial  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


RECEIVED 

FEB  1  0  2017 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


I. ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  [print  or  type  names  of  signers] 


NAME  (Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)(Strcct)  (City.  town,  or 
village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME  (Printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

<) 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 

name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town,  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


_ County. 

1UR  ITIERMORE.  I  NEARBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PREJURY  THA  I  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  I  I IAT  I  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


.  A.D.  201 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE  STA  TE  OF  MISSOURI: 

The  proposed  initiative  will  amend  Chapter  191  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  by  adding  twenty-two  new 
sections. 

These  twenty-two  sections  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the  "‘Missouri  Death  with  Dignity  Act". 

Section  1 . 

In  said  sections,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Adult",  any  individual  who  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older. 

(2)  "Attending  physician",  the  physician  who  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  care  of  the  patient  and 

treatment  of  the  patient's  terminal  disease. 

(3)  "Capable",  in  the  opinion  of  a  court  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  patient's  attending  physician  or 
consulting  physician,  psychiatrist  or  psychologist,  a  patient  has  the  ability  to  make  and  communicate  health  care 
decisions  to  health  care  providers,  includine  communication  through  persons  familiar  with  the  patient's  manner 

of  communieatinu  if  those  persons  are  available. 

(4)  "Consulting  physician",  a  physician  who  is  qualified  hv  specialty  or  experience  to  make  a 

professional  diagnosis  and  promiosis  rettardiim  the  patient's  disease. 

(5)  "Counsclins*".  one  or  more  consultations  as  necessary  between  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist  or 
psychologist  and  a  patient  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  not  suffering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  eausinu  impaired  judement. 

(6)  "1  lealth  care  provider",  a  person  licensed,  certified  or  otherwise  authorized  or  permitted  hv  the  law 

of  this  state  to  administer  health  care  or  dispense  medication  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  practice  of  a 

profession,  and  includes  a  health  care  facility. 

(7)  "Informed  decision",  a  decision  hv  a  qualified  patient,  to  request  and  obtain  a  prescription  to  end  his 

or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  disznified  manner,  that  is  based  on  an  appreciation  of  the  relevant  facts  and  after 

heinu  fully  informed  bv  the  attcndiim  physician  of: 

a.  1 1  is  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  1 1  is  or  her  prognosis: 

e.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  takinu  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

c.  The  feasible  alternatives,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care  and  pain 

control. 

(8)  "Medically  confirmed",  the  medical  opinion  of  the  attcndiim  physician  has  been  confirmed  bv  a 

consulting  physician  who  has  examined  the  patient  and  the  patient's  relevant  medical  records, 

(9)  "Patient",  a  person  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician, 

( 10)  "Physician",  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the  state  of 

Missouri 

_ (11)  “qualified  patient",  a  capable  adult  who  is  a  resident  of  this  state  and  has  satisfied  the  requirements 

of  this  initiative  in  order  to  obtain  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  diunillcd 

manner. 

_ ( 12)  “Terminal  disease",  an  incurable  and  irreversible  disease  that  has  been  medically  conllrmcd  and 

shall,  within  reasonable  medical  judgment,  produce  death  within  six  months. 

Section  2. 

1 .  An  adult  who: 

a.  Is  capable: 

b.  Is  a  residence  of  this  state: 

c.  1  las  been  determined  bv  the  attcndiim  physician  and  consulting  physician  to  be  suffering 

from  a  terminal  disease;  and 

d.  Has  voluntarily  expressed  his  or  her  wish  to  die: 

mav  make  a  written  request  for  medication  for  the  purpose  of  ending  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  diimillcd 

manner  in  accordance  with  this  initiative. 

2.  No  person  shall  qualify  under  this  initiative  solely  because  of  age  or  disability. 

Section  3. 
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1 .  A  valid  rcciucst  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  form  described  in  section 

20,  signed  and  dated  liv  the  patient,  and  witnessed  by  at  least  two  individuals  who,  in  the  presence  of  the 

patient,  attest  that  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief  the  patient  is  capable,  acting  voluntarily,  and 

is  not  being  coerced  to  sign  the  request. 

2.  One  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  a  person  who  is  not: 

a.  A  relative  of  the  patient  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption; 

b.  A  person,  who  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed,  would  be  entitled  to  anv  portion  of  the  estate  of  the 

qualified  patient  upon  death  under  any  will  or  by  operation  of  law:  or 

c.  An  owner,  operator,  or  employee  of  a  health  care  facility  where  the  qualified  patient  is  receiving 

medical  treatment  or  is  a  resident 

3.  The  patient's  attending  physician  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed  shall  not  be  a  witness. 

If  the  patient  is  in  a  lone-term  care  facility  at  the  time  the  written  request  is  made,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be 

an  individual  designated  by  the  facility  and  having  the  qualifications  specified  bv  the  department  of  health  and 

senior  services  bv  rule. 

Section  4 

I .  The  attending  physician  shall: 

A.  Make  the  initial  determination  of  whether  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease,  is  capable,  and  has  made 

the  request  voluntarily: 

B.  Request  that  the  patient  demonstrate  Missouri  state  residency  under  section  13: 

C.  To  ensure  that  the  patient  is  making  an  informed  decision,  inform  the  patient  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis: 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis: 

e.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives  including.  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain 

control: 

D.  Refer  the  patient  to  a  consulting  physician  for  medical  confirmation  of  the  diagnosis  and  for  a 

determination  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  acting  voluntarily: 

E.  Refer  the  patient  for  counseling  if  appropriate  under  section  6: 

F.  Recommend  that  the  patient  notify  next  of  kin: 

G.  Counsel  the  patient  about  the  importance  of  having  another  person  present  when  the  patient  takes  the 

medication  prescribed  under  this  legislation  and  of  not  taking  the  medication  in  a  public  place: 

1 1.  Inform  the  patient  that  he  or  she  has  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request  at  anv  time  and  in  any 

manner,  and  offer  the  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  at  the  end  of  the  fifteen-day  waiting  period 

under  section  9: 

I.  Verify,  immediately  before  writing  the  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  that  the 

patient  is  making  an  informed  decision: 

J.  Fulfill  the  medical  record  documentation  requirements  of  section  12; 

k.  Ensure  that  all  appropriate  steps  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  prior  to  writing  a 

prescription  for  medication  to  enable  a  qualified  patient  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 

diuni  lied  manner:  and 

|„  I,  Dispense  medications  directly,  including  ancillary  medications  intended  to  facilitate  the  desired 

effect  to  minimize  the  patient's  discomfort,  provided  that  the  attending  physician  is  authorized  under¬ 

state  law  and  rule  to  dispense,  has  a  current  drug  enforcement  administration  certificate,  and 
complies  with  anv  applicable  administrative  rule:  or 

II.  With  the  patient's  written  consent: 

a.  Contact  a  pharmacist  and  inform  the  pharmacist  of  the  prescription:  and 

b.  Deliver  the  written  prescription  personally,  hv  mail,  or  facsimile  to  the  pharmacist,  who  shall 

dispense  the  medications  to  either  the  patient,  the  attending  physician,  or  an  expressly  identified 

agent  of  the  patient. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  the  attending  physician  may  sign  the  patient's  death  certificate. 

Section  5 

Before  a  patient  is  qualified  under  this  initiative,  a  consulting  physician  shall  examine  the  patient  and  his  or  her 

relevant  medical  records  and  confirm  in  writing  the  attending  physician's  diagnosis  that  the  patient  is  suffering 

from  a  terminal  disease  and  verify  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting  voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed 

decision. 

Section  6 

If.  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  or  the  consulting  physician,  a  patient  may  be  suffering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment,  either  physician  shall  rcler  the 

patient  for  counseling.  No  medication  to  end  a  patient's  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  be 

prescribed  until  the  person  performing  the  counseling  determines  that  the  patient  is  not  sullering  Irom  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 
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Section  7 

No  person  shall  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner 

unless  lie  or  she  has  made  an  informed  decision,  as  defined  in  section  1 .  Immediately  prior  to  writing  a 

prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  the  attending  physician  shall  verify  that  the  qualified  patient  is 

making  an  informed  decision. 

Section  8 

The  attendin’;  physician  shall  recommend  that  the  patient  notify  the  next  of  kin  of  his  or  her  reuucst  for 

medication  under  this  initiative.  A  patient  who  declines  or  is  unable  to  notify  next  of  kin  shall  not  have  his  or 

her  request  denied  for  that  reason. 

Section  9 

In  order  to  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  di unified  manner,  a 

qualified  patient  shall  have  made  an  oral  request  and  a  written  retiucst  and  reiterate  the  oral  request  to  his  or  her 

attending  physician  at  least  fifteen  days  alter  making  the  initial  oral  request.  At  the  lime  the  qualified  patient 

makes  his  or  her  second  oral  request,  the  attending  physician  shall  offer  the  qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to 

rescind  the  request. 

Section  10 

A  patient  may  rescind  his  or  her  reciuest  at  any  time  and  in  anv  manner  without  regard  to  his  or  her  mental  slate. 

No  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  written  without  the  attending  physician  offering  the 

qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  reciuest. 

Section  1  1 

No  less  than  fifteen  days  shall  elapse  between  the  patient's  initial  oral  request  and  the  writ  ini’  ofa  prescription 

under  this  initiative.  No  less  than  foitv-eight  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  date  ol'the  patient's  written  reciuest 

and  the  writing  ofa  prescription  under  this  initiative. 

Section  12 

The  lb  I  lowing  shall  be  documented  or  filed  in  the  patient's  medical  record: 

( 1 )  All  oral  requests  made  bv  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner: 

(2)  All  written  requests  made  bv  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 

manner; 

(3)  The  attending  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  determination  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 

voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(4)  The  consulting  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  verification  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 

voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(5)  A  report  of  the  outcome  and  determinations  made  during  counseling.  if  performed: 

(6)  The  attending  physician's  ofi'er  to  the  patient  to  rescind  his  or  her  reciuest  at  the  time  of  the  patient's  second 

oral  request  under  section  9:  and 

(7)  A  note  bv  the  attendinu  physician  indicating  that  all  requirements  under  this  initiative  have  been  met  and 

indicating  the  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the  request  including  a  notation  ol'the  medication  prescribed. 

Section  13 

Only  reciuests  made  by  Missouri  residents  under  this  initiative  shall  be  granted.  Factors  demonstrating  Missouri 

residency  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

( 1 )  Possession  ofa  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Registration  to  vote  in  Missouri: 

(3)  Evidence  that  the  person  owns  or  leases  property  in  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Filing  ofa  Missouri  tax  return  for  the  most  recent  tax  year. 

Section  14 

I .  a.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  annually  review  all  records  maintained  under  this 

initiative. 

b.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  require  anv  health  care  provider  upon  dispensing 

medication  under  this  initiative  to  file  a  copy  ol'the  dispensing  record  with  the  department. 
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2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  adopt  rules  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  information 

regarding  compliance  with  this  initiative.  Except  as  otherwise  required  by  law,  the  information  collected  shall 

not  be  a  public  record  and  shall  not  be  made  available  for  inspection  by  the  public. 

3.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  generate  and  make  available  to  the  public  an  annual 

statistical  report  of  information  collected  under  subsection  2  of  this  section. 

Section  15 

1.  No  provision  in  a  contract,  will,  or  other  agreement,  whether  written  or  oral,  to  the  extent  the  provision  would 

affect  whether  a  person  mav  make  or  rescind  a  request  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 

dignified  manner,  shall  lie  valid. 

2.  No  obligation  owing  tinder  am  currently  existing  contract  shall  be  conditioned  or  affected  hv  the  making  or 

rescinding  of  a  reemest  by  a  person  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

Section  16 

The  sale,  procurement,  or  issuance  of  anv  life,  health,  or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy  or  the  rate  charged 

for  any  policy  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  affected  hv  the  making  or  rescinding  of  a  request  hv  a  person  for 

medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  A  qualified  patient's  act  of  ingesting 

medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  not  have  an  effect  upon  a  life,  health. 

or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy. 

Section  I  7 

Nothing  is  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  physician  or  anv  other  person  to  end  a  patient's  life  hv 

lethal  injection,  mercy  killing,  or  active  euthanasia.  Actions  taken  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  shall  not  for 

anv  purpose  constitute  suicide,  assisted  suicide,  merev  killing,  or  homicide  under  the  law. 

Section  1 8 

1 .  Ilxeepl  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  section  20: 

a.  No  person  shall  he  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  liability  or  professional  disciplinary  action  for 

participating  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative  including  being  present  when  a  qualified 

patient  takes  the  prescribed  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner; 

b.  No  professional  organization  or  association  or  health  care  provider  shall  subject  a  person  to  censure. 

discipline,  suspension,  loss  of  license,  loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  penalty  for 

participating  or  refusing  to  participate  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative: 

c.  No  request  hv  a  patient  for  or  provision  by  an  attending  physician  of  medication  in  good  faith 

compliance  with  this  initiative  shall  constitute  neglect  for  anv  purpose  of  law  or  provide  the  sole 

basis  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  conservator:  and 

d.  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  under  anv  duty,  whether  hv  contract,  statute,  or  anv  other  legal 

requirement  to  participate  in  the  provision  to  a  qualified  patient  ot  medication  to  end  his  or  her  lile  in 

a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  carry  out  a 

patient's  request  under  this  initiative  and  the  patient  transfers  his  or  her  care  to  a  new  health  care 

provider,  the  prior  health  care  provider  shall,  upon  request,  transfer  a  copy  of  the  patient's  relevant 

medical  records  to  the  new  health  care  provider. 

2.  (  I )  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  a  health  care  provider  mav  prohibit  another  health  care 

provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  on  the  premises  of  the  prohibiting 

provider  if  the  prohibiting  provider  has  notified  the  health  care  provider  of  the  prohibiting  provider's 

policy  regarding  participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act.  Nothing  in  this  subdivision  shall 

prevent  a  health  care  provider  from  providing  health  care  services  to  a  patient  that  do  not  constitute 
participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  I  of  this  section,  a  health  care  provider  may  subject 

another  health  care  provider  to  the  following  sanctions  if  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  has 

notified  the  sanctioning  provider  prior  to  participation  under  this  initiative  that  it  prohibits  participation 

in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act: 

_ (a)  Loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  sanctions  provided  under  the  medical  staff 

bylaws,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  if  the  sanctioned  provider  is  a 

member  of  the  sanctioning  provider's  medical  staff  and  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with 

dignity  act  while  on  the  health  care  facility  premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider,  but  not 

including  the  private  medical  office  of  a  physician  or  other  provider; 

_ (b)  Termination  of  a  lease  or  other  property  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by 

a  lease  contract,  not  including  loss  or  restriction  of  medical  staff  privileges  or  exclusion  from  a  provider 

panel,  if  the  sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  on  the 

premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  or  on  property  that  is  owned  hv  or  tinder  the  direct 

control  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider;  or 
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(c)  Termination  ofa  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  hv  contract  if  the 
sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act  while  acting  in  the  course  and 

scope  of  the  sanctioned  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor  of  the  sanctioning 

health  care  provider.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  prevent: 

_ a.  A  health  care  provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act 

while  acting  outside  the  course  and  scone  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 

contractor:  or 

_ b.  A  patient  from  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician 

to  act  outside  the  course  and  scone  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor 

of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

(3)  A  health  care  provider  that  imposes  sanctions  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  lollovv  all 

due  process  and  other  procedures  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  mav  have  that  arc  related  to  the 

imposition  of  sanctions  on  another  health  care  provider. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(a)  "Notify",  a  separate  statement  in  writing  to  the  health  care  provider  specil icallv  informing  the 

health  care  provider  before  the  provider's  participation  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  of  the 

sanctioning  health  care  provider's  policy  about  participation  in  activities  covered  bv  the  Missouri  death 

with  disunity  act: 

(h)  "Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act",  to  perform  the  duties  ofan  attending 

physician  under  section  5.  the  consulting  physician  function  under  section  5.  or  the  counseling  function 

under  section  6.  Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunity  act  does  not  include: 

_ a.  Making  an  initial  determination  that  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease  and  informing  the 

patient  of  the  medical  prognosis: 

h.  Providing  information  about  the  Missouri  death  with  diunity  act  to  a  patient  upon  the 

request  ol'thc  patient: 

c.  Providing  a  patient,  upon  the  reciucst  of  the  patient,  with  a  referral  to  another  physician: 

or 

d.  A  patient  eontraetinu  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consultiim  physician  to 

act  outside  of  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 

contractor  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

3.  Suspension  or  termination  of  staff  membership  or  privileges  under  subsection  2  of  this  section  is  not 

reportable  to  the  department  or  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing  arts.  Action  taken  under  sections  3  to  6 

shall  not  be  the  sole  basis  for  a  report  of  unprofessional  conduct. 

4.  No  provision  of  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  allow  a  lower  standard  of  care  for  patients  in  the 

community  where  the  patient  is  treated  ora  similar  community. 

Section  19 

1.  A  person,  who  without  authorization  of  the  patient,  willfully  alters  or  forces  a  reciucst  for  medication  or 

conceals  or  destroys  a  rescission  of  that  request  with  the  intent  or  effect  of  causing  the  patient's  death  is 

guillv  ofa  class  A  felony. 

2.  A  person  who  coerces  or  exerts  undue  influence  on  a  patient  to  request  medication  to  end  the  patient's  life 

or  to  destroy  a  rescission  ofa  request  is  uuiltv  ofa  class  A  felony. 

3.  Nothin”  in  this  initiative  shall  limit  further  liability  for  civil  damages  resulting  from  other  negligent 

conduct  or  intentional  misconduct  bv  any  person. 

4.  The  penalties  in  this  initiative  do  not  preclude  criminal  penalties  applicable  under  other  law  for  conduct 

that  is  inconsistent  with  this  initiative. 

Section  20 

Any  governmental  entity  that  incurs  costs  resultinu  from  a  person  terminating  his  or  her  life  under  this  initiative 

in  a  public  place  has  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  person  to  recover  such  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys'  fees 

related  to  enforcing  the  claim. 

Section  2 1 

A  reciucst  fora  medication  as  authorized  by  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

REQUEST  FOR  MEDICATION  TO  END  MY  LIFE 

IN  A  HUMANE  AND  DIGNIFIED  MANNER 
I . am  an  adult  of  sound  mind. 

1  am  suffering  from . which  my  attendinu  physician  has  determined  is  a  terminal  disease  and  which 

has  been  medically  confirmed  bv  a  consulting  physician.  I  have  been  fully  informed  of  mv  diagnosis,  promiosis. 

the  nature  of  medication  to  be  prescribed  and  potential  associated  risks,  the  expected  result,  and  the  feasible 
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alternatives,  including  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain  control.  1  request  that  mv  attending  physician  prescribe 

medication  that  will  end  mv  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

INITIAL  ONE; 

. 1  have  informed  mv  family  of  mv  decision  and  taken  their  opinions  into  consideration. 

. I  have  decided  not  to  inform  my  family  ofmv  decision, 

. 1  have  no  family  to  inform  of  mv  decision. 

1  understand  that  1  have  the  rieht  to  rescind  this  request  at  anv  time. 

1  understand  the  lull  import  of  this  request  and  I  expect  to  die  when  I  take  the  medication  to  be  prescribed.  I 

further  understand  that  although  most  deaths  occur  within  three  hours,  mv  death  may  take  loimcr.  and  mv 

physician  has  counseled  me  about  this  possibility. 

1  make  this  request  voluntarily  and  without  reservation,  and  1  accept  full  moral  responsibility  for  mv 

actions. 

Siened: . 

Dated: . 

DECLARATION  OF  WITNESSES 
We  declare  that  the  person  making  and  signing  the  above  request: 

( 1 )  Is  personally  known  to  us  or  has  provided  proof  of  identity; 

(2)  Signed  this  request  in  our  presence  on  the  date  of  the  person's  signature: 

(3)  Appears  to  be  of  sound  mind  and  not  under  duress,  fraud,  or  undue  influence: 

and 

(4)  Is  not  a  patient  for  whom  either  of  us  is  the  attending  physician. 

. Witness  I /Date 

. Witness  2/Datc 

NOTE:  One  witness  shall  not  he  a  relative  (bv  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption)  of  the  person  sieniim  this  request. 

shall  not  he  entitled  to  anv  portion  of  the  person’s  estate  upon  death,  and  shall  not  own,  operate,  or  be  employed 

at  a  health  care  facility  where  the  person  is  a  patient  or  resident.  If  the  patient  is  an  inpatient  at  a  health  care 

facility,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  an  individual  designated  bv  the  facility. 

Section  22 

1.  Anv  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal,  willfully  alters,  forties,  conceals,  or  destroys  an 

instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or  anv  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the 

principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of  causing  a  withholding  or  withdrawal  of  life- 

sustainiim  procedures  or  of  artificially  administered  nutrition  and  hydration  which  hastens  the  death  of  the 

principal  is  trinity  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this  section,  any  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal. 

willfully  alters,  forges.  conceals,  or  destroys  an  instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or 

anv  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the  principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of 

affectum  a  health  care  decision  is  miiltv  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  6,  20 1 7 


FEB  0  6  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  130  &  143  (2018-160) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  6.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Two  new  sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes,  to  be  known  as  sections  130.230  and  143.990,  are  enacted  to 
read  as  follows: 

130.230.  1 .  “The  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund”  is  hereby  created  to  provide  public  financing  for  candidates  for  office 
in  Missouri  who  agree  to  accept  the  conditions  specified  herein,  and  who  subsequently  meet  those  conditions. 

2.  The  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  will  be  administered  by  a  board,  to  be  known  as  the  “Missouri  Elections  Trust 
Fund  Commission"  consisting  of  seven  members,  to  be  nominated  by  the  governor  and  approved  by  the  senate.  The 
Missouri  Electors  T rust  Fund  Commission  shall,  within  one  (1)  calendar  year  of  the  effective  date  o<  this  section,, 
promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the  administration  of  this  section,  including  a  methodjorthe  expenditure^  the  funds 
collected. 

(1)  No  individual  may  be  appointed  to  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  Commission  who  is: 
fat  a  govern ment  employee; 

(b)  a  registered  lobbyist,  or  who  has  been  a  reg i stered  lobbyist  at  any  time  during  the  5-vear  pe r iod  preceding  their 
appointment  to  the  commission; 

(cl  an  officer  or  employee  of  a  political  party  or  political  campaign: 

(d)  an  elected  official,  senator,  or  representative. 

(2)  Members  of  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  Commission  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  of  five  years;  except  the 
second  and  third  classes  of  the  first  seven  members  to  be  appointed,  who  shall  be  divided  into  three  classes,  as 
follows: 

(a)  The  first  three  members  to  be  confirmed  shall  serve  a  full  five-vear  term: 

(b)  The  fourth  and  fifth  members  to  be  confirmed  shall  serve  a  three-vear  term: 

(c)  The  sixth  and  seventh  members  to  be  confirmed  shall  serve  a  one-year  term. 

(3)  Members  of  the  commission  mav  be  removed  from  office  if  convicted  of  fraud  or  mismanagement  of  funds 
administered  by  the  commission,  or  conviction  of  a  felony^ 

3.  Members  of  the  commission  will  be  reimbursed  for  travel  and  other  expenses  at  the  prevailing  rate  for  other 
employees  and  officers  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 

4.  The  funds  collected  under  this  program  will  be  distributed  only  to  candidates  who  accept  and  meet  the  conditions 
required  to  qualify  for  public  financing. 

5.  Candidates  accepting  public  funds  must  agree  to  and  meet  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  Not  to  accept  contributions  from  corporations  or  political  action  committees  that  accept  corporate  contributions; 

(21  Not  to  accept  donations  totaling  more  than  $1000  from  any  individual  or  other  source,  excluding  a  political  party  of 
which  they  are  a  member,  during  an  election  cycle  (“election  cycle”  is  defined  as  the  period  between  two  general 
elections  for  the  same  office):  and 

(3)  That  at  least  one-half  of  the  money  raised,  or  in-kind  contributions  received,  by  the  candidate  will  come  from 
individual  contributors  who  contribute  a  total  of  $100  or  less  to  the  candidate  during  an  election  cycle. 

6.  The  funding  provided  to  eligible  candidates  will  be  in  the  form  of  matching  funds,  with  the  ratio  of  the  match  relative 
to  the  amount  of  money  raised  by  candidates  to  be  determined  by  the  commission ..based .on  the  total  amount  of 
money  raised  by  all  candidates  who  have  elected  to  accept  public  funds  and  the  total  amount  of  money  available 
from  the  fund  during  each  election  year. 

(1)  Thirtv-five  percent  of  the  funds  available  shall  be  distributed  on  the  first  dav  of  June  of  each  general  election  year, 
based  on  total  monetary  contributions  received  during  the  election  cycle  up  to  the  date  of  the  quarterly  report  filed 
with  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  for  the  quarter  ending  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  March.  (In-kind  contributions  are 
not  eligible  for  matching  funds.) 

(2)  The  balance  of  available  funds  shall  be  distributed  on  the  third  Monday  in  September  of  each  general  election 
year  to  eligible  candidates  in  the  general  election,  based  on  total  monetary_cpntribuiipns_received  and  reported 
through  the  thirtieth  day  of  August. 

7.  When  a  candidate  or  committee  files  a  termination  statement  and  disclosure  report  with  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  any  and  all  funds  remaining  after  repaying  any  debts  owed  by  the  campaign  committee  are  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund,  up  to  and  including  an  amount  equal  to  the  full  amounts  of  matching  funds 
received  by  said  candidate. 

8.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any 

of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 
enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall 
not  be  affected  thereby. 


1 43.990.  1 .  In  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or  after  January  1 .  2018.  each  individual  or  corporation  having  paid 
state  income  taxes  in  the  amount  of  twenty-five  dollars  or  more  may  designate  that  five  dollars  of  the  tax  paid  shall  be 
paid  over  to  the  Missouri  elections  trust  fund  as  provided  in  section  130.230.  In  the  case  of  a  husband  and  wife  with 
a  filing  status  of  married  filing  combined  having  paid  state  income  tax  in  the  amount  of  fifty  dollars  or  more,  each 
spouse  mav  designate  that  five  dollars  shall  be  paid  to  the  fund. 

2.  The  option  to  contribute  to  this  fund,  as  authorized  by  this  section,  shall  be  clearly  and  unambiguously  printed  on 
the  same  page  of  each  income  tax  return  form  provided  by  the  state  upon  which  the  amount  of  the  amount  of  tax 
owed  is  indicated,  and  shall  include  the  following  statement:  “Contributing  to  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  will 
not  increase  the  amount  of  tax  owed  or  reduce  the  amount  of  overpayment  to  be  refunded." 

3.  The  department  of  revenue  shall  deposit  the  contributions  made  pursuant  to  this  statute  into  the  Missouri  Election 
Trust  Fund  as  created  in  section  130.230. 

4.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any 
of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 
enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall 
not  be  affected  thereby. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-160) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapters  130 
and  143  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  February  6,  2017) 


Date 


February  27,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapters  130  and  143  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 
The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  Missouri  Ethics  Commission. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  for  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  the  total  estimated  costs  would  be 
$381,264  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $110,394  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $111,328  for  fiscal  year 
2020. 

The  petition  specifically  allows  “corporations”  to  designate  five  dollars  to  the  Missouri 
Elections  Trust  Fund. 


This  legislation  reduces  Total  State  Revenue  by  an  unknown  amount. 


Section  143.990 

This  petition  establishes  a  check-off  for  individuals  and  corporations  that  pay  twenty-five 
dollars  ($25)  or  more,  the  ability  to  designate  $5.00  to  the  Missouri  elections  trust  fund, 
$10.00  if  filing  combined.  For  each  donation  to  the  trust  fund  Total  State  Revenue  would 
be  decreased  by  the  same  amount. 

Administrative  Impact: 

The  Department  requires  form  and  programming  changes  to  personal  and  corporate  tax 
systems. 

Personal  Tax: 

Personal  Tax  requires  two  (2)  Temporary  Tax  Employees  for  keying  returns  and  one  (1) 
Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  processing  returns. 

Corporate  Tax: 

Corporate  tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L). 

Integrated  Tax  System: 

The  Integrated  Tax  System  requires  an  additional  $275,746  for  programming  costs 
associated  with  Personal  and  Corporate  income  tax  systems.  Additional  first  year 
equipment  costs  are  estimated  at  $14,292. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety-Director's  Office  indicated  they  see  no 
fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  this  proposal  requires  the  Governor  to 
nominate  the  seven  members  of  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  Commission.  This 
can  be  completed  by  existing  staff  so  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 


The  proposal  enacts  two  new  sections  of  law. 


Section  130.230  creates  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  to  provide  public  financing  for 
candidates  who  agree  to  meet  certain  conditions  and  limitations. 

Section  143.990  allows  individuals  and  corporations  to  designate  five  dollars  of  their 
taxes  paid  to  be  deposited  in  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  instead  of  into  the 
General  Revenue  Fund.  This  will  be  a  cost  to  general  revenue  of  an  unknown  amount. 

This  proposal  will  have  no  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 


(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  indicated  the  proposed  language  does 
not  have  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis 
Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  entities  expect  implementation  costs  of  $290,000  and  annual  costs  of 
$110,000.  Also,  an  unknown  amount  of  revenue  will  not  be  available  for  state  General 
Revenue  Fund  spending.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings  from  this 
proposal. 
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)  ames  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


February  6,  2017 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


FEB  0  6  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway  STATE.  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  286  &  143,  version  2  (2018-159) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  6.  2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary'  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  liscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  ora  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,  _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Two  new  sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  are  hereby  enacted,  to  be  known  as 
sections  286. 131  and  143.012,  to  read  as  follows: 

286.131.  1.  A  program  to  be  known  as  “The  Renewable  Energy  Project”  is  hereby  created  within 

the  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

2.  Funding  for  The  Renewable  Energy  Project  will  be  provided  through  revenues  from  a  tax  on 

long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends,  as  provided  for  in  Section  143.012. 

3.  The  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  shall,  within  one  (1)  calendar  year 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the  administration  of  this 

section,  including  a  method  for  the  expenditure  of  the  funds  collected  pursuant  to  section 
143.012  in  a  manner  that  balances  cost-effectiveness,  amount  of  carbon  emissions  to  be 
avoided,  economic  development,  and  employment. 

4.  Funds  collected  pursuant  to  this  section  and  section  143.012  shall  be  used  only  for  the 

purposes  of  improving  energy  efficiency  in  buildings,  constructing  and  installing  renewable 

energy  resources  as  defined  by  section  386.890.2(6).  modernizing  public  infrastructure  to  utilize 

energy  from  renewable  energy  resources,  and  planting  trees  on  public  lands. 

5.  a.  The  compensation  provided  for,  and  other  specific  policies  related  to.  work  done  through 

jobs  created  by  this  project  shall  be  determined  and  set  by  the  labor  and  industrial  relations 

commission,  but,  at  a  minimum,  shall  be  set  at  a  level  that  provides  a  living  wage,  which  is 

hereby  defined  as  putting  a  worker,  and  her  or  his  dependents,  at  least  ten  percent  above  the 

poverty  threshold  based  on  the  poverty  guidelines  published  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 

Human  Services,  provided  a  worker  is  present  and  working  40  hours  per  week. 

b.  If  a  household  has  two  or  more  adult  members  and  no  children  or  other  dependents,  meeting 

this  level  of  compensation  may  be  based  on  all  adults  working  40  hours  per  week,  if  a 

household  has  children  between  five  and  sixteen  years  of  age,  compensation  will  be  based  on 

one  adult  member  working  full  time  and  any  additional  adult  members  working  during  school 

hours.  However,  in  no  event  shall  the  hourly  wage  paid  under  this  program  be  less  than  the 

applicable  minimum  wage. 

c.  Management  and  administrative  positions  will  pay  a  reasonable  salary  based  on  the 

prevailing  salaries  for  positions  with  similar  responsibilities  elsewhere  within  the  government  of 
the  state  of  Missouri. 

6.  Once  the  state  of  Missouri  is  producing  90%  or  more  of  its  electricity  from  clean,  renewable 

sources,  the  funds  generated  by  this  tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends  may 

be  used,  as  directed  by  appropriate  legislation,  to  replace  funds  generated  by  the  state  sales  tax 

so  that  sales  taxes  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated. 

7.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them, 

are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 

to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 

shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

143.012.  1 .  Beginning  with  the  2019  calendar  year,  a  tax  on  capital  gains  and  qualified 

dividends  will  be  imposed,  with  the  funds  collected  dedicated  to  providing  funding  for  The 

Renewable  Energy  Project.  The  amount  of  the  tax  will  be  the  difference,  expressed  as  a 

percentage,  of  the  rate  paid  to  the  federal  government  on  the  long-term  capital  gain  or  qualified 

dividend,  and  the  tax  paid  for  an  equal  amount  of  ordinary  income. 

2.  Any  taxpayer  whose  total  family  income  is  less  than  110  percent  of  the  dollar  amount  of  the 

poverty  threshold  based  on  the  poverty  guidelines  published  by  the  Department  of  Health  and 

Human  Services  is  exempt  from  this  tax. 

3.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them, 

are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 

to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 

shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-159) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapters  286 
and  143  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  February  6,  2017) 


Date 


February  27,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapters  286  and  143  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 
The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 


costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  an  impact  on  their  department.  It  could  have  a  positive  impact  on 
institutions  of  higher  education  who  apply  to  DOLIR  to  pay  for  upgrades  out  of  the 
Renewable  Energy  Project,  but  that  impact  cannot  be  measured. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated: 

This  proposal  could  affect  Department  of  Revenue,  Office  of  Administration,  or 
Department  of  Economic  Development. 

Space  will  be  required  for  six  administrative  full  time  employees  (FTE)  in  Jefferson  City. 

It  is  possible  that  the  proposal  could  impact  small  businesses  in  several  ways  including 
imposition  of  the  capital  gains  tax. 

A  tax  on  capital  gains  would  be  imposed  beginning  with  the  2019  calendar  year. 
However,  since  a  tax  rate  is  not  specified,  a  revenue  estimate  is  unavailable. 


This  petition  seeks  to  create  a  new  section  286.131  requiring  their  department  to  create  a 
program  called  “The  Renewable  Energy  Project.”  Funds  would  be  generated  from  a  tax 
on  capital  gains  as  stated  in  section  143.012.  As  funds  are  available,  their  department 
would  begin  awarding  contracts  for  projects  which  meet  the  requirements  of  the  program. 

They  estimate  it  would  need  six  FTE  to  provide  administrative  services  for  the  program. 
There  would  also  be  FTE  or  a  third-party  contract  required  to  ensure  contractors  who  are 
awarded  contracts  under  this  program  meet  the  wage  requirements  specified  in  the 
language.  It  is  uncertain  how  many  contracts  would  be  awarded,  nor  how  many 
employee  wage  records  would  require  review;  therefore,  they  cannot  provide  an  estimate 
for  this  portion  of  the  petition. 

If  revenues  increase  or  decrease  in  a  given  year,  the  number  of  participants  in  the 
program  would  rise  or  fall  proportionally.  The  remaining  funding  would  be  used  to 
award  contracts  for  projects  that  meet  program  specifications. 

Proceeds  from  a  capital  gains  tax  would  be  used  to  fund  the  program.  Because  revenue 
can  fluctuate  from  year  to  year,  projects  would  increase  or  decrease  based  on  the 
availability  of  funding.  The  proposed  language  is  unclear  regarding  the  long-range 
implications. 

Revenue  Projections 

A  revenue  projection  cannot  be  made  since  a  rate  for  the  capital  gains  tax  is  unspecified. 
Cost  Estimates 

Administrative  Costs  and  Management  of  Projects 

They  estimate  that  $474,415  will  be  needed  to  administer  the  program. 

One  time  -  $45,156;  Ongoing  -  $429,259,  plus  the  Unknown  amount  for  contracts; 
Total:  Unknown,  >$474,415 

There  would  also  be  FTE  or  a  third-party  contract  required  to  ensure  contractors  who  are 
awarded  contracts  under  this  program  meet  the  wage  requirements  specified  in  the 
language.  It  is  uncertain  how  many  contracts  would  be  awarded,  nor  how  many 
employee  wage  records  would  require  review;  therefore,  they  cannot  provide  an  estimate 
for  this  portion  of  the  petition.  There  is  also  no  method  whereby  the  State  of  Missouri 
could  recoup  any  payments  that  were  found  to  have  been  made  either  by  error  or  by  fraud 
within  the  program. 

In  addition,  they  assume  it  would  award  contracts  for  projects  that  meet  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  266.131  and  the  rules  promulgated  by  the  department. 

Because  the  capital  gains  tax  begins  with  tax  year  2019,  collections  are  not  expected  until 
calendar  year  2020.  They  assume  that  the  fund  will  require  several  months  to  build; 
therefore  expenses  would  not  begin  until  FY  2020  (July  1,  2019).  Depending  on  the 


types  and  number  of  projects,  costs  will  vary  significantly.  The  scope  of  this  statute 
revision  is  very  broad  and  the  long-range  implications  are  unknown. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety-Director's  Office  indicated  they  see  no 
fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $231,141  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $235,545  for  fiscal  year  2020,  and 
$237,472  for  fiscal  year  2021. 

Small  businesses  in  the  areas  designated  for  expenditures  from  the  new  fund  may  benefit. 
This  will  increase  Total  State  Revenue  by  unknown  amount. 

Section  286.131 

This  section  creates  the  renewable  energy  project  in  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
Industrial  Relations.  The  Department  of  Labor  uses  the  revenues  generated  from  the  tax 
in  Section  143.012  for  the  purposes  outlined  in  the  Renewable  Energy  Project  created 
within  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

Section  143.012 

This  petition  taxes  long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends  to  fund  the  renewable 
energy  projects  created  in  section  286.131.  The  legislation  exempts  households  with  an 
income  of  less  than  110%  of  the  poverty  threshold.  The  Department  is  unable  to 
determine  the  amount  of  revenue  that  will  be  generated  from  this  tax. 

Administrative  Impact: 

The  Department  requires  form  updates  and  programming  changes. 

Personal  Tax: 

Personal  Tax  requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L);  one 
for  every  19,000  error  corrections  and  one  for  every  2,400  pieces  of  correspondence. 

Corporate  Tax: 

Corporate  Tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L); 
one  for  every  2,600  pieces  of  correspondence. 

Collection  &  Tax  Assistance: 

Collection  &  Tax  Assistance  will  see  additional  customer  contacts  from  this  additional 
tax  and  from  notice  of  adjustments.  This  section  requires  two  (2)  Tax  Collection 
Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L);  one  for  every  additional  15,000  contacts  annually  on 
the  non-delinquent  tax  line  and  one  for  every  additional  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment  and  license. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  the  proposal  adds  Sections 
143.012  and  286.131,  RSMo.  which  creates  the  “Renewable  Energy  Project”  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations.  A  tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and 
qualified  dividends  would  be  imposed  on  certain  taxpayers  to  raise  the  revenue  needed  to 
support  this  program.  After  the  state  of  Missouri  is  producing  90%  or  more  of  its 
electricity  from  clean,  renewable  sources,  the  funds  generated  by  the  new  tax  may  be 
used  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  state  sales  tax. 

This  proposal  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  total  and  general  revenue  for  the  state  in 
Fiscal  Year  2020,  however,  Budget  and  Planning  is  unable  to  estimate  the  specific  fiscal 
impact. 

This  proposal  should  have  no  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 


full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  will  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
initiative  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  unknown  annual  revenue  increases  to  fund  the  proposed 
program,  one-time  costs  of  approximately  $45,000,  and  annual  operating  costs  of  approximately 
$665,000.  Local  governmental  entities  indicate  no  fiscal  impact. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  6,  20 1 7 


FEB  0  6  ‘/111? 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  286  &  143,  version  1  (2018-158) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  February  6.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  lama  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Two  new  sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  are  hereby  enacted,  to  be  known  as 
sections  286. 131  and  143.012,  to  read  as  follows: 

286.131.  1.  A  program  to  be  known  as  “The  Renewable  Energy  Project”  is  hereby 

created  within  the  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

2.  Funding  for  The  Renewable  Energy  Project  will  be  provided  through  revenues  from  a 
tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends,  as  provided  for  in  Section 

143.012. 

3.  The  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  shall,  within  one  (1) 
calendar  year  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 
administration  of  this  section,  including  a  method  for  the  expenditure  of  the  funds 

collected  pursuant  to  section  143.012  in  a  manner  that  balances  cost-effectiveness, 

amount  of  carbon  emissions  to  be  avoided,  economic  development,  and  employment. 

4.  Funds  collected  pursuant  to  this  section  and  section  143.012  shall  be  used  only  for 
the  purposes  of  improving  energy  efficiency  in  buildings,  constructing  and  installing 

renewable  energy  resources  as  defined  bv  section  386.890.2(6).  modernizing  public 

infrastructure  to  utilize  energy  from  renewable  energy  resources,  and  planting  trees  on 

public  lands. 

5.  Once  the  state  of  Missouri  is  producing  90%  or  more  of  its  electricity  from  clean. 

renewable  sources,  the  funds  generated  bv  this  tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and 

qualified  dividends  mav  be  used,  as  directed  bv  appropriate  legislation,  to  replace  funds 

generated  bv  the  state  sales  tax  so  that  sales  taxes  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated. 

6.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within 

them,  are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of 

competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the 

remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions 

shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

1 43.01 2.  1 .  Beginning  with  the  201 9  calendar  year,  a  tax  on  capital  gains  and  qualified 

dividends  will  be  imposed,  with  the  funds  collected  dedicated  to  providing  funding  for 

The  Renewable  Energy  Project.  The  amount  of  the  tax  will  be  the  difference,  expressed 

as  a  percentage,  of  the  rate  paid  to  the  federal  government  bv  each  taxpayer  on  long¬ 

term  capital  gains  and  Qualified  dividends  earned,  and  the  tax  rate  that  would  have  been 
paid  for  an  equal  amount  of  marginal  ordinary  income,  based  on  each  taxpayer’s  tax 

bracket. 

2.  Any  taxpayer  whose  total  family  income  is  less  than  110  percent  of  the  dollar  amount 

of  the  poverty  threshold,  based  on  the  poverty  guidelines  published  bv  the  Department 

of  Health  and  Human  Services,  is  exempt  from  this  tax. 

3.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within 

them,  are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of 

competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the 

remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  appl ication  of  such  provisions 

shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-158) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapters  286 
and  143  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  February  6,  2017) 


Date 


February  27,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapters  286  and  143  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 
The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 


costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  an  impact  on  their  department.  It  could  have  a  positive  impact  on 
institutions  of  higher  education  who  apply  to  DOLIR  to  pay  for  upgrades  out  of  the 
Renewable  Energy  Project,  but  that  impact  cannot  be  measured. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated: 

This  proposal  could  affect  Department  of  Revenue,  Office  of  Administration,  or 
Department  of  Economic  Development. 

Space  will  be  required  for  6  administrative  full  time  employees  (FTE)  in  Jefferson  City. 

It  is  possible  that  the  proposal  could  impact  small  businesses  in  several  ways  including 
imposition  of  the  capital  gains  tax. 

A  tax  on  capital  gains  would  be  imposed  beginning  with  the  2019  calendar  year. 
However,  since  a  tax  rate  is  not  specified,  a  revenue  estimate  is  unavailable. 


This  petition  seeks  to  create  a  new  section  286.131  requiring  their  department  to  create  a 
program  called  “The  Renewable  Energy  Project.”  Funds  would  be  generated  from  a  tax 
on  capital  gains  as  stated  in  section  143.012.  As  funds  are  available,  their  department 
would  begin  awarding  contracts  for  projects  which  meet  the  requirements  of  the  program. 

They  estimate  it  would  need  six  FTE  to  provide  administrative  services  for  the  program. 
If  revenues  increase  or  decrease  in  a  given  year,  the  number  of  participants  in  the 
program  would  rise  or  fall  proportionally.  The  remaining  funding  would  be  used  to 
award  contracts  for  projects  that  meet  program  specifications. 

Proceeds  from  a  capital  gains  tax  would  be  used  to  fund  the  program.  Because  revenue 
can  fluctuate  from  year  to  year,  projects  would  increase  or  decrease  based  on  the 
availability  of  funding.  The  proposed  language  is  unclear  regarding  the  long-range 
implications. 

Revenue  Projections 

A  revenue  projection  cannot  be  made  since  a  rate  for  the  capital  gains  tax  is  unspecified. 
Cost  Estimates 

Administrative  Costs  and  Management  of  Projects 

They  estimate  that  $474,415  will  be  needed  to  manage  the  program. 

One  time  -  $45,156;  Ongoing  -  $429,259,  plus  the  Unknown  amount  for  contracts; 
Total:  Unknown,  >$474,415 

In  addition,  they  assumes  it  would  award  contracts  for  projects  that  meet  the  requirements 
set  forth  in  266.131  and  the  rules  promulgated  by  the  department. 

Because  the  capital  gains  tax  begins  with  tax  year  2019,  collections  are  not  expected  until 
calendar  year  2020.  They  assume  that  the  fund  will  require  several  months  to  build; 
therefore  expenses  would  not  begin  until  FY  2020  (July  1,  2019).  Depending  on  the 
types  and  number  of  projects,  costs  will  vary  significantly.  The  scope  of  this  statute 
revision  is  very  broad  and  the  long-range  implications  are  unknown. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety-Director's  Office  indicated  they  see  no 
fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  increased  operating  costs  for 
General  Revenue  will  be  $231,141  for  fiscal  year  2019,  $235,545  for  fiscal  year  2020  and 
$237,472  for  fiscal  year  2021. 

Small  businesses  in  the  areas  designated  for  expenditures  from  the  new  fund  may  benefit. 


This  will  increase  Total  State  Revenue  by  unknown  amount. 


Section  286.131 

This  section  creates  the  renewable  energy  project  in  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
Industrial  Relations.  The  Department  of  Labor  uses  the  revenues  generated  from  the  tax 
in  Section  143.012  for  the  purposes  outlined  in  the  Renewable  Energy  Project  created 
within  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

Section  143.012 

This  petition  taxes  long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends  to  fund  the  renewable 
energy  projects  created  in  section  286.131.  The  legislation  exempts  households  with  an 
income  of  less  than  110%  of  the  poverty  threshold.  The  Department  is  unable  to 
determine  the  amount  of  revenue  that  will  be  generated  from  this  tax. 

Administrative  Impact: 

The  Department  requires  form  updates  and  programming  changes. 

Personal  Tax: 

Personal  Tax  requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L);  one 
for  every  19,000  error  corrections  and  one  for  every  2,400  pieces  of  correspondence. 

Corporate  Tax: 

Corporate  Tax  requires  one  (1)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L); 
one  for  every  2,600  pieces  of  correspondence. 

Collection  &  Tax  Assistance: 

Collection  &  Tax  Assistance  will  see  additional  customer  contacts  from  this  additional 
tax  and  from  notice  of  adjustments.  This  section  requires  two  (2)  Tax  Collection 
Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L);  one  for  every  additional  15,000  contacts  annually  on 
the  non-delinquent  tax  line  and  one  for  every  additional  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment  and  license. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  the  proposal  adds  Sections 
143.012  and  286.131,  RSMo.  which  creates  the  “Renewable  Energy  Project”  in  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations.  A  tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and 


qualified  dividends  would  be  imposed  on  certain  taxpayers  to  raise  the  revenue  needed  to 
support  this  program.  After  the  state  of  Missouri  is  producing  90%  or  more  of  its 
electricity  from  clean,  renewable  sources,  the  funds  generated  by  the  new  tax  may  be 
used  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  state  sales  tax. 

This  proposal  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  total  and  general  revenue  for  the  state  in 
Fiscal  Year  2020,  however,  Budget  and  Planning  is  unable  to  estimate  the  specific  fiscal 
impact. 

This  proposal  should  have  no  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  will  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  constitutional  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  do  not  believe  that  this 
initiative  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  unknown  annual  revenue  increases  to  fund  the  proposed 
program,  one-time  costs  of  approximately  $45,000,  and  annual  operating  costs  of  approximately 
$665,000.  Local  governmental  entities  indicate  no  fiscal  impact. 
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I  ames  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secrf.tary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  6,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 


FEB  0  6  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-157) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Charles  Jones  on  February  6,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 

says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 

FEB  0  6  201 1 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


.  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Registered  Voting  Name 
(Signature) 

Dale 

Signed 

Registered  Voting  Address 
(Number)(Street)(City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Registered  Voting  Name 
(printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ot  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENAL  TY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OE,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  I  f  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ , 

A  .D, _  Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105.1. 

1 05. 1 1 08. 1 .  1 05. 1 1 1 2. 1 .  1 95.00 1 0. 1 .  1 96.0 1 00. 1 .  263.0250. 1 .  577.0024. 1 . 579.00 15.1. 579.0020. 1 .  579.0030. 1 . 

579.0055. 1 . 579.0065. 1 .  579.0068. 1 .  and  579.0 1 05. 1 . 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Artiele  IV.  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

L  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed 

among  Missouri's  drug  schedules. 

2.  Delinitions:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  Cannabis.  Mariiuana,  Cannabis  Saliva.  Cannabis  Indica.  Cannabis 
Rudcralis  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract.  Ilower.  leaf,  particle,  preparation, 
resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  physician  recommended  use. 

b.  Personal  use  refers  to  anv  use  not  recommended  by  physician. 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  lor  use 

planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing, 
processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis  or  lor  ingesting. 

inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other 
entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products  or  accessories. 

e.  Minor  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  18. 

T  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8.  Anyone  under  the  age  ot  1 8  shall  have  access 
to  cannabis  through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parent/legal  guardian. 

a.  No  minor  shall  be  criminalK  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

ff  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

a.  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

b.  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use,  to  obev  zoning  restrictions. 

c.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri. 

d.  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Anv  product  to  be  sold  to  public 

must  be  tested  for  purity  and  weight. 

e.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or 

other  entity  for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (e)  of  this 

section. 

f  The  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  to  be  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  D.U.I.  (driving  under  the  inllucnee).  arrest  or 

lines  when  operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

5.  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when  physician 

recommended. 

6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all 

charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

a.  Within  60  davs  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a 

legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 

Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

a.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirements. 

licensing  fee  that  is  discriminant,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial 

or  agriculture  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby 

repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

1 0.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  ol  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charier,  ordinance  or  resolution, 

1 1.  If  anv  rival  or  conflicting  initiative  regulating  anv  matter  addressed  by  this  act  receives  the  higher  afllrmalivc  vole. 

then  all  non-conflicting  parts  shall  become  operative. 

12.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

initiative  before  the  people. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573175 1-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


February  1 . 20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  128.  Section  005  (2018-156) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  I  loffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
•  bikini  ssservk  is.  Elections  •  Publications  •  Securities  •  state  archives  •  stati  library  •  wolfni  k  i  ibiurv 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6m  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not . 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  ol  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  A.  Chapter  128,  RSMo,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  one  new  section,  to  be  known  as  Section  128.005,  to  read  as  follows: 

128.005.  1.  This  section  shall  be  known  and  may  be  cited  as  the  "Interstate  Compact  on  the  Agreement  Among  the  States  to  Elect  the 
President  by  National  Popular  Vote  Act.” 

2.  The  State  of  Missouri  ratifies  and  approves  the  following  compact:  Agreement  Among  the  States  to  Elect  the  President  by  National 
Popular  Vote. 

Article  I  -  Membership.  Any  State  of  the  United  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  may  become  a  member  of  this  agreement  by  enacting 
this  agreement. 

Article  II  -  Right  of  the  People  in  Member  State  to  Vote  for  President  and  Vice  President.  Each  member  state  shall  conduct  a  statewide 
popular  election  for  President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States. 

Article  III  -  Manner  of  Appointing  Presidential  Electors  in  Member  States 

1.  Prior  to  the  time  set  by  law  for  the  meeting  and  voting  by  the  presidential  electors,  the  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall 
determine  the  number  of  votes  for  each  presidential  slate  in  each  state  of  the  United  States  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia  in  which  votes 
have  been  cast  in  a  statewide  popular  election  and  shall  add  such  votes  together  to  produce  a  “national  popular  vote  total''  for  each 
presidential  slate. 

2.  The  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall  designate  the  presidential  slate  with  the  largest  national  popular  vote  total  as  the 
"national  popular  vote  winner." 

3.  The  presidential  elector  certifying  official  of  each  member  state  shall  certify  the  appointment  in  that  official's  own  state  of  the  elector  slate 
nominated  in  that  state  in  association  with  the  national  popular  vote  winner. 

4.  At  least  six  days  before  the  day  fixed  by  law  for  the  meeting  and  voting  by  the  presidential  electors,  each  member  state  shall  make  a  final 
determination  of  the  number  of  popular  votes  cast  in  the  state  for  each  presidential  slate  and  shall  communicate  an  official  statement  of  such 
determination  within  24  hours  to  the  chief  election  official  in  each  other  member  state. 

5.  The  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall  treat  as  conclusive  an  official  statement  containing  the  number  of  popular  votes  in  a 
state  for  each  presidential  slate  made  by  the  day  established  by  federal  law  for  making  a  state’s  final  determination  conclusive  as  to  the 
counting  of  electoral  votes  by  Congress. 

6.  In  event  of  a  tie  for  the  national  popular  vote  winner,  the  presidential  elector  certifying  official  of  each  member  state  shall  certify  the 
appointment  of  the  elector  slate  nominated  in  association  with  the  presidential  slate  receiving  the  largest  number  of  popular  votes  within  that 
official's  own  state. 

7.  If  for  any  reason,  the  number  of  presidential  electors  nominated  in  a  member  state  in  association  with  the  national  popular  vote  winner  is 
less  than  or  greater  than  that  state's  number  of  electoral  votes,  the  presidential  candidate  on  the  presidential  slate  that  has  been  designated 
as  the  national  popular  vote  winner  shall  have  the  power  to  nominate  the  presidential  electors  for  that  state  and  that  state's  presidential 
elector  certifying  official  shall  certify  the  appointment  of  such  nominees.  The  chief  election  official  of  each  member  state  shall  immediately 
release  to  the  public  all  vote  counts  or  statements  of  votes  as  they  are  determined  or  obtained. 

8.  This  article  shall  govern  the  appointment  of  presidential  electors  in  each  member  state  in  any  year  in  which  this  agreement  is,  on  July  20, 
in  effect  in  states  cumulatively  possessing  a  majority  of  the  electoral  votes. 

Article  IV  -  Other  Provisions 

1.  This  agreement  shall  take  effect  when  states  cumulatively  possessing  a  majority  of  the  electoral  votes  have  enacted  this  agreement  in 
substantially  the  same  form  and  the  enactments  by  such  states  have  taken  effect  in  each  state. 

2.  Any  member  state  may  withdraw  from  this  agreement,  except  that  a  withdrawal  occurring  six  months  or  less  before  the  end  of  a 
President’s  term  shall  not  become  effective  until  a  President  or  Vice  President  shall  have  been  qualified  to  serve  the  next  term. 

3.  The  chief  executive  of  each  member  state  shall  promptly  notify  the  chief  executive  of  all  other  states  of  when  this  agreement  has  been 
enacted  and  has  taken  effect  in  that  official's  state,  when  the  state  has  withdrawn  from  this  agreement,  and  when  this  agreement  takes  effect 
generally. 

4.  This  agreement  shall  terminate  if  the  electoral  college  is  abolished. 

5.  In  any  provision  of  this  agreement  is  held  invalid,  the  remaining  provisions  shall  not  be  affected. 

Article  V  -  Definitions.  For  purposes  of  this  agreement: 

1 .  "Chief  Executive"  shall  mean  the  Governor  of  s  State  of  the  United  States  or  the  Mayor  of  the  District  of  Columbia; 

2.  “Elector  slate”  shall  mean  a  slate  of  candidates  who  have  been  nominated  in  a  state  for  the  position  of  presidential  elector  in  association 
with  a  presidential  slate; 

3.  "Chief  election  official"  shall  mean  the  state  official  or  body  that  is  authorized  to  certify  the  total  number  of  popular  votes  for  each 
presidential  slate; 

4.  “Presidential  elector"  shall  mean  an  elector  for  President  and  Vice  President  of  the  United  States; 

5.  “Presidential  elector  certifying  official''  shall  mean  the  state  official  or  body  that  is  authorized  to  certify  the  appointment  of  the  state's 
presidential  electors; 

6.  “Presidential  slate"  shall  mean  a  slate  of  two  persons,  the  first  of  whom  has  been  nominated  as  a  candidate  for  President  of  the  United 
States  and  the  second  of  whom  has  been  nominated  as  a  candidate  for  Vice  President  of  the  United  States,  or  any  legal  successors  to  such 
persons,  regardless  of  whether  both  names  appear  on  the  ballot  presented  to  the  voter  in  a  particular  state; 

7.  "State"  shall  mean  a  State  of  the  United  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia;  and 

8.  “Statewide  popular  election"  shall  mean  a  general  election  in  which  votes  are  cast  for  presidential  slates  by  individual  voters  and  counted 
on  a  statewide  basis. 
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STATE  AUDIT  U. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  3  (2018-155) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1 . 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  611'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 
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CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I,  Section  2  of  the  Constitution  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

The  rights  protected  bv  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Missouri  are  the  rights  of  natural 

persons  only.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited  liability  companies,  and 
other  entities,  established  bv  the  laws  of  any  State,  the  United  States,  or  any  foreign 

state  shall  have  no  rights  under  this  Constitution  and  are  subject  to  regulation  by  the 

People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law.  The  privileges  of  artificial  entities  shall 
be  determined  bv  the  People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law,  and  shall  not  be 
construed  to  be  inherent  or  inalienable.  State  and  local  government  may  regulate,  l.i.mjt, 
or  prohibit  contributions  and  expenditures  bv  artificial  entities  to  influence  in  any  way  the 
election  of  any  candidate  for  public  office  or  any  ballot  measure. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


|AMi;s  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei.ections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 . 20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
Slate  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  2  (2018-154) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1 , 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  liscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 
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WO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I,  Section  2  of  the  Constitution  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

The  rights  protected  bv  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Missouri  are  the  rights  of  natural 

persons  only.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited  liability  companies,  and 
other  entities,  established  bv  the  laws  of  any  State,  the  United  States,  or  any  foreign 

state  shall  have  no  rights  under  this  Constitution  a nd  are  subject  to  reaul ation  bv  the 

People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law.  The  privileges  of  artificial  entities  shall 

be  determined  bv  the  People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law,  and  shall  not  be 

construed  to  be  inherent  or  inalienable.  State  and  local  government  may  regulate,  limit, 

or  prohibit  contributions  and  expenditures  bv  artificial  entities  to  influence  in  any  way  the 

election  of  any  candidate  for  public  office  or  any  ballot  measure  and  such  contributions 

are  hereby  prohibited. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statr  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


February  1 , 20 1 7 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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FEB  0  1  2017 


S  i  ATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Emotions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  Eversion  1  (2018-153) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1. 2017. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  lor  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65  ioi 
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18-153 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


REC  EiVed 

JAN  3 1  201/ 

MaSECr<tTMY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-153 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I,  Section  2  of  the  Constitution  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  That  all  constitutional  government  is  intended  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
of  the  people;  that  all  persons  have  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry;  that  all  persons  are 
created  equal  and  are  entitled  to  equal  rights  and  opportunity  under  the  law;  that  to  give 
security  to  these  things  is  the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that  when  government 
does  not  confer  this  security,  it  fails  in  its  chief  design. 

The  rights  protected  bv  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Missouri  are  the  rights  of  natural 
persons  only.  Artificial  entities,  such  as  corporations,  limited  liability  companies^and 
other  entities,  established  bv  the  laws  of  any  State,  the  United  States,  or  any  foreign 

state  shall  have  no  rights  under  this  Constitution  and  are  subject  to  regulation  by  the 

People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law.  The  privileges  of  artificial  entities  shall 
be  determined  bv  the  People  of  Missouri,  through  State,  or  local  law,  and  shall  not  be 
construed  to  be  inherent  or  inalienable.  State  and  local  government  may  regulateJjmjL 
or  prohibit  contributions  and  expenditures  bv  artificial  entities  to  influence  in  any  way,  the 
election  of  any  candidate  for  public  office  or  any  ballot  measure  in  the  State  of  Missouri, 
and  such  contributions  are  hereby  prohibited. 


18-152 

'  -usxhv 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f5731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Jl/ 


ST/-. _ _ 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 .  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  III.  Section  39  (2018-152) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1, 201 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary'  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

RECEIVED 

JAN.  3  1  2017 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


|;  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 — 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 
Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  39  to  read  as  follows: 
Section  39.  The  general  assembly  shall  not  have  power: 

(1)  To  give  or  lend  or  to  authorize  the  giving  or  lending  of  the  credit  of  the  state  in  aid  or 
to  any  person,  association,  municipal  or  other  corporation; 

(2)  To  pledge  the  credit  of  the  state  for  the  payment  of  the  liabilities,  present  or 
prospective,  of  any  individual,  association,  municipal  or  other  corporation; 

(3)  To  grant  or  to  authorize  any  county  or  municipal  authority  to  grant  any  extra 
compensation,  fee  or  allowance  to  a  public  officer,  agent,  servant  or  contractor  after 
service  has  been  rendered  or  a  contract  has  been  entered  into  and  performed  in  whole 
or  in  part; 

(4)  To  pay  or  to  authorize  the  payment  of  any  claim  against  the  state  or  any  county  or 
municipal  corporation  of  the  state  under  any  agreement  or  contract  made  without 
express  authority  of  law; 

(5)  To  release  or  extinguish  or  to  authorize  the  releasing  or  extinguishing,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  without  consideration,  the  indebtedness,  liability  or  obligation  of  any  corporation  or 
individual  due  this  state  or  any  county  or  municipal  corporation; 

(6)  To  make  any  appropriation  of  money  for  the  payment,  or  on  account  of  or  in 
recognition  of  any  claims  audited  or  that  may  hereafter  be  audited  by  virtue  of  an  act 
entitled  "An  Act  to  Audit  and  Adjust  the  War  Debts  of  the  State,"  approved  March  19, 
1874,  or  any  act  of  a  similar  nature,  until  the  claim  so  audited  shall  have  been  presented 
to  and  paid  by  the  government  of  the  United  States  to  this  state; 

(7)  To  act,  when  convened  in  extra  session  by  the  governor,  upon  subjects  other  than 
those  specially  designated  in  the  proclamation  calling  said  session  or  recommended  by 
special  message  to  the  general  assembly  after  the  convening  of  an  extra  session; 

(8)  To  remove  the  seat  of  government  from  the  City  of  Jefferson; 

(9)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  section  39(b),  section  39(c),  section  39(e)  or  section 
39(f)  of  this  article,  to  authorize  lotteries  or  gift  enterprises  for  any  purpose,  and  shall 
enact  laws  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  lottery  or  gift  enterprise  tickets,  or  tickets  in  any 
scheme  in  the  nature  of  a  lottery;  except  that,  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  so 
construed  as  to  prevent  or  prohibit  citizens  of  this  state  from  participating  in  games  or 
contests  of  skill  or  chance  where  no  consideration  is  required  to  be  given  for  the 
privilege  or  opportunity  of  participating  or  for  receiving  the  award  or  prize  and  the  term 
"lottery  or  gift  enterprise"  shall  mean  only  those  games  or  contests  whereby  money  or 
something  of  value  is  exchanged  directly  for  the  ticket  or  chance  to  participate  in  the 
game  or  contest.  The  general  assembly  may,  by  law,  provide  standards  and  conditions 
to  regulate  or  guarantee  the  awarding  of  prizes  provided  for  in  such  games  or  contests 
under  the  provision  of  this  subdivision; 

(10)  To  impose  a  use  or  sales  tax  upon  the  use,  purchase  or  acquisition  of  property  paid 
for  out  of  the  funds  of  any  county  or  other  political  subdivision. 

(11)  To  prohibit,  restrict,  limit,  or  impair,  by  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the 
state,  the  right  of  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village,  to  establish,  mandate  or  require  an 
employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  a  minimum  wage  rate  or  employment  benefit  that 

exceeds  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-152) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  III.  (Received  February  1,  2017) 


Date 


February  21,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  amends  Article  III, 
Section  39  of  the  MO  Constitution  to  prohibit  the  General  Assembly  from  prohibiting 
counties,  cities,  towns  or  villages  from  establishing,  mandating,  or  otherwise  requiring  an 
employer  to  provide  a  minimum  wage  rate  or  unemployment  benefit  that  exceeds  the 
requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations. 

This  will  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any  significant  financial 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative  petition, 
no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  Article  III,  Section  39  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,. 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast 
Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  expected  to  have  no  costs  or  savings  to  state  or  local  governmental 
entities. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


February  1.2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


FEB  0  1  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  III.  Sections  2,  5  &  7.  version  2  (2018-151) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1 . 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
-  ssservk  r  .  elections  •  Pubui  atioks»Si  •  i  hities*  state  am  hives  -  stati  i  ibrary  •  Wouhi  h  i  irkakv 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


RECEIVED 

JAN  3 1  2017 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


l( _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 — 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  III,  Section  2,  Section  5,  and  Section  7  of  the  Constitution  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  Election  of  representatives— apportionment  commission,  appointment,  duties,  compensation. 

—  The  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  [one  hundred  sixty-three]  eighty  members  with  five 
members  from  each  of  sixteen  representative  districts  in  the  state  of  Missouri  elected  at  each  general 
election  [and]  Two  legislative  districts  are  to  be  located  within  the  boundaries  of  each  congressional 
district  in  the  state  of  Missouri  apportioned  in  the  following  manner:  Within  sixty  days  after  the  passage  of 
this  amendment  and  again  with  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for 
each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  and,  in  the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  such  a  ruling 
has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  [two]  political  parties  casting  at  least 
two  percent  of  the  [highest]  vote  for  governor  in  each  representative  district  at  the  last  preceding  election 
shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the 
committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their 
party,  residents  in  that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  [Neither  party  shall 
select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state  representative  district.]  The  congressional  committees 
shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the  governor  shall 
appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  [one  hundred 
and  sixty-three]  sixteen  representative  districts,  with  two  districts  located  within  the  boundaries  of  each 
congressional  district  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a 
member  of  his  own  choice  from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make 
the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly 
for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers 
to  the  congressional  district  committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last 
elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this  state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term 
congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional  district 
committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional 
district  refers  to  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this 
section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall  take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be 
recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be  permitted  to  vote. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all 
members  have  been  selected,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their 
number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  and  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three 
hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings 
may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  [the  state]  each 
congressional  district  by  the  number  [one  hundred  sixty-three]  two  and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that 
the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Should  the  number  of  congressional  districts  be  altered  as  a  result  of  any  future  decennial  census  of  the 
United  States,  the  total  number  of  representatives  elected  will  be  adjusted  accordingly,  so  that  there  are 
still  two  representative  districts  within  each  congressional  district  with  five  representatives  elected  from 
each  representative  district. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the 
secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the 
ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony 
of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the 
secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map 
of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless  approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 
After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such 
districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within 
six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the 
house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among 
the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom 
shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the 
date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of 
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representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein 
provided. 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the 
commission  is  in  session  but  not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for 
his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a  member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 

Section  5.  The  senate  shall  consist  of  [thirty-four]  five  members  from  each  congressional  district,  elected 
by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  respective  congressional  districts  for  four  years,  with  each  voter  in  each 
district  casting  a  total  of  up  to  three  votes  ranking  candidates  in  order  of  preference.  [For  the  election  of 
senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly 
equal  in  population  as  may  be.] 

For  the  general  elections  held  in  November  of  2020  and  November  of  2022,  elections  for  the  senate  will 

be  held  in  all  of  the  congressional  districts.  Any  members  of  the  senate  who  were  elected  in  2018  will 

complete  the  term  of  office  to  which  they  were  elected.  The  number  of  members  to  be  elected  from  each 

congressional  district  will  be  determined  by  subtracting  the  number  of  members  completing  their  terms  of 

office  from  the  total  of  five  members  to  be  elected  from  each  congressional  district.  Candidates  who  win 

election  from  even-numbered  congressional  districts  in  2020  will  serve  a  two-year  term  of  office. 

Candidates  who  win  election  from  odd-numbered  congressional  districts  in  2020  will  serve  a  four-year 

term  of  office.  For  the  general  election  held  in  November  of  2022,  five  members  will  be  elected  from  each 

even-numbered  congressional  district  to  serve  a  four-year  term  and  the  number  of  members  egual  to  the 

number  of  members  residing  in  odd-numbered  districts  whose  term  of  office  expires  in  2022  will  be 

elected  from  each  odd-numbered  congressional  district  to  serve  a  two-year  term.  Beginning  in  2024  and 

every  two  years  thereafter,  the  full  complement  of  twenty  members  from  districts  will  be  elected  in  each 

general  election,  beginning  with  even-numbered  districts  in  2024  and  odd-numbered  districts  in  2026. 

Should  the  number  of  congressional  districts  be  altered  as  a  result  of  any  future  decennial  census  of  the 

United  States,  the  total  number  of  members  to  be  elected  will  be  adjusted  accordingly,  so  that  there  are 

still  five  members  elected  from  each  congressional  district. 

Section  7.  [Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each 
decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  and  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  a 
reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  state  committee  of  each  of 
the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter 
submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of  ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a 
commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to  reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to 
establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five 
members  of  his  own  choice  from  the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly 
for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all 
members  have  been  selected,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their 
number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  and  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three 
hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with 
the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be 
scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the 
number  thirty-four  and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as 
possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed  except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient 
population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly  within  such  multi¬ 
district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a 
population  in  excess  of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty- 
four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district  county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the 
secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the 
ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony 
of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the 
secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map 
of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless  approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
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made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the 
appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a 
commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and 
map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided. 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the 
commission  is  in  session,  but  not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed 
for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a  member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum.] 

A  list  of  candidates  from  each  political  party  for  the  general  election  will  be  determined  by  means  of  a 

primary  election,  with  each  party  electing  a  number  of  candidates  up  to,  but  not  exceeding,  the  number  of 

members  to  be  elected  to  both  the  house  of  representatives  and  the  senate  in  the  general  election.  All 

Qualified  candidates  who  file  for  each  party’s  nominations  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that 

party.  Registered  voters  will  be  allowed  to  vote  in  one,  and  only  one,  party's  primary  election,  and  will 

cast  a  total  of  three  votes,  ranked  in  order  of  preference.  A  total  number  of  candidates  from  each  political 

party  up  to  the  number  of  senators  or  representatives  to  be  elected  will  be  included  on  the  ballot  in  the 

general  election,  listed  in  order  of  number  of  votes  received,  with  the  candidate  receiving  the  most  votes 

listed  first  on  the  ballot  for  each  party. 

A  political  party  having  no  candidate  for  statewide  office  receiving,  nor  having  received  as  a  political  party, 

at  least  two  percent  of  the  total  vote  in  the  preceding  general  election,  may  Qualify  for  a  place  on  the 

ballot  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-half  of  one  per  cent  of  the  legal  voters  in  a  given 

congressional  district.  An  independent  candidate  may  Qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot  by  presenting 

petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent  of  the  legal  voters  in  a  given  congressional  district.  The 

number  of  “legal  voters’’  is  egual  to,  and  determined  by,  the  total  vote  for  governor  in  that  congressional 

district  in  the  general  election  last  preceding.  Said  petitions  to  be  delivered  to  the  secretary  of  state  no 

later  than  ninety  days  preceding  the  general  election.  At  the  time  the  petitions  are  presented,  the  political 

party  will  also  notify  the  secretary  of  state  of  the  method  to  be  used  by  said  party  in  nominating  a  slate  of 

candidates. 

The  signatures  on  petitions  submitted  by  independent  candidates  and  political  parties  shall  be  subject  to 

verification  according  to  the  procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate 

petitions  in  force  at  the  time  the  petitions  are  submitted. 

In  the  general  election,  voters  will  cast  a  total  of  three  votes,  ranked  in  order  of  preference.  Each  validly 

cast  ballot  shall  initially  be  counted  as  one  vote  for  its  highest-ranking  candidate.  The  threshold  to  be 
elected  shall  be  17  percent  of  the  total  votes  counted  in  any  round.  Ballots  that  do  not  rank  any 
continuing  candidate,  that  contain  votes  for  more  than  one  candidate  at  the  same  ranking,  or  in  which  a 
voter  has  left  a  ranking  blank  once  that  ranking  would  have  been  utilized,  will  be  considered  “exhausted 

ballots"  and  will  not  be  counted  in  that  round,  or  subseouent  rounds. 

Tabulation  of  votes  in  both  the  primary  election  and  general  election  shall  proceed  in  rounds,  seguentially, 
as  follows:  All  first-choice  votes  are  tabulated.  Any  candidate  receiving  at  least  17  percent  of  the  total 
number  is  elected  and  is  considered  an  “elected  candidate"  for  tabulation  purposes  in  subseguent  rounds. 

The  ballots  for  an  elected  candidate  become  exhausted  ballots  and  are  not  counted  in  subseguent 

rounds.  The  candidate  receiving  the  fewest  votes  in  each  round  is  eliminated.  All  other  candidates  are 

“continuing  candidates."  The  second-choice  votes  from  the  ballots  with  the  eliminated  candidate  as  first- 
choice  ae  distributed  to  continuing  candidates.  Any  second-choice  votes  for  elected  candidates  are 
ignored  and  third-choice  votes  will  be  utilized  instead. 

If  the  number  of  continuing  candidates  surpassing  the  threshold  in  any  round  exceeds  the  number  of 
additional  members  to  be  elected,  the  candidates  with  the  most  votes  are  elected,  in  order.  This 

process  is  repeated  until  the  number  of  elected  candidates  is  egual  to  the  number  of  members  to  be 
elected.  If  all  ballots  are  exhausted  without  enough  candidates  being  elected,  the  continuing  candidate(s) 
with  the  most  votes  are  elected,  in  order,  to  the  remaining  seats. 

If  a  senator  or  representative  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  from  office  for  any  reason  during  the 
subseguent  legislative  sessions,  the  seat  shall  be  filled  by  the  next  candidate  who  would  have  won 

election  had  there  been  one  more  member  elected  using  the  prescribed  method  for  tabulating  votes. 

This  amendment  shall  take  effect  January  1, 2019  and  beginning  with  the  selection  of  candidates  and 
election  of  representatives  and  senators  in  the  general  election  to  be  held  in  November  of  2020. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-151) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  III.  (Received  February  1,  2017) 


Date 


February  21,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  reduces  membership 
from  163  to  80.  Would  first  affect  FY  21  post  the  11/2020  election.  FY  21  savings  is 
$3,879,714  (1/2  year).  Savings  estimate  is  $6,943,036  annually  after  that. 

SAVINGS: 

Member  salary  =  83  x  $35,915  =  $2,980,945 
Member  expense  accounts  =  83  x  $8,400  =  $697,200 

Session  mileage  =  83  x  268  (ave  weekly  roundtrip  mileage)  x  .37  x  19  (weeks  of  session) 
=  $156,375 

Session  per  diem  =  83  x  $1 13.60  x  70  (days  of  session)  =  $660,016 
Legislative  Assistant  salary  =  83  x  $29,500  =  $2,448,500. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article  III  of 
the  MO  Constitution.  It  reduces  the  House  of  Representatives  from  163  members  to  80 
members  (five  members  from  each  of  the  16  representative  districts).  Two  legislative 
districts  will  be  located  in  each  congressional  district.  The  Senate  increases  to  40 
members  (5  from  each  congressional  district).  Candidates  will  be  listed  on  the  general 
election  ballot  based  on  results  of  a  primary  election  held  for  each  party  and  there  are 
allowances  for  others  to  be  added  to  the  ballot  with  a  specific  number  of  signatures.  It 
also  prescribes  a  methodology  for  determining  the  winners  of  elections  based  on  a 
ranked-choice  voting  system.  The  amendment  is  effective  January  1,  2019  for  the 
November  2020  general  election. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  costs  for  their  office  will  increase 
$1,461,589  annually. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  petition  2018-151  would  change 
the  composition  of  the  General  Assembly  and  institute  a  policy  of  ranked-choice  voting 
to  elect  state  representatives  and  senators.  This  would  require  all  voting  machines 
statewide  to  either  be  coded  to  accept  ranked-choice  voting  (which  may  require 
reprogramming)  or  to  be  replaced  with  new  machines  which  do  allow  ranked-choice 
voting. 

As  of  the  2013  voting  systems  survey  conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  State’s  Office,  local 
election  authorities  reported  that  they  possessed  8,711  voting  machines.  The  estimated 
cost  for  each  new  voting  machine  is  $5,000.  The  total  cost  to  the  state  will  vary 


depending  on  the  number  of  machines  which  are  ready  to  accept  ranked-choice  votes  or 
can  be  reprogrammed  to  do  so.  However,  using  total  replacement  of  all  machines  as  a 
maximum  cost,  ranked-choice  voting  may  result  in  a  total  impact  to  general  revenue 
ranging  from  $0  up  to  $43,555,000. 

Additionally,  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with 
core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal 
impact. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 


the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners, 
the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

Legislative  operating  costs  are  estimated  to  decrease  for  state  government  by 
approximately  $5.4  million.  This  proposal  could  also  result  in  necessary  voting  machine 
replacements  statewide  at  an  estimated  unknown  cost  up  to  $43.5  million. 
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JAMKSC.  KIRKPATRICK 

State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State  elections  division 

State  of  Missouri  (573)751-2301 


February  I.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  192(2018-150) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  31, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6“  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


Deceived 

-“N  il  20U 


•to.  secretary  of  state 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do 


do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

One  new  section  of  the  Revised  Missouri  Statutes  is  enacted,  to  be  known  as 
section  192.008,  to  read  as  follows: 

192.008.  1 .  “The  Missouri  Health  Insurance  Cooperative”  (hereinafter  referred  to 
as  “MHIC”1  is  hereby  created,  within  the  department  of  health  and  senior 
services,  to  provide  health  insurance  for  citizens  of  Missouri  who  wish  to  become 

members  of  the  cooperative. 

2.  The  MHIC  shall  be  administered  bv  the  director  of  the  department  of  health 
and  senior  services.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall,  within 
one  (1)  calendar  year  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  promulgate  rules 
necessary  for  the  administration  of  this  section. 

3.  The  state  of  Missouri  is  authorized  to  issue  bonds  to  cover  the  start-up  costs 

for  the  MHIC.  as  well  as  any  shortages  of  funds  needed  to  pay  authorized 
benefits  until  the  funds  received  from  premiums  are  sufficient  to  cover  those 

expenses.  Premiums  and  out-of-pocket  maximums  for  members  are  to  be  set 
and  then  adjusted  as  soon  as  practicable  to  fully  cover  administrative  expenses 
and  benefits  paid  with  money  collected  from  premiums  paid  bv  members. 

4.  Memberships  in  The  Missouri  Health  Insurance  Cooperative  shall  be  available 

beginning  no  later  than  January  1 . 2020. 

5.  Enrollment  in  The  Missouri  Health  Insurance  Cooperative  (hereinafter  referred 

to  as  “MHIC’’1  shall  be  voluntary  and  limited  to  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 

6.  The  MHIC  shall  be  revenue-neutral.  The  percentages  of  income  established 
for  premiums  and  out-of-pocket  maximums  shall  be  adjusted  annually  and  set  at 
levels  that  will  insure  that  revenues  are  sufficient  to  cover  all  costs,  including 

amounts  paid  out  to  members  for  health  care  expenses  in  excess  of  their  out-of- 
pocket  maximum  and  all  administrative  expenses:  as  well  as  the  funds  necessary 
to  pay  principal  and  interest  on  bonds  issued  to  fund  start-up  costs  for  MHIC. 

7.  Premiums  for  insurance  coverage  through  MHIC.  as  well  as  the  annual  out-of- 

pocket  maximum  for  members  will  be  based  on  percentages  of  each  member’s 

gross  annual  income,  as  determined  bv  the  board.  Premiums  are  to  be  set  as 

low  as  possible  and  out-of-pocket  maximums  set  no  higher  than  necessary  to 
maintain  the  revenue  neutral  status  of  the  MHIC.  while  making  membership  as 

affordable  as  possible. 

8.  Only  treatments  and  procedures  deemed  medically  necessary,  as  determined 
bv  the  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  be  covered  through  the 
MHIC. 

9.  Members  who  waive  coverage  for  health  care  expenses  and  treatments 
commonly  associated  with  smoking  tobacco  or  consuming  alcohol  or  recreational 
use  of  drugs  will  receive  a  discount  on  their  premiums  that  reflects,  as  accurately 
as  possible  the  benefits  to  the  MHIC  result  from  not  having  to  pay  for  such  care 

and  treatment  for  individuals  who  do  not  smoke  tobacco  products,  consume 

alcohol  in  excess,  or  use  recreational  drugs.  Should  the  general  assembly  elect 
to  provide  subsidies  to  MHIC  for  health  care  expenses  and  treatments  commonly 

associated  with  smoking  tobacco,  consuming  alcohol,  or  other  recreational  drug 
use  through  the  collection  of  excise  taxes  on  tobacco  products,  alcohol,  or 

recreational  drugs,  this  discount  will  be  suspended  and  all  members  of  MHIC  will 
pav  the  same  percentage  of  their  income  as  premiums. 

10.  Members  of  the  MHIC  and  health  care  providers  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  are 

responsible  for  keeping  records  and  receipts  for  covered  health  care,  to  be 

furnished  to  the  MHIC  if  expenses  for  needed  health  care  exceed  the  out-of- 
pocket  maximum  for  a  given  calendar  year  and  reimbursement  is  thereby 

requested.  Receipts  must  be  provided  to  the  MHIC  upon  request. 

1 1 .  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  statute,  and  the  phrases,  and  the 
words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found 
bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 

enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the 

application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter  192 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  February  1,  2017) 


Date 


February  21,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  192  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 


costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  indicated 
expenses  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown  for  fiscal  year  2019,  unknown  for  fiscal  year 
2020. 

An  unknown  number  of  staff  to  oversee  the  Missouri  Health  Insurance  Cooperative 
program  would  require  rental  space,  located  in  Jefferson  City. 

Unknown  IT  costs  or  savings  related  to  this  proposal. 

Section  192.008 

The  proposal  creates  a  new  health  insurance  program,  The  Missouri  Health  Insurance 
Cooperative  (MHIC),  with  oversight  by  their  department  (DHSS).  MHIC  is  to  be 
available  by  January  1,  2018  which  is  six  months  of  fiscal  year  (FY)  2018. 

The  program  is  to  be  self-supporting  by  annually  adjusting  premiums  and  out-of-pocket 
maximums  to  ensure  that  all  costs  as  well  as  funds  necessary  to  pay  principal  and  interest 
on  bonds  issued  to  fund  start-up  costs  for  the  MHIC  are  covered.. 

Section  192.008 

Their  department  is  unable  to  determine  the  number  of  individuals  who  would  participate 
in  MHIC.  In  addition,  the  premium  rates  charged  by  MHIC  could  be  affected  by  items 
such  as  (1)  costs  for  covered  services,  (2)  the  scope  of  benefits  that  are  included,  (3)  the 
plan's  cost- sharing  requirements,  and  (4)  the  health  status  of  the  plan's  enrollees.  Also, 
the  MHIC  program  oversight  responsibilities  and  costs  would  be  directly  impacted  by  the 
size  of  the  program  (i.e.,  number  of  participants,  list  of  covered  services,  etc.).  The  Office 
of  Administration  could  issue  bonds  for  startup  costs  and  to  cover  initial  shortages.  DHSS 
is  not  able  to  determine  the  amount  of  startup  cost,  premium  rates,  etc.  They  do  not 
administer  a  similar  program  of  any  kind,  so  significant  unknown  staffing  or  contractual 
costs  would  be  necessary.  Due  to  the  numerous  unknown  factors,  they  are  submitting  an 
Unknown  Expense  equal  to  Unknown  Revenue  (Revenue  Neutral-zero  impact)  fiscal 
note. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposal  adds  Section  192.008 
RSMo.,  to  create  the  Missouri  Health  Insurance  Cooperative  (MHIC)  which  will  be 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services.  The  state  is  authorized  to 
issue  bonds  to  cover  start-up  costs  and  funds  needed  for  the  program  until  the  premium 
base  has  been  established  and  is  able  to  pay  benefits  and  administrative  costs.  Premium 
levels  are  to  be  set  and  adjusted  annually  in  order  to  raise  sufficient  funds  to  cover  all 
costs,  including  principal  and  interest  on  bonds. 

This  initiative  does  not  specify  who  within  the  state  has  the  authority  to  issue  bonds. 
There  must  be  a  vote  of  the  citizens  or  there  must  be  a  specifically  named  Board  of  which 
a  majority  vote  is  required  before  bonds  are  issued.  If  it  was  determined  that  the  Board  of 
Public  Buildings  would  issue  the  bonds,  the  bond  issuance  duties  would  be  carried  out  by 
the  Office  of  Administration.  Those  duties  could  be  assumed  by  current  staff  at  no 
additional  cost.  However,  there  would  be  a  cost  to  the  state  for  the  bond  issuance  and 


potentially  for  the  principal  and  interest  payments  until  the  MHIC  became  self- 
supporting.  The  Office  of  Administration  is  unable  to  estimate  the  cost  as  it  would  be 
dependent  upon  the  amount  of  bonds  issued.  For  example,  issuing  $10,000,000  would 
cost  about  $692,000  per  year  for  25  years  plus  an  issuance  cost  of  $250,000.  It  is 
expensive  to  issue  bonds  regularly,  especially  for  relatively  small  amounts  of  money  such 
as  this.  It  may  make  more  sense  for  an  entity  to  borrow  funds  from  a  bank  in  the  form  of 
a  revolving  loan  instead  of  through  the  municipal  markets. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  effect. 


Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  they  are  not  able  to  estimate  any  significant  financial 
impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay 
County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St. 
Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the 
City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  program  is  mandated  to  be  revenue  neutral.  No  costs  or  savings  are  expected  for  state 
and  local  governmental  entities. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731  75 1-4936 


February'  I,  201 7 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


feb  o  i  mj 


STATE  AL'DJT 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  VIII  (2018-149) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1 , 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  I  Ion.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  611’  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


‘SEc^oFstate 


^CE/\/£-£) 

JAfl31Z017 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 
_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 
Article  VIII,  Section  24  of  the  Constitution  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

Article  VIII,  Section  24.  In  general  elections  for  the  offices  of  United  States  Senator, 

Governor.  Lieutenant  Governor,  Secretary  of  State,  Attorney  General,  State  Treasurer, 

and  State  Auditor,  voters  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to  rank  candidates  in  order  of 

preference. 

For  offices  elected  bv  this  method  of  ranked-choice  voting,  the  ballot  must  be  simple 

and  easy  to  understand  and  allow  a  voter  to  rank  up  to  five  candidates  for  an  office  in 

order  of  preference.  A  voter  may  include  no  more  than  one  write-in  candidate  among 
that  voter's  ranked  choices  for  each  office. 


For  all  offices  elected  bv  ranked-choice  voting,  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  tabulate  the 

votes  according  to  the  following  method:  Tabulation  proceeds  in  sequential  rounds.  In 

the  first  round,  only  first  choice  votes  are  tabulated.  If  a  candidate  receives  a  majority  of 

the  votes  (fifty  percent  of  the  total  votes  cast,  plus  one  vote)  that  candidate  is  elected.  If 

no  candidate  receives  a  majority  of  the  first-choice  votes  cast,  the  candidate  with  the 

lowest  number  of  votes  is  eliminated  and  the  candidates  listed  as  the  second  choice  on 

ballots  cast  for  the  candidate  being  eliminated  are  distributed  among  the  remaining 

candidates.  In  subsequent  rounds,  a  voter’s  third,  fourth,  or  fifth  choice  may  be  utilized, 

in  order,  as  needed.  Ballots  that  do  not  rank  any  continuing  candidate,  that  contain 

votes  for  more  than  one  candidate  at  the  same  ranking,  or  in  which  a  voter  has  left  a 

ranking  blank  once  that  ranking  would  have  been  utilized,  will  be  considered  to  be 

“exhausted  ballots”  and  will  not  be  counted  in  that  round,  or  subseguent  rounds.  This 

process  is  repeated  in  as  many  rounds  as  needed  until  one  candidate  wins  election  bv 

receiving  at  least  fifty  percent  plus  one  of  the  total  valid  votes  tabulated  in  that  round. 

Election  officials  shall  determine  a  random  selection  algorithm,  prior  to  tabulation,  to 

resolve  ties  between  candidates.  If  a  tie  occurs  at  any  point  in  the  tabulation  procedure 

and  tabulation  cannot  proceed  until  the  tie  is  resolved,  then  the  random  selection 

algorithm  shall  resolve  the  tie. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-149) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  VIII.  (Received  February  1,  2017) 


Date 


February  21,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  they  can  absorb  the 
costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if  the 
enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  that  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 


Officials  from  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article 
VIII  of  the  MO  Constitution  by  adding  Section  24.  The  new  section  would  create  a 
ranked-choice  system  for  election  of  the  offices  of  US  Senator,  Governor,  Lt.  Governor, 
Secretary  of  State,  Attorney  General,  State  Treasurer,  and  State  Auditor.  Voters  would 
be  allowed  to  rank  up  to  five  candidates  for  an  office  in  order  of  preference.  The 
Secretary  of  State  is  responsible  for  tabulating  the  votes  according  to  the  specified 
method. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  petition  2018-149  would  institute 
a  policy  of  ranked-choice  voting  to  elect  United  States  Senators  and  all  statewide  officers. 
This  would  require  all  voting  machines  statewide  to  either  be  coded  to  accept  ranked- 
choice  voting  (which  may  require  reprogramming)  or  to  be  replaced  with  new  machines 
which  do  allow  ranked-choice  voting. 

As  of  the  2013  voting  systems  survey  conducted  by  the  Secretary  of  State’s  Office,  local 
election  authorities  reported  that  they  possessed  8,711  voting  machines.  The  estimated 
cost  for  each  new  voting  machine  is  $5,000.  The  total  cost  to  the  state  will  vary 
depending  on  the  number  of  machines  which  are  ready  to  accept  ranked-choice  votes  or 
can  be  reprogrammed  to  do  so.  However,  using  total  replacement  of  all  machines  as  a 
maximum  cost,  ranked-choice  voting  may  result  in  a  total  impact  to  general  revenue 
ranging  from  $0  up  to  $43,555,000. 

Additionally,  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full 
text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with 
core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 
estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 


the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  printing  costs  for  a 
November  General  Election  ballot  will  double  to  allow  for  the  ranked  voting  on  the 
ballot.  In  the  November  2016  election,  the  ballot  printing  costs  were  $103,457.25  and  so 
the  new  ballot  printing  costs  would  be  estimated  to  be  twice  that  at  $206,914.50. 

In  addition,  a  new  precinct  counter  would  need  to  be  purchased  that  would  be 
programmed  to  count  ranked  voting  ballots.  This  is  anticipated  to  be  approximately 
$50,000  which  would  be  a  one-time  cost. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  this  petition  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  they 
currently  don't  have  a  tabulation  system  that  can  do  ranked  choices.  They  anticipate 
having  a  new  system  in  place  in  the  fall  of  2018.  This  cost  of  this  new  system  will  be 
between  $1.5  to  $2  million. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Election  Board  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal 
impact. 

John  G.  Martin,  Clerk  to  the  County  Commission,  Crawford  County,  Missouri 

submitted  the  following  information: 

Regarding  the  petition  for  a  proposed  amendment  to  Article  VIII  (2018-149)  of  the 
Missouri  State  Constitution,  the  opinion  of  the  local  election  authority  in  Crawford 
County,  Missouri,  is  that  so-called  Ranked-Choice  Voting  is  neither  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  citizens  of  Crawford  County,  nor  of  the  State  of  Missouri  as  a  whole. 


As  proposed,  this  method  would  significantly  increase  the  financial  burden  of  our 
already-bankrupt  county  through  higher  ballot,  programming,  and  machine-purchase 
costs.  In  the  case  of  Crawford  County,  ballots  and  programming  costs  would  rise  to  over 
$30,000.00,  and  purchase  of  additional  machines  to  expedite  counting  would  add  another 
$15,000.00,  at  the  very  least. 

If  forced  upon  the  counties,  this  method  would  also  lengthen  the  wait  time  for  results, 
meaning  that  a  winner  could  not  be  announced  on  election  night,  as  currently 
happens.  Extra  time  required  to  “weed  out”  candidates  who  do  not  receive  enough  votes 
to  move  on  to  the  next  “round  of  voting”  will  require  several  days  of  extra  work,  as  well 
as  additional  funds  spent  to  pay  for  staff  and  election  judges.  These  costs  become  larger 
with  each  subsequent  “round  of  voting”  that  may  be  required. 

The  idea  that  this  can  be  accomplished  and  still  have  a  ballot  that  is  “simple  and  easy  to 
understand”  is  asinine.  Experience  tells  us  that  voters  generally  do  not  read  or  follow 
directions  when  ballots  and  voting  methods  are  changed;  they  tend  to  vote  the  way  they 
always  have.  For  example,  it  does  not  matter  if  the  directions  are  to  “draw  a  straight 
line,”  “fill  in  the  oval,”  or  whatever  else  happens  to  be  in  vogue  at  the  time,  there  will 
always  be  those  who  will  place  a  checkmark  next  to  a  name,  circle  a  name,  cross  out 
names  of  those  they  do  not  wish  to  elect,  etc.  There  is  nothing  in  this  proposal  that  is 
either  simple  or  easy  to  understand. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney 
County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the 
City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College, 
University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Jackson 
County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  could  result  in  necessary  voting  machine  replacements  statewide  at  an 
estimated  unknown  cost  up  to  $43.5  million.  Some  local  election  authorities  estimate  ballot 
and  programming  costs. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


February  1 ,  20 1 7 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


FEB  0  1  201? 


STATE  AUDITORS  Off  :v 

Elf.ctions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  128,  Sections  020,  346  &  348  (2018-148) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1 , 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

ElV^c 

JAN  3  I  20,; 

M0'SECR^y  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Section  128.020  of  the  Revised  Missouri  Statutes  is  hereby  repealed,  and  sections  128.346  and  128.348  are 
amended,  to  read  as  follows: 

128.020.  When  any  new  apportionment  shall  be  made  of  the  members  to  be  elected  to  the  house  of 
representatives  of  the  United  States,  whereby  the  number  of  electors  to  which  this  state  may  be  entitled  shall  be 
increased  or  diminished,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  governor  to  lay  off  the  state  into  as  many  districts  as  shall  be 
equal  to  the  number  of  electors  to  which  this  state  shall  then  be  entitled,  so  that  the  said  districts  contain,  as  near 
as  may  be,  an  equal  number  of  inhabitants. 

128.346.  The  districts  established  by  the  provisions  of  sections  128.400  to  128.440  for  the  election  of 
representatives  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  effective  beginning  with  election  to  the  108th 
Congress  and  through  the  election  of  the  112th  Congress.  The  districts  established  by  sections  128.451  to 
128.458  for  the  election  of  representatives  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  effective  beginning  with 
the  election  to  the  113th  Congress.  Effective  beginning  with  the  election  of  representatives  to  the  1 17th 
Congress,  representatives  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  elected  at  large,  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  section  1 28.348. 

128.348.  (1)  The  state  of  Missouri  is  hereby  divided  into  nine  congressional  districts.  Effective  with  the  election  for 
the  113th  Congress,  the  state  of  Missouri  shall  consist  of  eight  congressional  districts.  The  legal  voters  of  each 
district  shall  elect  one  member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States.  Effective  with  the  election  for  the  1 17th 
Congress,  representatives  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  be  elected  at-large. 

(21  Each  political  party  may  nominate  a  total  number  of  candidates  up  to  or  equal  to  the  number  of 
representatives  (electors)  to  w h i ch  the  state  of  Missouri  is  entit I ed , 

(3)  Political  parties  may  determine  an  ordered  list  of  candidates  through  a  primary  election,  caucuses,  a  statewide 
party  nominating  convention,  or  a  combination  of  caucuses  and  a  statewide  party  nominating  convention. 

(4)  A  primary  election  will  be  the  default  met h od  for  parties  to  select  an . ordered  list  of  can d i d a t e s.  Should  a 
political  party  determine  that  they  will  select  candidates  by  caucuses,  statewide  party  convention,  or  a  combination 
of  caucuses  and  a  statewide  party  convention,  a  legally  designated  representative  of  the  party  will  notify  the 
secretary  of  state,  in  writing,  ot  the  method  to  be  used,  no  later  than  the  first  day  of  April  of  an  election  year 

(5)  If  a  political  party  elects  to  use  a  primary  election  as  the  means  of  determining  its  candidates  for  the  general 
election,  all  qualified  candidates  who  file  for  said  party's  nominations  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that  party, 
Registered  voters  will  be  allowed  to  vote  in  one,  and  only  one,  party's  primary  election,  and  for  one,  and  only  one, 
candidate  from  that  party. 

(6)  An  ordered  list  of  candidates  for  each  party,  equal  to  no  more  than  the  number  of  seats  to  which  the  state  of 
Missouri  is  entitled  to  in  a  given  Congress,  will  be  placed  on  the  ballot  in  the  general  election,  based  on  the  number 
of  votes  received  by  each  candidate  in  the  primary  election  for  each  party. 

(7)  Should  a  party  elect  to  nominate  candidates  for  the  general  election  bv  means  of  caucuses  and/or  a  statewide 
party  convention,  an  ordered  list  of  that  party’s  candidates  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state's  office  no  less 
than  90  davs  before  the  general  election  date  in  election  years. 

(8)  To  qualify  for  a  place  on  the  ballot,  an  independent  candidate  must  present  petitions  signed  bv  one-quarter  of 
one  percent  of  the  legal  votes  cast  for  the  sum  of  all  candidates  for  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives 
from  Missouri  in  the  general  election  last  preceding.  Said  petitions  must  be  delivered  to  the  secretary  of  state_no 
later  than  one-hundred  and  twenty  davs  before  the  general  election. 

(9)  The  signatures  on  petitions  submitted  bv  independent  candidates  and  political  parties  shall  be  subject  to 
verification  according  to  the  procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate  petitions  in  force 

at  the  time  the  petitions  are  submitted. 

(10)  In  each  general  election,  each  voter  will  cast  a  single  vote  for  a  political  party,  and  its  ordered  list  of 
candidates,  or  for  an  independent  candidate  for  Congress  appearing  on  the  ballot,  or  a  single  write-in  vote  for  a 

candidate  not  appearing  on  the  ballot,  having  properly  registered  with  the  secretary  of  state  as  a  write-in  candidate. 

(11)  (a)  To  determine  how  many  representatives  (electors)  will  be  awarded  to  each  political  party  and  which 
independent  candidates  will  be  elected  (if  anv).  the  total  number  of  valid  votes  cast  for  all  parties  and  independent 

candidates  will  be  divided  by  the  number  of  representatives  to  be  elected.  The  resulting  number  is  then  to  be 
rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  number.  The  total  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  party  or  independent  candidate  is 
then  to  be  divided  bv  that  number  and  each  party  is  awarded  that  number  of  representatives,  with  any  remaining 
votes  for  each  party  above  the  number  needed  to  win  that  many  seats  calculated  as  1  surplus  votes'  for  that 
party.  Anv  independent  candidate  receiving  at  least  the  number  of  votes  needed  to  be  elected  is  elected.  The 

votes  for  any  party  or  independent  candidate  tailing  short  of  the  number  needed  for  a  seat  are  also  treated  as 
surplus  votes.  Anv  political  party  or  independent  candidate  with  surplus  votes  may  transfer  those  surplus  votes  to 
another  political  party  or  independent  candidate  bv  notifying  the  Secretary  of  State  in  writing  within  seven  days  of 
the  general  election. 

(c)  The  numbe r  of  representatives  thus  elected  is  calcu lated  and  subtracted  from  the  total  number  of 
representatives  to  be  elected  If  there  are  anv  remaining  representatives  to  be  elected  according  to  the  party  or 
independent  candidate  with  the  highest  number  of  surplus  votes 

(d)  In  the  event  that  a  representative  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  from  office  for  anv  reason  during  the  subsequent 

legislative  sessions,  she  or  he  will  be  replaced  by  the  next  nominee  from  her  or  his  party’s  ordered  list  of 
candidates,  or  in  the  case  of  an  independent  candidate,  bv  the  candidate  with  the  next  greatest  number  of  surplus 


votes. 
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FEB  0  1  201/ 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1,2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory'  amendment  to 

Chapters  130&  143  (2018-147) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  31,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  liscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Two  new  sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes,  to  be  known  as  sections  130.230  and  143.990,  are  enacted  to 
read  as  follows: 

130.230.  1 .  'The  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund”  is  hereby  created  to  provide  public  financing  for  candidates  for  office 
in  Missouri  who  agree  to  accept  the  conditions  specified  herein,  and  who  subsequently  meet  those  conditions. 

2.  The  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  will  be  administered  by  a  board,  to  be  known  as  the  “Missouri  Elections  Trust 
Fund  Commission"  consisting  of  seven  members,  to  be  nominated  by  the  governor  and  approved  by  the  senate.  The 
Missouri  Electors  Trust  Fund  Commission  shall,  within  one  (1)  calendar  year  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section^ 
promulgate  rul es  necessary  for  the  administration  of  th is  section,  including  a  method  (or  the  ex penditure  of  t h e  f u n ds 
collected. 

(1) _No  individual  may  be  appointed  to  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  Commission  who  is: 

(a)  a  government  employee: 

(b)  a  registered  lobbyist,  or  who  has  been  a  registered  lobbyist  at  any  time  during  the  5-year  period  preceding  their 
appointment  to  the  commission: 

(c)  an  officer  or  employee  of  a  political  party  or  political  campaign; 

(d)  an  elected  official,  senator,  or  representative. 

(2)  Members  of  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  Commission  shall  be  appointed  for  a  term  ot  five  years;  except  the 
second  and  third  classes  of  the  first  seven  members  to  be  appointed,  who  shall  be  divided  into  three_classes,  as 
follows; 

(a)  The  first  three  members  to  be  confirmed  shall  serve  a  full  five-vear  term; 

(b)  The  fourth  and  fifth  members  to  be  confirmed  shall  serve  a  three-year  term; 

(c)  The  sixth  and  seventh  members  to  be  confirmed  shall  serve  a  one-year  terrm 

(3)  Members  of  the  commission  may  be  removed  from  office  if  convicted  of  fraud  or  mismanagement  of  funds 
administered  by  the  commission,  or  conviction  of  a  felony. 

3.  Members  of  the  commission  will  be  reimbursed  for  travel  and  other  expenses  at  the  prevailing  rate  for  other 
employees  and  officers  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 

4.  The  funds  collected  under  this  program  will  be  distributed  only  to  candidates  who  accept  and  meet  the  conditions 
required  to  Qualify  for  public  financing. 

5.  Candidates  accepting  public  funds  must  agree  to  and  meet  the  following  conditions: 

Ml  Not  to  accept  contributions  from  corporations  or  political  action  committees  that  accept  corporate  contributions; 

<21  Not  to  accept  donations  totaling  more  than  $1000  from  anv  individual  or  other  source,  excluding  a  political  party  of 
which  they  are  a  member,  during  an  election  cycle  (“election  cycle”  is  defined  as  the  period  between  two  general 
elections  for  the  same  office!;  and 

(31  That  at  least  one-half  of  the  money  raised,  or  in-kind  contributions  received.  by  the  candidate  will  come  from 
individual  contributors  who  contribute  a  total  of  Si  00  or  less  to  the  candidate  during  an  election  cycle. 

6.  The  funding  provided  to  eligible  candidates  will  be  in  the  form  of  matching  funds,  with  the  ratio  of  the  match  relative 
to  the  amount  of  money  raised  by  candidates  to  be  determined  by  the  commission  based  on  the  total  amount  of 
money  raised  by  all  candidates  who  have  elected  to  accept  public  funds  and  the  total  amount  of  money  available 
from  the  fund  during  each  election  year. 

(!)  Thirtv-five  percent  of  the  funds  available  shall  be  distributed  on  the  first  day  of  June  of  each  general  election  year, 
based  on  total  monetary  contributions  received  during  the  election  cycle  up  to  the  date  of  the  quarterly  report  filed 
with  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  for  the  quarter  ending  on  the  thirty-first  day  of  March.  (In-kind  contributions  are 
not  eligible  for  matching  funds.) 

(2)  The  balance  of  available  funds  shall  be  distributed  on  the  third  Monday  in  September  of  each  general  election 
year  to  eligible  candidates  in  the  general  election,  based  on  total  monetary  contributions  received  and  reported 
through  the  thirtieth  dav  of  August. 

7.  When  a  candidate  or  committee  files  a  termination  statement  and  disclosure  report  with  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  any  and  all  funds  remaining  after  repaving  any  debts  owed  by  the  campaign  committee  are  to.be  paid 
over  to  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund,  up  to  and  including  an  amount  equal  to  the  full  amounts  of  matching  funds 
received  by  said  candidate. 

8.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any 
of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 
enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the^application  of  such  provisions  shall 
not  be  affected  thereby. 


143.990.  1.  In  each  taxable  year  beginning  on  or  after  January  1. 2018.  each  individual  or  corporation  having  paid 
state  income  taxes  in  the  amount  of  twenty-five  dollars  or  more  may  designate  that  five  dollars  of  the  tax  paid  shall  be 
paid  over  to  the  Missouri  elections  trust  fund  as  provided  in  section  130.230.  In  the  case  of  a  husband  and  wife  with 
a  filing  status  of  married  filing  combined  having  paid  state  income  tax  in  the  amount  of  fifty  dollars  or  more,  each 
spouse  may  designate  that  five  dollars  shall  be  paid  to  the  fund. 

2.  The  option  to  contribute  to  this  fund,  as  authorized  by  this  section,  shall  be  clearly  and  unambiguously  printed  on 
the  same  page  of  each  income  tax  return  form  provided  by  the  state  upon  which  the  amount  of  the  amount  of  tax 
owed  is  indicated,  and  shall  include  the  following  statement:  “Contributing  to  the  Missouri  Elections  Trust  Fund  will 
not  increase  the  amount  of  tax  owed  or  reduce  the  amount  of  overpayment  to  be  refunded/ 

3.  The  department  of  revenue  shall  deposit  the  contributions  made  pursuant  to  this  statute  into  the  Missouri  Election 
Trust  Fund  as  created  in  section  130.230. 

8.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them,  are  severable.  If  any 
of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally 
enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall 
not  be  affected  thereby. 
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STATE  AUD!TCoc 


FEB  0  1  201/ 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


Iambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
St  ati;  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  I,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RF:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  286  &  143.  version  2  (2018-146) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
tlscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


Received 

JAN  31  2017 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-146 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Two  new  sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  are  hereby  enacted,  to  be  known  as 
sections  286. 131  and  143.012,  to  read  as  follows: 

286.131.  1.  A  program  to  be  known  as  “The  Renewable  Energy  Project”  is  hereby  created  within 

the  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

2.  Funding  for  The  Renewable  Energy  Project  will  be  provided  through  revenues  from  a  tax  on 

long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends,  as  provided  for  in  Section  143.012. 

3.  The  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  shall,  within  one  (1)  calendar  year 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the  administration  of  this 
section,  including  a  method  for  the  expenditure  of  the  funds  collected  pursuant  to  section 

143.012  in  a  manner  that  balances  cost-effectiveness,  amount  of  carbon  emissions  to  be 
avoided,  economic  development,  and  employment. 

4.  Funds  collected  pursuant  to  this  section  and  section  143.012  shall  be  used  only  for  the 

purposes  of  improving  energy  efficiency  in  buildings,  constructing  and  installing  renewable 

energy  resources  as  defined  bv  section  386.890.2(61,  modernizing  public  infrastructure  to  utilize 
energy  from  renewable  energy  resources,  and  planting  trees  on  public  lands, 

4.  a.  The  compensation  provided  for,  and  other  specific  policies  related  to,  work  done  through 

jobs  created  bv  this  project  shall  be  determined  and  set  by  the  labor  and  industrial  relations 

commission,  but,  at  a  minimum,  shall  be  set  at  a  level  that  provides  a  living  wage,  which  is 

hereby  defined  as  putting  a  worker,  and  her  or  his  dependents,  at  least  ten  percent  above  the 

poverty  threshold  based  on  the  poverty  guidelines  published  bv  the  Department  of  Health  and 

Human  Services,  provided  a  worker  is  present  and  working  40  hours  per  week. 

b.  If  a  household  has  two  or  more  adult  members  and  no  children  or  other  dependents,  meeting 
this  level  of  compensation  may  be  based  on  all  adults  working  40  hours  per  week,  if  a 
household  has  children  between  five  and  sixteen  years  of  age,  compensation  will  be  based  on 

one  adult  member  working  full  time  and  any  additional  adult  members  working  during  school 

hours.  However,  in  no  event  shall  the  hourly  wage  paid  under  this  program  be  less  than  the 

applicable  minimum  wage. 

c.  Management  and  administrative  positions  will  pay  a  reasonable  salary  based  on  the 
prevailing  salaries  for  positions  with  similar  responsibilities  elsewhere  within  the  government  of 

the  state  of  Missouri. 

5.  Once  the  state  of  Missouri  is  producing  90%  or  more  of  its  electricity  from  clean,  renewable 

sources,  the  funds  generated  bv  this  tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends  may 

be  used,  as  directed  bv  appropriate  legislation,  to  replace  funds  generated  by  the  state  sales  tax 

so  that  sales  taxes  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated. 

4.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them, 

are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 

to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 
shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

1 43.01 2.  1 .  Beginning  with  the  2019  calendar  year,  a  tax  on  capital  gains  and  qualified 

dividends  will  be  imposed,  with  the  funds  collected  dedicated  to  providing  funding  for  The 

Renewable  Energy  Project.  The  amount  of  the  tax  will  be  the  difference,  expressed  as  a 
percentage,  of  the  rate  paid  to  the  federal  government  on  the  long-term  capital  gain  or  qualified 
dividend,  and  the  tax  paid  for  an  equal  amount  of  ordinary  income. 

2.  Any  taxpayer  whose  total  family  income  is  less  than  110  percent  of  the  dollar  amount  of  the 
poverty  threshold  based  on  the  poverty  guidelines  published  bv  the  Department  of  Health  and 

Human  Services  is  exempt  from  this  tax. 

4.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within  them, 
are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 
shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


18-145 


FEB  0  1  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


STATE  (J ^ 1  to  c  " 


Jambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(5731  751-2301 


February  1 ,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  286  &  143,  version  I  (2018-145) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  31, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jbiterson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  <  STATE  ARCHIVE  S  •  Si  ATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLENER  LIBRARY 


18-145 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year 
in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly 
to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November, 

2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County 

(or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


Received 

JAN.  3  J  20|7 

Wo.  secretary  of  state 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING 
FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not 


(check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-145 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Two  new  sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  are  hereby  enacted,  to  be  known  as 
sections  286. 131  and  143.012,  to  read  as  follows: 

286.131 .  1 .  A  program  to  be  known  as  “The  Renewable  Energy  Project”  is  hereby 

created  within  the  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

2.  Funding  for  The  Renewable  Energy  Project  will  be  provided  through  revenues  from  a 

tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends,  as  provided  for  in  Section 

143.012. 

3.  The  Missouri  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  shall,  within  one  (1) 

calendar  year  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 

administration  of  this  section,  including  a  method  for  the  expenditure  of  the  funds 

collected  pursuant  to  section  143.012  in  a  manner  that  balances  cost-effectiveness. 

amount  of  carbon  emissions  to  be  avoided,  economic  development,  and  employment. 

4.  Funds  collected  pursuant  to  this  section  and  section  143.012  shall  be  used  only  for 

the  purposes  of  improving  energy  efficiency  in  buildings,  constructing  and  installing 

renewable  energy  resources  as  defined  by  section  386.890.2(6),  modernizing  public 

infrastructure  to  utilize  energy  from  renewable  energy  resources,  and  planting  trees  on 

public  lands. 

5.  Once  the  state  of  Missouri  is  producing  90%  or  more  of  its  electricity  from  clean- 

renewable  sources,  the  funds  generated  bv  this  tax  on  long-term  capital  gains  and 

qualified  dividends  may  be  used,  as  directed  by  appropriate  legislation,  to  replace  funds 

generated  bv  the  state  sales  tax  so  that  sales  taxes  may  be  reduced  or  eliminated. 

5.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within 

them,  are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of 

competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the 

remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions 

shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

1 43.01 2.  1 .  Beginning  with  the  201 9  calendar  year,  a  tax  on  capital  gains  and  qualified 

dividends  will  be  imposed,  with  the  funds  collected  dedicated  to  providing  funding  for 

The  Renewable  Energy  Project.  The  amount  of  the  tax  will  be  the  difference,  expressed 

as  a  percentage,  of  the  rate  paid  to  the  federal  government  bv  each  taxpayer  on  long¬ 

term  capital  gains  and  qualified  dividends  earned,  and  the  tax  rate  that  would  have  been 
paid  for  an  equal  amount  of  marginal  ordinary  income,  based  on  each  taxpayer’s  tax 

bracket. 

2.  Any  taxpayer  whose  total  family  income  is  less  than  110  percent  of  the  dollar  amount 

of  the  poverty  threshold,  based  on  the  poverty  guidelines  published  bv  the  Department 

of  Health  and  Human  Services,  is  exempt  from  this  tax. 

3.  All  subsections  and  all  clauses  of  this  Section,  and  the  phrases,  and  the  words  within 

them,  are  severable.  If  any  of  the  provisions  within  them  are  found  bv  a  court  of 

competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  or  invalid,  the 

remainder  of  those  provisions  shall  remain  valid  and  the  application  of  such  provisions 

shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


18-144 


Jam  us  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


FEB  0  1  W 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


February  1 , 20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Winston  Apple  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  III,  Sections  2,  5  &  7,  version  I  (2018-144) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Winston  Apple  on  January  3 1, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  city  65101 

Administrative  rules  •  business  services  •  elections  •  publications  •  Securities  •  state  archives  •  state  Library  •  Wolfner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in 
the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to 
sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed 

amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'  day  of 

November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

R£C£/vEd 

JAn  3 1  2017 

secretary  of  state 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT,  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I,  _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name)  


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered 
voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D.  201 _ 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


18-144 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  III,  Section  2,  Section  5,  and  Section  7  of  the  Constitution  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2.  Election  of  representatives^ apportionment  commission,  appointment,  duties,  compensation.  —  The  house  of 
representatives  shall  consist  of  [one  hundred  sixty-three]  ten  members  from  each  congressional  district  elected  at  each 
general  election  and  apportioned  in  the  following  manner:  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to 
the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  and,  in  the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the 
congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  at  the  last  preceding  election 
shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  committee  present, 
provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in  that  district,  as 
nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
representative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within 
thirty  days  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one 
hundred  and  sixty-three  representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own 
choice  from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years 
following  the  date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional 
district  committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of 
congress  from  this  state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who 
last  served  as  the  congressional  district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the 
term  congressional  district  refers  to  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this 
section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall  take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official 
minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be  permitted  to  vote. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been 
selected,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and 
secretary  and  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be 
held.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  hundred 
sixty-three  and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a 
tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a 
final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall 
be  valid  unless  approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a 
reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for 
the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a 
commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state 
supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety 
days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives 
shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided. 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in 
session  but  not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses 
incurred  while  serving  as  a  member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 

Section  5.  The  senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members,  divided  in  two  groups  of  seventeen  each,  elected  by  the  qualified 
voters  of  the  respective  congressional  districts  for  four  years,  with  each  voter  in  each  district  casting  a  single  vote  in  each 
general  election  for  the  ordered  list  of  a  political  party,  or  for  a  single  independent  candidate  appearing  on  the  ballot,  or  for  a 
single  write-in  vote  for  a  candidate  not  appearing  on  the  ballot,  having  properly  registered  with  the  secretary  of  state  as  a 
write-in  candidate.  [For  the  election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as 
compact  and  nearly  equal  in  population  as  may  be  ] 

For  the  general  election  held  in  November  of  2020,  the  number  of  members  of  the  senate  to  be  elected  from  each  district  will 
be  equal  to  the  number  of  members  from  that  district  whose  term  of  office  is  expiring.  Members  elected  from  even- 
numbered  congressional  districts  will  serve  a  four-year  term.  Members  elected  in  odd  numbered  districts  will  serve  a  two- 
year  term.  For  the  general  election  held  in  November  of  2022,  seventeen  members  from  odd-numbered  districts  wiNbe 
elected.  A  number  of  members  equal  to  the  number  of  members  whose  term  is  expiring  will  be  elected  from  even-numbered 
districts,  to  serve  a  two-year  term.  Beginning  in  2024  and  every  two  years  thereafter,  the  full  complement  of  seventeen 
members  will  be  elected  in  each  general  election,  beginning  with  even-numbered  districts  in  2024  and  odd-numbered 
districts  in  2026 

Section  7.  [Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the 
United  States,  and  within  sixty  days  after  notification  by  the  governor  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction,  the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the 
last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a  committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and 
thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of  ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a 
commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to  reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the 
numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 
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If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own 
choice  from  the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years 
following  the  date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been 
selected,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and 
secretary  and  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be 
held.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption. 
Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and 
shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county 
lines  shall  be  crossed  except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only 
one  district  which  lies  partly  within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population. 
Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess  of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty- 
four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district  county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a 
tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a 
final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall 
be  valid  unless  approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein 
provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it 
shall  stand  discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the 
judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its 
apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein 
provided. 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in 
session,  but  not  more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary 
expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a  member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum.] 

An  ordered  list  of  candidates,  ranked  by  number  of  votes  received,  from  most  to  last,  from  each  political  party  that  is  to 
appear  on  the  ballot  for  both  the  senate  and  the  house  of  representatives  in  each  general  election  will  be  determined  by 
means  of  a  primary  election,  with  each  party  electing  a  number  of  candidates  up  to.  but  not  exceeding,  the  number  of 
members  to  be  elected.  All  qualified  candidates  who  file  for  said  party's  nomination  will  appear  on  the  primary  ballot  for  that 
party.  Registered  voters  will  be  allowed  to  vote  in  one,  and  only  one,  party's  primary  election,  and  will  cast  a  single  vote  for 
a  single  candidate  to  be  nominated  from  that  party  for  each  office  to  be  elected  in  the  general  election  to  follow. 

A  political  party  having  np_can_didate_fp_r . statewide  office  receiving,  nor  having  received  as  a  political  party,  at  least  two 
percent  of  the  total  vote  in  the  preceding  general  election1_may_gua]ifyJpr_a  place  on  the  ballot  by  presenting  petitions  signed 
by  one-half  of  one  per  cent  of  the  legal  voters  in  a  given  congressional  district.  An  independent  candidate  may  qualify  for  a 
place  on  the  ballot  by  presenting  petitions  signed  by  one-fifth  of  one  percent  of  the  legal  voters  in  a  given  congressional 
district.  The  number  of  legal  voters''  is  equal  to,  and  determined  by,  the  total  vote  for  governor  in  that  congressional  district 
in  the  general  election  last  preceding.  Said  petitions  to  be  delivered  to  the  secretary  of  state  no  later  than  ninety  days 
preceding  the  general  election.  At  the  time  the  petitions  are  presented,  the  political  party  will  also  notify  the  secretary  of 
state  of  the  method  to  be  used  by  said  party  in  nominating  a  slate  of  candidates. 

The  signatures  on  petitions  submitted  by  independent  candidates  and  political  parties  shall  be  subject  to  verification 
according  to  the  procedures  in  the  code  of  state  regulations  for  independent  candidate  petitions  in  force  at  the  time  the 
petitions  are  submitted. 

To  determine  how  many  seats  in  the  house  of  representatives  and  the  senate  will  be  assigned  to  each  political  party  and 
which  independent  or  write-in  candidates  will  be  assigned  seats  (if  any),  the  total  number  of  valid  votes  cast  lor  all  parties 
and  independent  candidates  will  be  divided  by  ten,  for  seats  from  each  district  in  the  house  of  representatives,  and  by  the 
number  of  seat  to  be  elected  to  the  senate.  The  resulting  number  is  then  to  be  rounded  to  the  nearest  whole  number.  The 
total  number  of  votes  cast  for  each  party  or  independent  or  write-in  candidate  is  then  to  be  divided  by  that  number  and  each 
party  is  awarded  that  number  of  seats,  with  any  remaining  votes  for  each  party  above  the  number  needed  to  win  that  many 
seats  calculated  as  "surplus  votes"  for  that  party.  Any  independent  candidate  receiving  at  least  the  number  of  votes  needed 
for  a  seat  is  awarded  a  seat.  The  votes  for  any  party  or  independent  candidate  falling  short  of  the  number  needed  jp_ra_seat 
are  also  treated  as  surplus  votes 

The  surplus  votes  of  any  political  party  or  independent  candidate  having  surplus  votes,  but  not  having  enough  surplus  votes 
to  win  an  additional  seat,  or  a  seat,  may  have  those  surplus  votes  transferred  to  another  political  party  or  independent 
candidate  by  notifying  the  Secretary  of  State  in  writing  onor  before  the  date  of  the  general  election. 

The  number  of  seats  thus  assigned  is  calculated  and  subtracted  from  the  total  number  of  seats  to  be  awarded.  Any 
remaining  seats  are  then  awarded,  in  order,  to  the  party  or  independent  candidate  with  the  highest  number  of  surplus  votes. 

If  a  senator  or  representative  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  from  office  for  any  reason  during  the  subsequent  legislative 
sessions,  the  seat  shall  be  filled  by  the  next  candidate  from  her  or  his  party’s  ordered  list,  or  in  the  case  of  an  independent 
candidate,  who  would  have  won  election  had  there  been  one  more  member  elected  using  the  prescribed  method  for 
tabulating  votes. 

This  amendment  shall  take  effect  January  1 ,  2019  and  beginning  with  the  selection  of  candidates  and  election  of 
representatives  and  senators  in  the  general  election  to  be  held  in  November  of  2020. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Static  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  27,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


JAN  2  7  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-143) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  January  27.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65  to  l 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  1  Ionorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

L . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

c  om;r. 
dist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


(Signature  of  Notary) 
(Address  of  Notary). 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35. 
The  existing  section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  underlined  and  deleted 
matter  in  brackets. 

Section  35. 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

At  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  sativa,  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to.  derivative. 

concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 

product  thereof 

B1  Hemp:  The  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics. 

fiherhoard.  clothing,  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's 
economy,  the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp,  shall  be  forever  guaranteed 
in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
15731751-4936 


January  26. 2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


JAN  l  6  201  7 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
[573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  front  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-142) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  January  26.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  |ietition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  STREET  •  J KFFKKson  CITY  65 10 1 

Administrative  Rules  •  Business  skrvio  s  •  i:i  f.cttons  •  imiiii  i«  amons  •  Securit  u  s  •  stati-  Archives  .  state  iibbary  •  woi.fker  library 


18-142 


County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


Official  Ballot  title 


J^26m 

MasEc^m0Fsm 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 


I . . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

7.1  P 
CODE 

lONCJK. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of . .  A.D 


Address  of  Affiant 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105, 
105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.0 1 0,(  1 0)(d),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(m)(b),  195.010.(  17)(g),  195.010.(17)0),  195.0 10(24), 
195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  1 95. 140.2(2),  195.202.2.  195.202.3.  195.211.2,  195.21 1.3, 
195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemo"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

bt  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  ol  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dt  “personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Expunaeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

ft  “cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  lor  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

of  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

bt  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which 

is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 

possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn’t  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as 

marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to 

marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be 

available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

at  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

dt  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

ft  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given 

a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

at  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bt  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
ct  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following; 

at  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

bt  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

ct  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's 

Recommendation. 

dt  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated 

potency  of  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis. 

Labels  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human 

experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under 

rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view 

a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  for; 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

bt  oavino  fees  of  no  more  than  $100.00 

cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv 

the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 
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manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  (or  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 
caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

11 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution.This  shall 

12.  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  sections  1  through  12  &  replace  it  with  the  below 

section  13  through  25.  A  yes  vote  approve  the  repeal  above  sections  1  through  12  and  replace  with  below  sections  13 

through  25.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  ves.  the  above  sections  1  though  12  remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four 

years  until  voters  vote  yes.  Because  such  vote  is  contingent  on  passage  of  sections  1  through  12.  voters  will  neither  be 

asked  to  repeal  sections  1  through  12  don't  and  replace  with  sections  13  through  25  if  sections  1  through  12  don't  pass. 

13. The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

14.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper, 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  ‘personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Expunoeable  marijuana  offense”  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  eouipment.  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting. 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

ol  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 

cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

15.  The  Missouri  legislature  mv  pass  laws  that  doesn’t  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Marijuana  shall  shall  not  be  listed  in 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  to  reflect  the  change  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  section  14:  clause  a,  are  permitted  for 

personal  use  for  persons  21  of  aoe  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  aoe  limit.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

at  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  af  21  years  or  older. 

bl  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

cl  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 

or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the  product. 

lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be 

false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

16.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

at  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acouisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  twenty-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician, 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 
any  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 
recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

17.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

at  Reouire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is 

impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  aoe. 

18.  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

19.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1 .  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative 
before  the  people. 

20.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and 
Parole  for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 

fa1)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 
offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act, 
fbl  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 
document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  any  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

21.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 
cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

22.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

23.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

24.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

25.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executino  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  countv.  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  25.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 


JAN  2  5  201? 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  5  (20 18-141) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  January  25,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  ] efferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petit  ion.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ • 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 


18-141 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment,  and  its 

purpose  is  to  prohibit  confined  big  name  killiim  in  Missouri.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  of  this  state 

to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  bv  changing  the  requirements  related  to 

captive  big  game  species.  Confined  big  game  killiim  does  not  provide  anv  food,  energy,  health 

benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  ol 
wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  big  game  killiim.  or  owning,  confining.  transporting  or  possessing 

big  game  species  for  anv  purpose  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  tor  anv 

purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  anv  law. 

2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  biu  game  killiim.  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  2018,  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7, 

2021 .  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire  and  thereafter  all  confined  biu  game  killiim  shall  be 

prohibited  without  exception.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and 

regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 


3.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  permit  referred  under  subsection  2  of  this  section,  big  game  species  must 

be  located  only  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  all  applicable  laws  and  regulations  in  effect 

at  that  time. 

4.  Definitions. 

a.  “Big  game  species'*  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  animals  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and  genetic 

material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  ccrvids  including  but  not  limited 

to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain 

goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pali's  sheep,  pronghorn,  pcccarv,  and  iavelina:  and  (c)  anv  ungulate 

(hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

b.  “Confined  big  game  killing"  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  of  a  big 

game  preserve  obtains  fees  or  other  remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or 

attempted  killing  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man¬ 

made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent  escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government 
employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when 

government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  “Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  fully 

domesticated  sheep,  fullv  domesticated  goats,  lull v  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated 

ratite  birds,  lull v  domesticated  rabbits,  and  full v  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  uses  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission.  Livestock  shall  also 

include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  “Big  game  preserve1'  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  via 

escape-resistant  fencing  which  reduces  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to 

evade  or  escape  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-141) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  25,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  their  department.  The  proposal  takes  away  a 
portion  of  their  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement  and  animal  health.  They  lose 
their  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under  this  proposal.  It  may  prevent 
their  department  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria  for  an  approved 
Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the  Division  of 
Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri  economy. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  based  on  a 
survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  number  of 
cervid  producers  (225)  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  economic  impact 
of  approximately  98  million  dollars.  The  number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1150  individuals.  Based  on  the  study  and  2007 
property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  would  pay  approximately  $700,000  in  property 
taxes. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri.  There  are  no  criminal  penalties 
proposed  for  violating  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on  MDA. 
Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the  potential  fiscal 
impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues  derived  from 
practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the  proposal. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 


This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  if  the 
proposed  amendment  is  adopted,  they  do  not  believe  they  will  be  impacted  fiscally. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the  Missouri 
Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  25.  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 
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JAN  2  5  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  4  (2018-140) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  January  25,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


RECEIVED 

JAN  2  5  2017 

WO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County'. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

18-140 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  lollows: 

40(c).  1.  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment,  and  its 

purpose  is  to  prohibit  confined  bin  game  killiim  in  Missouri.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  ol  this  state 

to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the  requirements  related  to 

captive  big  name  species.  Confined  big  uame  killiim  does  not  provide  any  food,  energy.  health 

benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  of 

wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  bin  game  killiim.  or  owning,  confining,  transporting  or  possessing 

big  game  species  for  any  purpose  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  t annum  or  ranching  for  any 

purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  any  law. 

2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  big  game  killing,  except:  am  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  2018.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7, 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire  and  thereafter  all  confined  big  game  killing  shall  be 

prohibited  without  exception. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species,  but 

excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing.  The  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of 

this  Amendment. 

4.  Captive  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  shall  not  be  imported  into  the  state  of  Missouri  unless 

such  big  game  species  arc  being  transported  to  and  will  be  under  the  supervision  of  1 )  publicly  owned 

zoos  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations,  or  American  Zoo  and  Aquariums  Association  accredited 

not-for-profit  facilities,  or  2)  a  nationally  accredited  university,  college,  or  school,  an  incorporated 

cilv.  state  or  federal  agency  for  the  sole  purpose  of  scientific  research.  At  the  expiration  of  any  permit 

under  subsection  2  of  this  section,  big  game  species  must  be  located  onlv  where  they  mav  be  confined 

legally  under  all  applicable  laws  and  regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 

5.  Definitions. 


a.  "Big  game  species"  shall  not  include  am  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  cither  as  live  animals  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and  genetic 

material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  including  but  not  limited 

to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose;  ( b)  mountain 

goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pall's  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccarv,  and  iavclina:  and  (c)  anv  ungulate 

(hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

b.  "Confined  big  game  killing"  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  of  a  big 

game  preserve  obtains  fees  or  other  remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or 

attempted  killing  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man¬ 

made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent  escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government 
employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when 

government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  "Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  lullv 

domesticated  sheep,  fully  domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  fullv  domesticated 

ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  uses  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission.  Livestock  shall  also 

include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  "Big  game  preserve"  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  via 

escape-resistant  fencing  which  reduces  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to 

evade  or  escape  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-140) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  25,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  their  department.  The  proposal  takes  away  a 
portion  of  their  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement  and  animal  health.  They  lose 
their  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under  this  proposal.  It  may  prevent 
their  department  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria  for  an  approved 
Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the  Division  of 
Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri  economy. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  based  on  a 
survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  number  of 
cervid  producers  (225)  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  economic  impact 
of  approximately  98  million  dollars.  The  number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1150  individuals.  Based  on  the  study  and  2007 
property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  would  pay  approximately  $700,000  in  property 
taxes. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  an  effect  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri.  There  are  no  criminal  penalties 
proposed  for  violating  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on  MDA. 
Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the  potential  fiscal 
impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues  derived  from 
practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the  proposal. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 


This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  if  the 
proposed  amendment  is  adopted,  they  do  not  believe  they  will  be  impacted  fiscally. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the  Missouri 
Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


January  25.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


-w  -  •  i 

JAN  2  5  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mare  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  3  (2018-139) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  January  25,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


RecE!v 

JAN25  20,7 

^■SECRETARY 


£D 


Estate 


NAMK 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

/.11> 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  lias  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  eacli  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PEED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

18-139 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  provisions  of  Section  40(e)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment,  and  its 

purpose  is  to  prohibit  confined  big  game  killina  in  Missouri.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  ot  this  state 

to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  bv  changing  the  requirements  related  to 

captive  bin  game  species.  Confined  big  game  killina  does  not  provide  anv  food,  energy.  health 

benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  ol 

wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  bin  uame  killing.  or  owniim.  confining,  transporting  or  possessing 

big  game  species  for  anv  purpose  shall  not  be  construed  as  huntiim.  Carmine  or  ranching  tor  anv 

purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  anv  law. 

2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  biu  game  killiim,  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6,  2018.  Such  person  may  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  throimh  November  7, 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire  and  thereafter  all  confined  bin  name  killing,  shall  be 

prohibited  without  exception. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 
Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species,  but 

excludiim  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  bin  game  killiim.  The  Missouri  Conservation 
Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enlorcemcnt  ol 

this  Amendment. 

4.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  permit  referred  under  subsection  2  of  this  section,  bin  name  species  must 

be  located  only  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  all  applicable  laws  and  retaliations  in  cllect 

at  that  time. 

5.  Definitions. 


a.  “Biu  uame  species”  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  animals  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and  izenetic 

material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  includiim  but  not  limited 

to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain 

goats.  bighorn  sheep.  Dali's  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccary,  and  iavclina:  and  (c)  anv  ungulate 

(hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  biu  name  killing. 

b.  ‘'Confined  bin  uame  killina"  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  a  cent  of  a  biu 

uame  preserve  obtains  fees  or  other  remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killiim  or 

attempted  killiim  of  privatelv-owned  biu  uame  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man¬ 

made  enclosure  desiuned  to  prevent  escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government 
employee  or  auent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when 

government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  "Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  full v  domesticated  swine,  tullv 

domesticated  sheep,  fully  domesticated  goats,  fullv  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated 

ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  uses  regulated  by  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission.  Livestock  shall  also 

include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  “Big  game  preserve"  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  via 

escape-resistant  fencing  which  reduces  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to 

evade  or  escape  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-139) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  25,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  their  department.  The  proposal  takes  away  a 
portion  of  their  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement  and  animal  health.  They  lose 
their  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under  this  proposal.  It  may  prevent 
their  department  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria  for  an  approved 
Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the  Division  of 
Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri  economy. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  based  on  a 
survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  number  of 
cervid  producers  (225)  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  economic  impact 
of  approximately  98  million  dollars.  The  number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1150  individuals.  Based  on  the  study  and  2007 
property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  would  pay  approximately  $700,000  in  property 
taxes. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri.  There  are  no  criminal  penalties 
proposed  for  violating  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on  MDA. 
Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the  potential  fiscal 
impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues  derived  from 
practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the  proposal. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 


This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  if  the 
proposed  amendment  is  adopted,  they  do  not  believe  they  will  be  impacted  fiscally. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the  Missouri 
Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


January  25.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


JAN  2  5  2017 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  UDITORS  OFFICE 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-138) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  llnd  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  January  25,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 1 6. 1 75.2.  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 


order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


b  20J? 


'Ary  op 


STATg 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
eacli  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  _  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  right  to  bunt  shall  be  guaranteed  to  all  Missourians  and  shall  not  be  infringed  by  law. 

except  as  expressly  authorized  in  this  Constitution.  Confined  big  game  killing  is  not  hunting  for  anv 

purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  any  law.  This  section  shall  not  be  a  basis  to  challenge  any  rule. 

regulation  or  permit  requirements  established  by  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  pursuant  to 

its  authority  under  Sections  40(a)  through  46  of  this  Article,  nor  shall  it  authorize  anv  person  to  hunt 

with  any  weapon  such  person  mav  not  legally  possess,  nor  shall  it  authorize  trespassing. 

2.  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment,  and  its  purpose  is  to 

prohibit  confined  big  game  killing  in  Missouri.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the 

health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the  requirements  related  to  captive  big  game 

species.  Confined  big  game  killing  does  not  provide  anv  food,  energy,  health  benefits  or  security  to 

Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri- 

Confined  big  game  killing,  or  owning,  confining,  transporting  or  possessing  big  game  species  for  anv 

purpose  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  anv  purpose  under  this  Constitution 

or  anv  law. 


3.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  big  game  killing,  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  2018.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7, 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire  and  thereafter  all  confined  big  game  killing  shall  be 

prohibited  without  exception. 

4.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species,  but 

excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing.  The  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  of 

this  Amendment. 

5.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  permit  referred  under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  big  game  species  must 

be  located  only  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  all  applicable  laws  and  regulations  in  effect 

at  that  time. 


6.  Definitions. 


a.  “Big  game  species"  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  cither  as  live  animals  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and  genetic 

material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  ccrvids  including  but  not  limited 

to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain 

goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Dali's  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccarv.  and  iavelina:  and  (e)  anv  ungulate 

(hooved  animal)  eonlined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

h.  "Confined  big  game  killing''  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  of  a  big 

game  preserve  obtains  fees  or  other  remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or 

attempted  killing  of  privatclv-owncd  big  game  species  eonlined  in  or  released  from  anv  man¬ 

made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent  escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government 
employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when 

government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  by  law. 

c.  "Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  full v 

domesticated  sheep,  fully  domesticated  goats,  full v  domesticated  bison,  lullv  domesticated 

ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fully  domesticated  animals  are  raised  lor  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  uses  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission.  Livestock  shall  also 

include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  "Big  game  preserve"  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatclv-owncd  big  game  species  via 

escape-resistant  fencing  which  reduces  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to 

evade  or  escape  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-138) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  25,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  their  department.  The  proposal  takes  away  a 
portion  of  their  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement  and  animal  health.  They  lose 
their  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under  this  proposal.  It  may  prevent 
their  department  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria  for  an  approved 
Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the  Division  of 
Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri  economy. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  based  on  a 
survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  number  of 
cervid  producers  (225)  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  economic  impact 
of  approximately  98  million  dollars.  The  number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1150  individuals.  Based  on  the  study  and  2007 
property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  would  pay  approximately  $700,000  in  property 
taxes. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri.  There  are  no  criminal  penalties 
proposed  for  violating  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on  MDA. 
Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the  potential  fiscal 
impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues  derived  from 
practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the  proposal. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  if  the 
proposed  amendment  is  adopted,  they  do  not  believe  they  will  be  impacted  fiscally. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Missouri  Senate,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 
Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State 
University,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  division 
(5731  751-2301 


January  25.  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


'7*7  r:  •  r 

\  jJJ 

JAN  2  5  2U17 

STATE  audits.  .w  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  I  (2018-137) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  January  25.  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  ELECTIONS  •  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOI.INVR  LIBRARY 


18-137 


County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Afo. 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

/.IP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  Iter  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHRRMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  ISyears  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1.  The  right  to  hunt  shall  be  guaranteed  to  all  Missourians  and  shall  not  be  infringed  by  law, 
except  as  expressly  authorized  in  this  Constitution.  Confined  big  game  killing  is  not  hunting  for  any 

purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  any  law.  This  section  shall  not  be  a  basis  to  challenge  any  rule, 
regulation  or  permit  requirements  established  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  pursuant  to 
its  authority  under  Sections  40(a)  through  46  of  this  Article,  nor  shall  it  authorize  any  person  to  hunt 

with  any  weapon  such  person  may  not  legally  possess,  nor  shall  it  authorize  trespassing. 

2.  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment,  and  its  purpose  is  to 

prohibit  confined  big  game  killing  in  Missouri.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy  ot  this  state  to  protect  the 

health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  bv  changing  the  requirements  related  to  captive  big  game 

species.  Confined  big  game  killing  does  not  provide  any  food,  energy,  health  benefits  or  security  to 
Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare  ol  wildlife  across  Missouri- 
Confined  big  game  killing,  or  owning,  confining,  transporting  or  possessing  big  game  species  for  any 

purpose  shall  not  be  construed  as  hunting,  farming  or  ranching  for  am  purpose  under  this  Constitution 
or  any  law. 


3.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  big  game  killing,  except:  any  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  2018.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7. 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire  and  thereafter  all  confined  big  game  killing  shall  be 

prohibited  without  exception. 

4.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV,  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species,  but 
excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing.  The  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed  necessary  for  the  enforcement  ol 

this  Amendment. 


5.  Captive  privately-owned  big  game  species  shall  not  be  imported  into  the  stale  of  Missouri  unless 

such  big  game  species  are  being  transported  to  and  will  be  under  the  supervision  ot  1 )  publicly  owned 

7.o os  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations,  or  American  Zoo  and  Aquariums  Association  accredited 

not-for-profit  facilities,  or  2)  a  nationally  accredited  university,  college,  or  school,  an  incorporated 
cilv,  state  or  federal  agency  for  the  sole  purpose  ol' scientific  research.  At  the  expiration  ol  any  permit 

under  subsection  3  of  this  section,  big  game  species  must  be  located  only  where  they  may  be  confined 

legally  under  all  applicable  laws  and  regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 

6.  Definitions. 

a.  “Dig  game  species”  shall  not  include  any  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  cither  as  live  animals  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and  genetic 

material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  including  hut  not  limited 

to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b)  mountain 

goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pall's  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccarv.  and  iavelina:  and  (c)  any  ungulate 

(hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

b.  “Confined  big  game  killing"  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  an  owner,  operator  or  agent  of  a  big 

game  preserve  obtains  fees  or  other  remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or 

attempted  killing  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  any  man¬ 

made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent  escape,  but  shall  not  include  am  act  of  a  government 
employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal  population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when 

government  action  is  otherwise  required  or  authorized  bv  law. 

c.  ''Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  lull v 

domesticated  sheep,  fully  domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  fullv  domesticated 

ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fullv  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fully  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  uses  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission.  Livestock  shall  also 

include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

d.  “Big  game  preserve”  shall  mean  a  facility  confining  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  via 

escape-resistant  fencing  which  reduces  the  ability  of  such  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  to 

evade  or  escape  pursuit. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-137) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  25,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  and  Metropolitan  Zoological 
Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 
the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  their  department.  The  proposal  takes  away  a 
portion  of  their  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement  and  animal  health.  They  lose 
their  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under  this  proposal.  It  may  prevent 
their  department  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria  for  an  approved 
Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the  Division  of 
Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri  economy. 

The  Agricultural  and  Food  Policy  Center  at  Texas  A&M  University  conducted  an 
economic  impact  study  of  the  United  States  cervid  farming  industry  in  2007  based  on  a 
survey  of  the  deer  farms  in  Texas  and  the  elk  producers  located  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Based  on  the  values  provided  by  the  Texas  A&M  study,  and  an  estimated  number  of 
cervid  producers  (225)  in  Missouri,  the  industry  has  an  estimated  direct  economic  impact 
of  approximately  98  million  dollars.  The  number  of  individuals  employed  in  the  cervid 
industry  is  estimated  to  be  approximately  1150  individuals.  Based  on  the  study  and  2007 
property  tax  rates,  the  cervid  industry  would  pay  approximately  $700,000  in  property 
taxes. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact.  This  initiative 
petition  prohibits  confined  big  game  hunting  in  Missouri.  There  are  no  criminal  penalties 
proposed  for  violating  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on  MDA. 
Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the  potential  fiscal 
impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues  derived  from 
practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the  proposal. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 


Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  if  the 
proposed  amendment  is  adopted,  they  do  not  believe  they  will  be  impacted  fiscally. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Missouri  Senate,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 
Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State 
University,  and  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


Januaiy  25, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFIOF 

jj  JAN  2  5  2017 

lotyainrni^ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Doug  Burlison  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-136) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Doug  Burlison  on  January  25, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County  _ 
Page  No._ 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  8th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I, 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street.  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  t  own  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Disl. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age,  I  do _  do  not  _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the_ 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  tnc,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ .  _ 

Signature  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
Amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  87.400.1(6),  87.400.1(7),  87.505.1(12),  87.505.1(13), 
105.1108.1,  105.1112.1,  192.945.1,  195.010.  l(17)(g),  195.010.1(1),  195.010.1(24),  195.010.1(40),  195.01 7.  l(4)(w),  195.017.1(4)(ee), 
195.0l7.2(4)(w),  195.017.2(ee),  195.140.2,  195.207.1,  195.211.1,  195.222.1(7),  195.223.1(7),  195.223.1(8),  261.265.1, 263.250.1, 261.265.1, 
306.110.1(2),  579.015.1(2),  579.015.1(3),  579.015.1(4),  579.015.1(5),  579.020.1(2),  579.020.1(3),  579.020.1(4),  579.020.1(5),  577.024.1(2). 
579.030. 1 ,  579.055. 1  (3),  579.055. 1 (4),  579.068. 1  (7),  579.068. 1  (9)3.(7),  579.068. 1  (9)3 .(8),  579. 1 05. 1 . 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1 ,  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  anionu 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  Cannabis  shall  no  longer  be  considered  a  controlled  substance  or  a  drug  hence  forth  bv  Missouri  law. 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

(a)  "Cannabis"  and  "Cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  Cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana.  Cannabis  sativa.  Cannabis  sativa  L„  Cannabis  Americana, 

Cannabis  Gigantea,  Cannabis  indica.  Cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  Cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf, 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

(b)  "Medical  Cannabis"  refers  to  Cannabis  used  to  prevent  or  to  treat  a  medical  condition. 

(c)  “Personal  use”  refers  to  the  personal  use  or  consumption  of  Cannabis. 

(d)  '‘Cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed  tor  use  in  planting, 

propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing, 

packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  Cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  Cannabis  into 

and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

(e)  “Establishment”  refers  to  a  Cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  Cannabis  testing  facility,  a  Cannabis  product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  store. 
Cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  Cannabis,  Cannabis  products  and/or  Cannabis 

accessories. 


3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law: 

(a)  Possession  of  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(b)  Cultivating  Cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

(c)  Cultivation,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  Cannabis,  Cannabis 

accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 

establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  tor  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manulacturing, 

packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

(dl  Providing  Cannabis,  Cannabis  accessories,  and  Cannabis  products  for  sale  to  consumers. 

(e)  [.easing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  anv  of  the 
activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

(0  No  one  shall  be  denied  housing  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(g)  No  one  shall  be  denied  employment  solely  based  on  their  use  of  Cannabis. 

(h)  The  use  and/or  possession  of  Cannabis  shall  not  be  grounds  for  issuing  a  “Driving  under  the  influence"  (Dill )  stop,  charge,  arrest  or  tines  when 

operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

4.  Medical  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  without  taxation  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation  for  its  use. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  Cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional 

therapeutic  means,  whether  or  not  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

(b)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any  person  under  their 

care¬ 
ts  Veterinarians  shall  not  be  penalized  nor  restricted  from  recommending  Cannabis  for  medical  purposes  for  any  creature  under  their  care. 

(d-)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  Cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians:  no 

physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  Cannabis  therapy. 

(c)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  Cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  Cannabis  patient. 

(1)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  Cannabis. 

5.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  tor  non-violent, 

Cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  Cannabis  only  ol  lenses  which  are 

no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  a  legal  document  shall  be  developed  and  made  available  to  the  public  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  Cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  any  offense  covered  by  this  amendment  which  is  no 

longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  pertinent  parties  throughout  the  state. 

6.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  Cannabis  laws  involving  acts 

which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

(a)  Asset  Forfeiture  shall  no  longer  be  justified  or  used  bv  anv  Missouri  law  enforcement  through  association  with  Cannabis,  Cannabis  cultivation. 

it’s  use  and/or  possession. 

7.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement,  licensing  tee  that  is 

excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer- 
processor  or  distributor. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  Cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  Act. 

10.  If  anv  rival  or  conflicting  initiative  regulating  anv  matter  addressed  bv  this  act  receives  the  higher  affirmative  vote,  then  all  non-conflicting 

parts  shall  become  operative. 

11.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 
supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

1 2.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  3 1  st..  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731 751-4936 


January  24,  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

nAnuMOEi 


JAN  2  h  2017 


D\^DU  u  a  is/ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Kristen  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  3  (2018-135) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Kristen  Gilio  on  January  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the’  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 

BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


JAN  2  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I, _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City.  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ .  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient’s  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lav/ful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's:  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Kristen  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 
Utility  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 
$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 


It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 


expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Under  this  proposal: 

•  Cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  would  be  removed  from  the  list  of  scheduled  drugs 

•  Possessing,  cultivating,  harvesting  and  distributing  cannabis  for  personal  or 
medical  use  would  be  decriminalized.  Anyone  under  age  21  may  have  access 
only  for  medical  marijuana  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation  or  parental/guardian 
supervision. 

•  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender 
without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a  medicine. 

•  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  Driving  Under  the 
Influence  infraction. 

•  All  prisoners  who  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes 
shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

•  No  state  or  federal  personnel  or  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which 
are  no  longer  illegal  in  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

•  Missouri  will  have  reciprocity  with  any  other  states  where  cannabis  is  legalized 
by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

•  Language  is  included  to  state  that  the  people  of  Missouri  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  proposal. 

•  Effective  date  is  no  later  than  January  31st  following  the  election. 

•  Provisions  are  severable. 


This  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition,  18-135,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  Additional  state 
operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  also  increase. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


January  24,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


rrf  rn  ofroe 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Kristen  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-134) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Kristen  Gilio  on  January  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  Rules  •  business  services  •  Elections  •  publications  •  Securities  •  state  Archives  .  state  Library  •  wolfner  library 


18-134 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INI  TIATIVE  PETI  TION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ i__i _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the’  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'1' day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


RECEIVED 

(Official  Ballot  Title)  ^  2  3  20 1? 

wo*  secretary  of  state 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAMi: 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ _ _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 
One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 


1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri’s  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing, 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  lav/s 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  e  of  this  section 

e.  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  "DU1"  driving  under  the  influence  infraction 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  revi ew  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-134) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Kristen  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 
Utility  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 
$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 


It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 


expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Under  this  proposal: 

•  Cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  would  be  removed  from  the  list  of  scheduled  drugs 

•  Possessing,  cultivating,  harvesting  and  distributing  cannabis  for  personal  or 
medical  use  would  be  decriminalized.  Anyone  under  age  21  may  have  access 
only  for  medical  marijuana  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation  or  parental/guardian 
supervision. 

•  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender 
without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a  medicine. 

•  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  Driving  Under  the 
Influence  infraction. 

•  All  prisoners  who  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes 
shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

•  No  state  or  federal  personnel  or  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which 
are  no  longer  illegal  in  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 


•  Missouri  will  have  reciprocity  with  any  other  states  where  cannabis  is  legalized 
by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

•  Language  is  included  to  state  that  the  people  of  Missouri  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  proposal. 

•  Effective  date  is  no  later  than  January  31st  following  the  election. 

•  Provisions  are  severable. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  initiative  petition,  18-134,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 


$33.50 


Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards ,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  Additional  state 
operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  also  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


January  24,  2017 


JohnR.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Kristen  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  1  (2018-133) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Kristen  Gilio  on  January  23, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  Summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 


600  W.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative:  Kni  ts .  business  services  •  Elections  •  publications  •  securities  •  State  archives  •  state  librarv  •  woi.fner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ ^  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


JAN  2  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I, _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  T  yped) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ .  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 


1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician’s  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  groyning. 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21. 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 

Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 

additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 

Quarterly  basis  as  follows,  2.5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  aforementioned 

The  remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  of 

Missouri  veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer’s  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  la w  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-133) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Kristen  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  five  percent  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal/recreational  sales  of  cannabis.  The  tax 
will  be  collected  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be 
directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 


196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 


legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521 
for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-133 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-133 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-133 

FN  # 

IP  18-133 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

Application  Name: 

New  Tax  System 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 
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BB 

Rate 
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$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

192 

14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 

7,200 

Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 

1,236 

92,700 

Test 

75 

192 

14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/SqFt 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 


of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 


Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 


and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  revenue  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  general  revenue  with  the  provision  that  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  elementary  and  secondary  public  education  schools  and  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all 
medical  marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis 
without  taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take 
effect  no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before 
the  people  of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  as  much 
as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented  in  FY  2021.  The 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration  (SAMHSA)  reports  that 
9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users  over  the  age  of  21.  The 
U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  as 
4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana 
by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 

427,948  marijuana) 


However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

■f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
1.58%  to  MO) 

Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 


Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 
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6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  initiative  petition,  18-133,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Lund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Lund 

Clerk  Lee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Lee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Lund  Lee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Lund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Lund 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Lund 

surcharge 


DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 


full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 


money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  increase  annual  state  tax  revenues  by  $17  million  when  fully 
implemented  with  additional  estimated  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  State  implementation 
costs  are  estimated  at  $150,000  with  annual  operating  costs  estimated  at  $700,000.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  24, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

n/annnnai^ 


I 


JAN  2  4  2017 

0^5/ Dll  u 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  5  (20 1 8- 1 32) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  January  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  ♦  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


RECEIVED 

(Official  Ballot  Title)  JAN  23  201? 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF. 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAMt: 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 


1  .Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri’s  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing, 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21. 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  or  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 

Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 

additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 

Quarterly  basis  as  follows.  2.5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  aforementioned  . 

The  remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  of 

Missouri  veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  revi ew  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-132) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  five  percent  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal/recreational  sales  of  cannabis.  The  tax 
will  be  collected  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be 
directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 


196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 


legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521 
for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-132 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-132 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 
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ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 
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FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 
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Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 
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General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 
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TOTAL 
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75 
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75 
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75 
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150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/SqFt 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 


of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  revenue  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  general  revenue  with  the  provision  that  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  elementary  and  secondary  public  education  schools  and  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all 
medical  marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis 
without  taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take 
effect  no  later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before 
the  people  of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  as  much 
as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented  in  FY  2021.  The 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration  (SAMHSA)  reports  that 
9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users  over  the  age  of  21.  The 
U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  as 
4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana 
by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 

427,948  marijuana) 


However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 


427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
to  MO) 


1.58% 


Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 

Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

1  http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition,  18-132,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  increase  annual  state  tax  revenues  by  $17  million  when  fully 
implemented  with  additional  estimated  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  State  implementation 
costs  are  estimated  at  $150,000  with  annual  operating  costs  estimated  at  $700,000.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 

January  24,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  4  (20 18-131) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  January  23, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


STATE  AUDITOR’S  OFFICE 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State  ei.kctions  division 

State  of  Missouri  (573)751-2301 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  rules  •  Business  services  •  Elections  •  Publications  •  securities  •  State  archives  •  state  library  .  wolfner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'1' day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


JAN  23  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street.  No  t’O  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

paver _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ .  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1. Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri’s  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 


2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  sail  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower, 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  or  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  lav/s 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  e  of  this  section 

e.  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  “DUr  driving  under  the  influence  infraction 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  ad,  the  attorney  general’s  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 


7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lav/ful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  v/ill  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's:  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-131) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 
Utility  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 
$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 


It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 


expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 


The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 

Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Under  this  proposal: 

•  Cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  would  be  removed  from  the  list  of  scheduled  drugs 

•  Possessing,  cultivating,  harvesting  and  distributing  cannabis  for  personal  or 
medical  use  would  be  decriminalized.  Anyone  under  age  21  may  have  access 
only  for  medical  marijuana  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation  or  parental/guardian 
supervision. 

•  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender 
without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a  medicine. 

•  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  Driving  Under  the 
Influence  infraction. 


•  All  prisoners  who  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes 
shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

•  No  state  or  federal  personnel  or  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which 
are  no  longer  illegal  in  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

•  Missouri  will  have  reciprocity  with  any  other  states  where  cannabis  is  legalized 
by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

•  Language  is  included  to  state  that  the  people  of  Missouri  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  proposal. 

•  Effective  date  is  no  later  than  January  31st  following  the  election. 

•  Provisions  are  severable. 

This  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  initiative  petition,  18-131,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 


DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 


full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 


money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  Additional  state 
operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  also  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  24,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


office 

(-)'  JAN  2  4  2017 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  3  (2018-130) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  January  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  .John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Sired.  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ .  A.D. _  _ 

Signature  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary 


18-130 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 
Missouri’s  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  sail  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician’s  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing, 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  (or  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherv/ise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  or  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlav/ful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  e  of  this  section 

e.  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  “DUI"  driving  under  the  influence  infraction 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  ad.  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 

Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 

additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 

Quarterly  basis  as  follows.  2.5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  aforementioned  . 

The  remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  of 

Missouri  veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer’s  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  v/ill  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  reviev/  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-130) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri." 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  five  percent  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal/recreational  sales  of  cannabis.  The  tax 
will  be  collected  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be 
directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 


196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 


legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521 
for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-130 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-130 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-130 

FN  # 

IP  18-130 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

Application  Name: 

New  Tax  System 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

IT  Consultants 

BB 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

192 

14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 

7,200 

Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 

1,236 

92,700 

Test 

75 

192 

14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/Sq  Ft 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/SqFt 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 


Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 


Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 


Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  revenue  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  general  revenue  with  the  provision  that  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  elementary  and  secondary  public  education  schools  and  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all  medical 
marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis  without 
taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take  effect  no 
later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before  the  people 
of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  as  much 
as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented  in  FY  2021.  The 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration  (SAMHSA)  reports  that 
9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users  over  the  age  of  21.  The 
U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  as 
4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana 
by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 
marijuana) 


427,948 


However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 


427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

-r  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
1.58%  to  MO) 

Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 


Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

1  http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  Initiative  Petition,  18-130,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Lund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Lund 

Clerk  Lee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Lee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Lund  Lee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Lund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 


DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

surcharge 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 


Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  increase  annual  state  tax  revenues  by  $17  million  when  fully 
implemented  with  additional  estimated  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  State  implementation 
costs  are  estimated  at  $150,000  with  annual  operating  costs  estimated  at  $700,000.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
[5731 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
[573)751-2301 


January  24,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


8TATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
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JAN  2  4  2017 

DWiaircroy 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-129) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  January  23, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  IUh.es  •  Business  services  •  elections  •  Publications  •  Securities  •  State  archives  •  state  Library  •  wolfner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

it  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  The  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_  Countv  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


too. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me.  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1. Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 


2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing. 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  and  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reouired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  e  of  this  section 

e.  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  “DUr  driving  under  the  influence  infraction 

5.  Patient's  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 

Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 

additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 

Quarterly  basis  as  follows,  2.5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12th  grade  or  any  combination  of  aforementioned  . 

The  remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  of 

Missouri  veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer’s  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements.  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

leoal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's:  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  reviev/  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st.  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-129) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri.” 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

A  five  percent  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal/recreational  sales  of  cannabis.  The  tax 
will  be  collected  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  tax  collected  is  to  be 
directed  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  and  to  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 


196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 


legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521 
for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-129 

ITSD  - 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 

capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 

This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 
that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 


additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 


Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution,  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


ITSD-DOR: 


TOTAL 

ITSD  -  DOR  HOURS:  2,000 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-129 

FN  # 

IP  18-129 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

Application  Name: 

New  Tax  System 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

IT  Consultants 

BB 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Requirements  Gathering 

75 

192 

14,400 

Analysis 

75 

96 

7,200 

Design 

75 

96 

7,200 

Development 

75 

1,236 

92,700 

Test 

75 

192 

14,400 

Implementation 

75 

40 

3,000 

Project  Management 

75 

148.16 

11,112 

On-going  support 

Yes 

75 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Section  Funding: 

150,012  30,752  31,521 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 
Office  Equipment/HW/SW 


$147,900 

$6,094 


RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 


$350 

$300 


Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 


Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/Sq  Ft 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/SqFt 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 


Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 


Changes  to  Missouri’s  state  driving  laws  could  impact  some  federal  commercial  drivers’ 
license  laws. 


Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  could  result  in  a  withholding  of 
Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title  23,  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds  impacted 
consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety  improvement 
program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement  funds.  The 
withholding  amount  would  be  4  percent  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and  8 
percent  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 
individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  revenue  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  general  revenue  with  the  provision  that  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  elementary  and  secondary  public  education  schools  and  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Commission.  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all  medical 
marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis  without 
taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take  effect  no 
later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before  the  people 
of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  as  much 
as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented  in  FY  2021.  The 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration  (SAMHSA)  reports  that 
9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users  over  the  age  of  21.  The 
U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  as 
4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana 
by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 

427,948  marijuana) 


However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

■f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
1.58%  to  MO) 

Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 
established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  S186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  S186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 


Tax 

FY  2020 
(5 

months) 

Fully 

Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 
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Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  Initiative  Petition,  18-129,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Lund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Lund 

Clerk  Lee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Lee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Lund  Lee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Lund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 


DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

surcharge 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards ,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 


Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  increase  annual  state  tax  revenues  by  $17  million  when  fully 
implemented  with  additional  estimated  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  State  implementation 
costs  are  estimated  at  $150,000  with  annual  operating  costs  estimated  at  $700,000.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
CS731  751-4936 


JohnR.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


January  24, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


8TATE  AUDITOR'8  OFFICE 
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JAN  2  4  2017 

D^du  u  aHJ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  1  (2018-128) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  January  23, 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  »  ELECTIONS  .  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  «  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLfNER  LIBRARY 


18-128 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  John  R.  Ashcroft,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _  _ _  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have"  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE  AS  CERTIFIED 
BY 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I, _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  namesof  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Cede 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ _ _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician’s  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing. 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  or  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian 

for  medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  a  through  d  of  this  section 

5.  Patient’s  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  lav/  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  way  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st.  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-128) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  January  24,  2017) 


Date 


February  14,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  Kansas  City  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western 
State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State 
University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  could  require  their  office  to  develop  and  issue  an  order  providing  for  the 
destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri.” 
Moreover,  the  proposal  purports  to  supersede  federal  law. 

They  expect  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation.  They 
assume  they  could  absorb  costs  associated  with  the  increased  litigation  using  existing 
resources.  However,  if  the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial 
additional  litigation,  they  may  request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  estimated  increased 
operating  costs  of  $0  in  fiscal  year  2018,  unknown>$99,045  in  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
unknown>$  169,098  in  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

They  expect  rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff 
x  230  sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

They  indicated  retail  marijuana,  cultivation  facilities,  products  manufacturer,  and  testing 
facilities  may  be  established  as  small  businesses. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

This  proposal  does  not  require  them  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct  inspections  to  ensure 
the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections  196.010  through 
196.298,  RSMo,  gives  them  responsibility  for  the  regulation  of  food  to  include  such 
duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  and  proper  labeling,  etc.  Therefore,  they  would 
have  responsibility  to  assure  that  facilities  manufacturing  foods  containing  marijuana  and 
marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food  manufacturers. 


Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $7,178,073  in 
fiscal  year  2019  (7  months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,011,383  in  fiscal  year 
2021,  $  10,741 , 1 86  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Office  of  the  Director  indicated  they 
see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  Division  of  Missouri  State  Highway 

Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased  operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 

Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 


The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 

5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24) 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW 

RECURRING  COSTS 
Phone  Charges  per  FTE 
Office  Supplies  per  FTE 

Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and 
arrest/disposition  records  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an 
NCIC  modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent 
of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the 
Patrol  Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of 
these  expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would 
compound  greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  would  require  35  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 


$350 

$300 


$147,900 

$6,094 


1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 
office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  the  Highway  Patrol  to  rent  office  space  for  4 
FTE’s  to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 


Office  Space 
Janitorial/Trash  Costs 
Utility  Costs 


$14/Sq  Ft 
$1.50/Sq  Ft 
$2/Sq  Ft 


The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 


It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 

4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 


expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

The  Highway  Patrol  has  concerns  with  number  7  which  states,  “No  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Under  this  proposal: 

•  Cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  would  be  removed  from  the  list  of  scheduled  drugs 

•  Possessing,  cultivating,  harvesting  and  distributing  cannabis  for  personal  or 
medical  use  would  be  decriminalized.  Anyone  under  age  21  may  have  access 
only  for  medical  marijuana  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation  or  parental/guardian 
supervision. 

•  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender 
without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a  medicine. 

•  All  prisoners  who  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis-related  crimes 
shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

•  No  state  or  federal  personnel  or  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which 
are  no  longer  illegal  in  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

•  Missouri  will  have  reciprocity  with  any  other  states  where  cannabis  is  legalized 
by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

•  Language  is  included  to  state  that  the  people  of  Missouri  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  proposal. 

•  Effective  date  is  no  later  than  January  31st  following  the  election. 

•  Provisions  are  severable. 


This  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  Initiative  Petition,  18-128,  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens 
over  the  age  of  twenty-one  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution 
and  consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  their  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per 
case).  (The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney 
has  some  control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect 
a  conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under- staffing  in  that  it  assumes  they  contract 
all  conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  they  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  local  government  estimates  the 
fiscal  impact  of  the  above-referenced  constitutional  amendment  for  fiscal  years  2018, 
2019  and  2020  to  be  as  follows: 

(reminder:  2018  will  likely  be  a  portion  of  a  fiscal  year,  depending  on  effective  date  of 
amendment) 

Revenues:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  source  or  reason  for  increase) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Savings:  (explain  amount  per  fiscal  year,  reason  for  savings  and  area  where  savings  will 
occur) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Costs: (explain  what  type  of  costs  will  be  incurred,  amount  per  fiscal  year  and  reason) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Losses: (explain  why  revenue  losses  would  be  expected  and  amount  per  fiscal  year) 

This  constitutional  amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  they  defer  fiscal  impact  to 
the  Department  of  Revenue/Tax.  They  are  pleased  to  receive  any  funding  which 
appropriately  comes  to  them  to  support  the  Veterans  Programs  currently  administered  by 
the  Commission. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  initiative 
petition,  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Kansas 
City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of 
St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri 
State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  Additional  state 
operating  costs  resulting  from  this  proposal  are  estimated  at  $700,000  annually.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  also  increase. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


January  23, 2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


JAN  2  3  2017 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Natalie  Meyer  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  191  (2018-127) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Natalie  Meyer  on  January  23,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Mon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  provisions  ol  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  lie  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorablc  John  R.  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  ofNovember.  2018.  and  each  for  himsclfor  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 

the  city,  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


lOfficial  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


receded 

jMt  13 


MD.  SECRET 


OfSTWfc 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  |  print  or  type  names  of  signers] 


NAME  (Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Nuinber)(Strect)  (City,  town,  or 
village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  (Printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town,  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


_ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  I IEARBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PREJURY  THA  T  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


(Name  of  payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  name  of  Affiant 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  day  of 

.  A.D.  201 

Signature  ofNotary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


My  commission  expires 
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BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE  STA TE  OF  MISSOURI: 

The  proposed  initiative  will  amend  Chapter  191  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  by  adding  twenty-two  new 
sections. 

These  twenty-two  sections  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the  “Missouri  Death  with  Dignity  Act". 

Section  1 . 

In  said  sections,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(  1)  “Adult",  anv  individual  who  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older. 

(2)  “Attending  physician",  the  physician  who  has  primary  responsibility  lor  the  care  of  the  patient  and 

treatment  ofthc  patient's  terminal  disease. 

(3)  "Capable”,  in  the  opinion  of  a  court  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  patient's  attending  physician  or 
consulting  physician,  psychiatrist  or  psychologist,  a  patient  has  the  ability  to  make  and  communicate  health  care 

decisions  to  health  care  providers,  including  communication  through  persons  familiar  with  the  patient's  manner 

of  communicating  if  those  persons  are  available. 

(4)  "Consulting  physician",  a  physician  who  is  qualified  bv  specialty  or  experience  to  make  a 

professional  diagnosis  and  prognosis  regard  in  a  the  patient's  disease. 

(5)  "Counseling".  one  or  more  consultations  as  necessary  between  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist  or 
psychologist  and  a  patient  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  not  suffering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 

(6)  "Health  care  provider",  a  person  licensed,  certified  or  otherwise  authorized  or  permitted  bv  the  law 

of  this  state  to  administer  health  care  or  dispense  medication  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  practice  ofa 

profession,  and  includes  a  health  care  facility. 

(7)  "Informed  decision",  a  decision  bv  a  qualified  patient,  to  request  and  obtain  a  prescription  to  end  his 

or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  that  is  based  on  an  appreciation  ofthc  relevant  facts  and  after 

being  fully  informed  by  the  attending  physician  of: 

a.  1 1  is  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis; 

e.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed;  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives,  includiim.  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care  and  pain 

control. 

(8)  "Medically  confirmed",  the  medical  opinion  ofthc  attending  physician  has  been  confirmed  bv  a 

consulting  physician  who  has  examined  the  patient  and  the  patient's  relevant  medical  records. 

(9)  "Patient",  a  person  who  is  under  the  care  ofa  physician. 

_ ( 10)  "Physician",  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the  state  of 

Missouri 

_ (II)  “qualified  patient",  a  capable  adult  who  is  a  resident  of  this  state  and  has  satisfied  the  requirements 

of  this  initiative  in  order  to  obtain  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 

manner. 

_ (12)  “Terminal  disease",  an  incurable  and  irreversible  disease  that  has  been  medically  confirmed  and 

shall,  within  reasonable  medical  judgment,  produce  death  within  six  months. 

Section  2. 

1.  An  adult  who: 

a.  Is  capable: 

b.  Is  a  residence  of  this  state: 

c.  I  las  been  determined  by  the  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to  be  suffering 

from  a  terminal  disease;  and 

d.  Has  voluntarily  expressed  his  or  her  wish  to  die: 

may  make  a  written  request  for  medication  for  the  purpose  of  ending  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 

manner  in  accordance  with  this  initiative. 

2.  No  person  shall  Qualify  under  this  initiative  solely  because  of  age  or  disability. 

Section  3. 
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I  •  A  valid  request  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  form  described  in  section 
20.  signed  and  dated  by  the  patient,  and  witnessed  In  at  least  two  individuals  who,  in  the  presence  of  the 

patient,  attest  that  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief  the  patient  is  capable,  acting  voluntarily,  and 

is  not  being  coerced  to  sign  the  request. 

2.  One  or  the  witnesses  shall  be  a  person  who  is  not: 

a.  A  relative  of  the  patient  hv  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption: 

t>.  A  person,  who  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed,  would  be  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  estate  of  the 

qualillcd  patient  upon  death  under  any  will  or  hv  operation  of  law:  or 

c.  An  owner,  operator,  or  employee  of  a  health  care  facility  where  the  qualified  patient  is  receiving 

medical  treatment  or  is  a  resident 

3.  Hie  patient's  attending  physician  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed  shall  not  be  a  witness. 

If  the  patient  is  in  a  long-term  care  facility  at  the  time  the  written  request  is  made,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be 

an  individual  designated  by  the  facility  and  having  the  qualifications  specified  by  the  department  of  health  and 

senior  services  by  rule. 

Section  4 

I .  The  attending  physician  shall: 

A.  Make  the  initial  determination  of  whether  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease,  is  capable,  and  has  made 

the  request  voluntarily: 

B.  Request  that  the  patient  demonstrate  Missouri  state  residency  under  section  13: 

C.  To  ensure  that  the  patient  is  making  an  informed  decision,  inform  the  patient  of: 

a.  1 1  is  or  her  medical  diagnosis: 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis: 

e.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

e.  1'he  feasible  alternatives  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain 

control: 

D.  Refer  the  patient  to  a  consulting  physician  for  medical  confirmation  of  the  diagnosis  and  fora 

determination  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  acting  voluntarily: 

IT  Refer  the  patient  for  counseling  if  appropriate  under  section  6: 

F.  Recommend  that  the  patient  notify  next  of  kin: 

G.  Counsel  the  patient  about  the  importance  of  having  another  person  present  when  the  patient  takes  the 

medication  prescribed  under  this  legislation  and  of  not  taking  the  medication  in  a  public  place: 

1 1.  Inform  the  patient  that  he  or  she  has  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request  at  any  time  and  in  any 

manner,  and  offer  the  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  at  the  end  of  the  fifteen-day  waiting  period 

under  section  9: 

I.  Verify,  immediately  before  writing  the  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  that  the 

patient  is  making  an  informed  decision; 

.1.  Fulfill  the  medical  record  documentation  requirements  of  section  12: 

K.  Ensure  that  all  appropriate  steps  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  prior  to  writing  a 

prescription  for  medication  to  enable  a  qualified  patient  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 

dignified  manner:  and 

L.  I.  Dispense  medications  directly,  including  ancillary  medications  intended  to  facilitate  the  desired 

effect  to  minimize  the  patient's  discomfort,  provided  that  the  attending  physician  is  authorized  under 

state  law  and  rule  to  dispense,  has  a  current  drug  enforcement  administration  certificate,  and 

complies  with  any  applicable  administrative  rule:  or 

II.  With  the  patient's  written  consent: 

a.  Contact  a  pharmacist  and  inform  the  pharmacist  of  the  prescription:  and 

h.  Deliver  the  written  prescription  personally,  by  mail,  or  facsimile  to  the  pharmacist,  who  shall 

dispense  the  medications  to  either  the  patient,  the  attending  physician,  or  an  expressly  identified 

agent  of  the  patient. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  the  attending  physician  may  sign  the  patient's  death  certificate. 

Section  5 

Before  a  patient  is  qualified  under  this  initiative,  a  consulting  physician  shall  examine  the  patient  and  his  or  her 

relevant  medical  records  and  confirm  in  writing  the  attending  physician's  diagnosis  that  the  patient  is  suffering 

from  a  terminal  disease  and  verify  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting  voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed 

decision. 

Section  6 

If.  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  or  the  consulting  physician,  a  patient  may  be  suffering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment,  either  physician  shall  refer  the 

patient  for  counseling.  No  medication  to  end  a  patient's  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  be 

prescribed  until  the  person  performing  the  counseling  determines  that  the  patient  is  not  suffering  Irom  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 
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Section  7 

No  person  shall  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner 

unless  lie  or  she  has  made  an  informed  decision,  as  defined  in  section  I .  Immediately  prior  to  writing  a 

prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  the  attending  physician  shall  verify  that  the  qualified  patient  is 

making  an  informed  decision. 

Section  8 

The  attending  physician  shall  recommend  that  the  patient  notify  the  next  of  kin  of  his  or  her  request  for 

medication  under  this  initiative.  A  patient  who  declines  or  is  unable  to  notify  next  of  kin  shall  not  have  his  or 

her  request  denied  for  that  reason. 

Section  9 

In  order  to  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignitied  manner,  a 

qualified  patient  shall  have  made  an  oral  request  and  a  written  reel  nest  and  reiterate  the  oral  request  to  his  or  her 

attending  physician  at  least  fifteen  days  after  making  the  initial  oral  request.  At  the  time  the  qualified  patient 

makes  his  or  her  second  oral  request,  the  attending  physician  shall  offer  the  qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to 

rescind  the  request. 

Section  10 

A  patient  may  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  any  time  and  in  anv  manner  without  regard  to  his  or  her  mental  state. 

No  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  he  written  without  the  attending  physician  offering  the 

qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request. 

Section  1 1 

No  less  than  fifteen  days  shall  elapse  between  the  patient's  initial  oral  request  and  the  writing  of  a  prescription 

under  this  initiative.  No  less  than  forty-eight  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  date  of  the  patient's  written  request 

and  the  writing  of  a  prescription  under  this  initiative. 

Section  12 

The  following  shall  he  documented  or  filed  in  the  patient's  medical  record: 

( 1 )  All  oral  requests  made  bv  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner: 

(2)  All  written  requests  made  bv  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 

manner; 

(3)  The  attending  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  determination  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 

voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(4)  The  consulting  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  verification  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 

voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision: 

(5)  A  report  of  the  outcome  and  determinations  made  during  counseling,  if  performed: 

(6)  The  attending  physician's  offer  to  the  patient  to  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  the  time  of  the  patient's  second 

oral  request  under  section  9;  and 

(7)  A  note  bv  the  attending  physician  indicating  that  all  requirements  under  this  initiative  have  been  met  and 

indicating  the  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the  request  including  a  notation  of  the  medication  prescribed. 

Section  13 

Only  requests  made  bv  Missouri  residents  under  this  initiative  shall  be  granted.  Factors  demonstrating  Missouri 

residency  include,  hut  are  not  limited  to: 

( 1 )  Possession  of  a  Missouri  driver's  license: 

(2)  Registration  to  vote  in  Missouri: 

(3)  Evidence  that  the  person  owns  or  leases  property  in  Missouri:  or 

(4)  Filing  of  a  Missouri  tax  return  for  the  most  recent  tax  year. 

Section  14 

I .  a.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  annually  review  all  records  maintained  under  this 

initiative. 

b.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  require  anv  health  care  provider  upon  dispensing 

medication  under  this  initiative  to  file  a  copy  of  the  dispensing  record  with  the  department. 
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_ 2-  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  adopt  rules  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  information 

regard  inti  compliance  with  this  initiative,  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  the  information  collected  shall 
not  be  a  public  record  and  shall  not  be  made  available  for  inspection  bv  the  public. 

_ 3.  I  he  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  generate  and  make  available  to  the  public  an  annual 

statistical  report  of  information  collected  under  subsection  2  of  this  section. 

Section  15 

1 .  No  provision  in  a  contract,  will,  or  other  agreement,  whether  written  or  oral,  to  the  extent  the  provision  would 

affect  whether  a  person  may  make  or  rescind  a  rcciuest  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
diuni  lied  manner,  shall  be  valid. 

2.  No  obligation  owing  tinder  any  currently  existing  contract  shall  be  conditioned  or  affected  by  the  making  or 

rescinding  of  a  rcciuest  bv  a  person  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

Section  16 

The  sale,  procurement,  or  issuance  of  anv  life,  health,  or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy  or  the  rate  charged 

lor  any  policy  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  affected  bv  the  making  or  rescinding  of  a  request  hv  a  person  for 

medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  A  qualified  patient's  act  of  ingesting 

medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  not  have  an  effect  upon  a  life,  health. 

or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy. 

Section  1 7 

Nothing  is  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  physician  or  anv  other  person  to  end  a  patient's  life  hv 

lethal  injection,  merev  killing,  or  active  euthanasia.  Actions  taken  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  shall  not  for 

any  purpose  constitute  suicide,  assisted  suicide,  merev  killing,  or  homicide  under  the  law. 

Section  1 8 

1 .  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  section  20: 

a.  No  person  shall  he  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  liability  or  professional  disciplinary  action  for 

participating  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative  including  being  present  when  a  qualified 

patient  takes  the  prescribed  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner: 

b.  No  professional  organization  or  association  or  health  care  provider  shall  subject  a  person  to  censure. 

discipline,  suspension,  loss  of  license,  loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  penalty  for 

participating  or  refusing  to  participate  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative: 

c.  No  request  bv  a  patient  for  or  provision  bv  an  attending  physician  of  medication  in  good  faith 

compliance  with  this  initiative  shall  constitute  neglect  for  anv  purpose  of  law  or  provide  the  sole 

basis  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  conservator:  and 

d.  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  tinder  anv  duty,  whether  bv  contract,  statute,  or  anv  other  legal 

requirement  to  participate  in  the  provision  to  a  Qualified  patient  of  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in 

a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  carry  out  a 

patient's  reemest  under  this  initiative  and  the  patient  transfers  his  or  her  care  to  a  new  health  care 

provider,  the  prior  health  care  provider  shall,  upon  request,  transfer  a  copy  of  the  patient's  relevant 

medical  records  to  the  new  health  care  provider. 

2.  ( 1 )  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  a  health  care  provider  may  prohibit  another  health  care 

provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  on  the  premises  of  the  prohibiting 

provider  if  the  prohibiting  provider  has  notified  the  health  care  provider  of  the  prohibiting  provider’s 

policy  regarding  participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act.  Nothing  in  this  subdivision  shall 

prevent  a  health  care  provider  from  providing  health  care  services  to  a  patient  that  do  not  constitute 

participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act. 

(2  )  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  this  section,  a  health  care  provider  may  subject 

another  health  care  provider  to  the  following  sanctions  if  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  has 

noli  lied  the  sanctioning  provider  prior  to  participation  under  this  initiative  that  it  prohibits  participation 

in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act: 

_ (a)  Loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  sanctions  provided  under  the  medical  staff 

bylaws,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  if  the  sanctioned  provider  is  a 

member  of  the  sanctioning  provider's  medical  staff  and  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with 

dignity  act  while  on  the  health  care  facility  premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider,  but  not 

including  the  private  medical  offiee  of  a  physician  or  other  provider: 

_ (b)  Termination  of  a  lease  or  other  property  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by 

a  lease  contract,  not  including  loss  or  restriction  of  medical  staff  privileges  or  exclusion  from  a  provider 

panel,  if  the  sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  on  the 

premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  or  on  property  that  is  owned  bv  or  under  the  direct 
control  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider;  or 
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(c)  Termination  of  a  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by  contract  il'thc 
sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act  while  acting  in  the  course  and 

scope  of  the  sanctioned  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor  ol'thc  sanctioning 

health  care  provider.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  prevent: 

_ a.  A  health  care  provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act 

while  acting  outside  the  course  and  scone  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 

contractor;  or 

_ h.  A  patient  from  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician 

to  act  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor 
of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

(3)  A  health  care  provider  that  imposes  sanctions  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  follow  all 

due  process  and  other  procedures  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  may  have  that  are  related  to  the 

imposition  of  sanctions  on  another  health  care  provider. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  following  terms  shall  mean; 

(a)  "Notify",  a  separate  statement  in  writing  to  the  health  care  provider  specifically  informing  the 

health  care  provider  before  the  provider's  participation  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  of  the 

sanctioning  health  care  provider's  policy  about  participation  in  activities  covered  by  the  Missouri  death 

with  dignity  act; 

(b)  "Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act",  to  perform  the  duties  of  an  attending 

physician  under  section  5.  the  consulting  physician  function  under  section  5.  or  the  counsel inu  function 

under  section  6.  Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act  does  not  include: 

_ a.  Making  an  initial  determination  that  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease  and  informinu  the 

patient  of  the  medical  prognosis: 

b.  Providing  information  about  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act  to  a  patient  upon  the 

request  of  the  patient; 

c.  Providing  a  patient,  upon  the  request  of  the  patient,  with  a  referral  to  another  physician: 

or 

d.  A  patient  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to 

act  outside  of  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 

contractor  of  the  sanctioniim  health  care  provider. 

3.  Suspension  or  termination  of  staff  membership  or  privileges  under  subsection  2  of  this  section  is  not 

reportable  to  the  department  or  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing  arts.  Action  taken  under  sections  3  to  6 

shall  not  be  the  sole  basis  lor  a  report  of  unprofessional  conduct. 

4.  No  provision  of  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  allow  a  lower  standard  of  care  for  patients  in  the 

community  where  the  patient  is  treated  or  a  similar  community. 

Section  19 

1 .  A  person,  who  without  authorization  of  the  patient,  willfully  alters  or  forties  a  request  for  medication  or 

conceals  or  destroys  a  rescission  of  that  request  with  the  intent  or  effect  of  causing  the  patient's  death  is 

guilty  ofa  class  A  felony. 

2.  A  person  who  coerces  or  exerts  undue  influence  on  a  patient  to  request  medication  to  end  the  patient's  life 

or  to  destroy  a  rescission  ofa  request  is  uuiltv  ofa  class  A  felony. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  initiative  shall  limit  further  liability  for  civil  damages  resulting  from  other  negligent 

conduct  or  intentional  misconduct  by  any  person. 

4.  The  penalties  in  this  initiative  do  not  preclude  criminal  penalties  applicable  under  other  law  for  conduct 

that  is  inconsistent  with  this  initiative. 

Section  20 

Any  governmental  entity  that  incurs  costs  resulting  from  a  person  terminating  his  or  her  life  under  this  initiative 

in  a  public  place  has  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  person  to  recover  such  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys’  fees 

related  to  enforcing  the  claim. 

Section  2 1 

A  request  lor  a  medication  as  authorized  by  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

REQUEST  FOR  MEDICATION  TO  END  MY  LIFE 

IN  A  HUMANE  AND  DIGNIFIED  MANNER 
I . am  an  adult  ofsound  mind. 

1  am  suffering  from . which  mv  attending  physician  has  determined  is  a  terminal  disease  and  which 

has  been  medically  confirmed  by  a  consulting  physician.  I  have  been  fully  informed  of  mv  diagnosis,  prognosis. 

the  nature  of  medication  to  be  prescribed  and  potential  associated  risks,  the  expected  result,  and  the  feasible 
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alternatives,  including  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain  control.  I  request  that  inv  attending  physician  prescribe 

medication  that  will  end  my  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

INITIAL  ONE: 

. 1  have  informed  mv  family  of  inv  decision  and  taken  their  opinions  into  consideration. 

. I  have  decided  not  to  inform  mv  family  ofinv  decision. 

. I  have  no  family  to  inform  of  mv  decision. 

1  understand  that  1  have  the  right  to  rescind  this  request  at  anv  time. 

I  understand  the  lull  import  of  this  request  and  1  expect  to  die  when  I  take  the  medication  to  be  prescribed.  I 

further  understand  that  although  most  deaths  occur  within  three  hours,  mv  death  may  take  loimer.  and  mv 

physician  has  counseled  me  about  this  possibility. 

I  make  this  request  voluntarily  and  without  reservation,  and  I  accept  full  moral  responsibility  for  my 

actions. 

Signed: . 

Dated: . 

DECLARATION  OF  WITNESSES 
Wc  declare  that  the  person  making  and  signing  the  above  request: 

( 1 )  Is  personally  known  to  us  or  has  provided  proof  of  identity: 

(2)  Signed  this  request  in  our  presence  on  the  date  of  the  person's  signature; 

(3)  Appears  to  be  of  sound  mind  and  not  tinder  duress,  fraud,  or  undue  influence: 

and 

(4)  Is  not  a  patient  for  whom  cither  of  us  is  the  attending  physician. 

. Witness  I /Date 

. Witness  2/Date 

NOIL:  One  witness  shall  not  be  a  relative  (bv  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption)  of  the  person  signing  this  request. 

shall  not  he  entitled  to  anv  portion  of  the  person's  estate  upon  death,  and  shall  not  own,  operate,  or  be  employed 

at  a  health  care  facility  where  the  person  is  a  patient  or  resident.  If  the  patient  is  an  inpatient  at  a  health  care 

facility,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  he  an  individual  designated  hv  the  facility. 

Section  22 

1 .  Ain  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal,  willfully  alters,  forties,  conceals,  or  destroys  an 

instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or  anv  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the 

principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of  causing  a  withholding  or  withdrawal  of  life- 

sustaining  procedures  or  of  artificially  administered  nutrition  and  hvdration  which  hastens  the  death  of  the 

principal  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  Lxccpl  as  provided  in  subsection  I  of  this  section,  anv  person  who,  w  ithout  authorization  ot  the  principal. 

willfully  alters,  forties,  conceals,  or  destroys  an  instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or 

anv  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the  principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of 

affecting  a  health  care  decision  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 


18-126 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


JAN  I  8  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
f 5731 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  1 8,  20 1 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-126) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Charles  Jones  on  January  17,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Trisli  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County_ 
Page  No.. 


Il  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 


.  County  (or  city  of  St. 


Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the 
state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6lh  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in 

which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

I. _ 


'Q£s 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  mimes  of  signers) 


Name 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Registered  Voting  Address 
(Number)(Strect)(City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Name 

(printed  or  typed) 

i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY 
ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not  _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  Ifpaid,  list  the  payer- 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures: 


Address  of  Affiant: 


Printed  name  of  Affiant: 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this_ 
of _ ,  A.D. _ 


day 


Signature  of  Notary:. 
Address  of  Notary:  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part 
or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105.1, 

1 05. 1 1 08. 1 ,  1 05. 1 1 1 2. 1 ,  1 95.00 10.1,1 96.0 1 00. 1 ,  263.0250. 1 ,  577.0024. 1 ,  579.00 1 5. 1 ,  579.0020. 1 , 579.0030. 1 ,  579.0055. 1 , 
579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no 

longer  be  listed  among  Missouri’s  drug  schedules. 

2.  Definitions:  eannahis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  Cannabis.  Marijuana,  Cannabis  Saliva,  Cannabis 

Indiea,  Cannabis  Ruderalis  or  any  variety'  of  cannabis,  ineluding  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract, 

flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  physician  recommended  use. 

b.  Personal  use  refers  to  anv  use  not  recommended  bv  physician. 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used  or 

intended  for  use  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding  . 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or 

containing  cannabis  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis 

into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store 

or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products 

or  accessories. 

e.  Minor  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  18. 

2.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  he  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  18.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  18  shall 

have  access  to  cannabis  through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parent/legal  guardian. 

a.  No  minor  shall  he  criminally  prosecuted  for  nossession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

4..  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

a.  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

b.  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medieal  use,  to  obey  z.oning  restrictions. 

e.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or 

possessing  eannahis.  eannahis  accessories,  and  eannahis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  prov  ided 

the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri. 

d.  Providing  eannahis.  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Anv  product  to  he  sold 

to  public  must  he  tested  for  purity  and  weight. 

e.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person, 

corporation  or  other  entity  for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a) 

through  (e)  of  this  section. 

f.  The  nossession  of  eannahis  is  not  to  he  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  P.IJ.I.  (driving  under  the 

influence),  arrest  or  fines  when  operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

5.  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  he  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when 

physician  recommended. 

6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  immediately  he 

released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

a.  Within  6o  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general’s  offiee  shall  develop  and  make  available  to 

the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  eannahis  related  non-violent  civil 

and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  he  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  state  or  federal  funds  shall  he  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of 

Missouri. 

a.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty'  of  a  elass  A 

misdemeanor. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  he  subject  to  anv  special 

zoning  requirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  discriminant,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which 

is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agriculture  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

o.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of 

Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

io.  All  provisions  of  this  section  arc  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated 

in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  county',  state  or  federal  statutory,  local 

charter,  ordinance  or  resolution. 


n.  If  anv  rival  or  conflicting  initiative  regulating  anv  matter  addressed  hv  this  act  receives  the  higher 

affirmative  vote,  then  all  non-conflicting  parts  shall  become  operative. 

12.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  aoth  following  the  election  that 

placed  this  initiative  before  the  people. 
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JAN  |  1  2017 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  center 
(5731751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573]  751-2301 


January  !  1.  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-125) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  January  1 1, 2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONKK. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D. 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires, 


(Signature  of  Notary) 
(Address  ofNotary). 


18-125 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The 
existing  section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in 
brackets, 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

A)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva,  cannabis  indic.U, 

cannabis  rudcralis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to,  derivative. 

concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 

product  thereof 

B1  Hemp:  The  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics. 

fiherboard.  clothing,  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's 
economy,  the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp,  shall  be  forever  guaranteed 
in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


JAN  1  1  L\i\i 


STATE  AUDITORS  OrFICf. 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  1 1,  201 7 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X  (201 8-124) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Damien  Johnson  on  January  10,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
I  rish  Vincent 


600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 10 1 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONC.R. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D, 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


(Signature  of  Notary) 
(Address  of  Notary). 


18-124 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 201 5]approved  by  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

Section  26. 

A.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without  voter  approval, 

state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not  be  expanded  to 
impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  [not  subject  to  sales,  use  or  similar 
transaction-based  tax  on  January  1 , 2015.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  centers  recreation  center  or  facilities  without 

voter  approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits,  without 

voter  approval. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-124) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  X.  (Received  January  11,  2017) 


Date 


January  31,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  X  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  expect  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  would  result  in  increased  litigation,  their  office  can  absorb 


the  costs  associated  with  that  increased  litigation  using  existing  resources.  However,  if 
the  enactment  of  this  proposal  were  to  result  in  substantial  additional  litigation,  they  may 
request  additional  appropriations. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department.  They  also  indicated  that  they  think 
Section  26  A  is  supposed  to  say  “that  was  not  approved  by  voters.” 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  that  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 


Officials  from  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Article 
X,  Section  26  by  mandating  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sports  facilities 
and  before  imposing  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction. 

•  Subsection  A  prohibits  the  imposition  of  state  and  local  taxes  on  any  services  or 
transactions  that  were  approved  by  voters  instead  of  the  current  language  which 
prohibits  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  not  subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1,  2015.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have 
enough  information  to  estimate  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  provision,  however,  it  could 
have  a  significant  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  state  and  local  taxing  authorities. 

•  Subsection  C  prohibits  expansion,  extension  modification  or  amending  current  or 
future  bonds,  or  tax  credits  without  voter  approval.  The  intent  of  this  provision  is 
unclear.  A  broad  interpretation  would  be  that  provision  C  would  not  allow  refunding 
transactions  (which  save  tax  payer  money  by  reducing  debt  service  without 
substantive  changes  to  principal  payments  or  dates)  on  any  bonds  (not  just  sports 
stadiums)  without  voter  approval  (which  would  be  unlikely  to  obtain  in  a  timely 
manner  to  execute  the  transaction  before  the  markets  changes).  An  even  broader  but 
reasonable  interpretation  would  be  that  no  changes  to  any  existing  bond  documents 
could  be  made  regardless  of  how  trivial.  This  could  present  challenges  in  managing 
the  state’s  current  debt  and  could  result  in  higher  debt  service  costs  for  the  state.  In 
regards  to  the  reference  to  tax  credits,  this  could  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  state 
could  not  take  any  action  on  any  existing  tax  credit  program  without  a  vote  of  the 
people.  This  means  the  program  could  not  be  extended  or  ended,  caps  could  not  be 
lowered  or  raised,  and  other  program  changes  such  as  limiting  the  transferability  of 
credits  could  not  be  implemented  by  the  General  Assembly  without  a  vote  of  the 
people. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 


historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  have  no  impact 
on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  university  of  under  $100,000. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas 
City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St. 
Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of 
Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60 
School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community 
College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

The  proposal  could  have  a  significant  negative  fiscal  impact  on  the  state  and  local 
governmental  entities.  The  amount  of  the  impact  is  unknown. 
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JamksC.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


John  R.  Ashcroft 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFtOE 

y  JAN  1  0  2017 

Illb^auuDLd 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  10,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  John  Boyd  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-123) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  John  Boyd  on  January  1 0, 20 1 7. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6S101 
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C  ountv _ 

Page  Number _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021  R.S.Mo.,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  dat  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  hesclf  says:  I  have  personally  signed 
this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ County  (or 


City  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

Mu,. 

MO  sfo  *01? 


{Official  Ballot  Title, 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


WQf 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  staled  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _  County. 


FURTHERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 

OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  noi _ (Check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this 

petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  Commission  Expires: 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  Obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
,A.D.  201 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  ( Street,  City.  State  &  Zip) 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal  or 
modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by 
implication  Section  290  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes.  All  matter  which  is  to  be  deleted 
included  in  its  proper  place  enclosed  in  brackets  and  all  new  matter  shown  underlined,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended  as  follows: 

Under  Article  I,  a  new  section  is  added  to  read  as  follows: 

“36,  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  no  person,  business,  church,  organization,  or 

other  lawful  entity  shall  be  required,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  to  render  services,  goods,  or 

property,  except  for  just  compensation  from  the  recipient,  unless  such  is  required  throuuh 

senteneinu  upon  heintz  duly  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor  or  felony.  Anv  law,  reuulation.  or  act  of 

this  state  which  either  alone  or  in  combination  with  the  law  of  another  jurisdiction  would  result 

in  the  rendcriim  of  services,  uoods.  or  property  w  ithout  just  compensation  from  the  person 

receiving  the  services,  uoods.  or  property,  except  as  punishment  for  a  crime,  shall  be  invalid.” 


County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  lean 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  lo  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  lay  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  Stale  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and . . . . County  (or  city  of  Si.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  lo  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and . . . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Titlaj 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  County  Of 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Vilbtgc) 

ZIP 

CODE 

covet*. 

HIM 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

> 

3 

4 

b 

7 

■ 

ix 

10 

t - - 1 - 1 . .  . . . .  ..i.  ■  i.  - 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that 
each  has  staled  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . . . County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OE  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  I K  years  of  age.  I  do ....  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  lobe  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . . . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D. 


Notaiy  Public  (Seal) . 

tvly  commission  expires. 


(Signature  of  Notary) 
(Address  of  Notary). 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  lax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 2015]approved  by  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  snort 
ladlilifiS. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri 
without  voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based 
tax)  shall  not  be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  (not  subject 
to  sales,  use  or  similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1 , 2015.]  approved  bv  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  centers  recreation  center  or  facilities 
without  voter  approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amendino  current  or  future  bonds,  lax  credits. 

without  voler.approval. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  seli-executinp  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  texl  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  countv.  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 
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Iambs  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
15731751-4936 

January  10,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-121) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  January  10,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


John  R.  Ashcroft 


cc:  Hon.  Joshua  D.  Hawley 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Trish  Vincent 


Secretary  of  State  elections  division 

State  of  Missouri  1573)  751-2301 


600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term 
ol  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
tor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONC'.R. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D. 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires, 


(Signature  of  Notary) 
(Address  of  Notary)- 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The 
existing  section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in 
brackets, 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  mdcralis.  or  anv  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to.  derivative. 

concentrate,  extract.  Ilowcr.  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  sail,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or 

any  product  thereof 

b)  Hemp:  The  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics. 

lihcrboard.  clothing,  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's 
economy,  the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp,  shall  be  forever  guaranteed 
in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri. 


18-120 


\*! 


JAN  0  6 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFHCt 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  6,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Slate  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Natalie  Meyer  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  191  (2018-120) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Natalie  Meyer  on  January  5,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  I  Ion.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notw  ithstanding  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kandcr.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

follow  ing  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  re  jection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 

the  city.  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  alter  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  Of  MISSOURI.  COUN  TY  OF 


e/v, 

J4A/  05  20J7 

M°.  SECRErARY 


Ed 


OF  STATE 


I, _ ,  being  tirst  duly  sworn,  say  [print  or  type  names  of  signers] 


NAME  (Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)(Street)  (City,  town,  or 
village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  (Printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  and  city.  town,  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


_ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEARBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PREJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE. 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 


INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


(Name  of  payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  name  of  Affiant 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  day  of 

.  A.D.  201 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


My  commission  expires 
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BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE  STA  TE  OF  MISSOURI: 

The  proposed  initiative  will  amend  Chapter  191  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  by  adding  twenty-two  new 
sections. 

These  twenty-two  sections  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the  “Missouri  Death  with  Dignity  Act". 

Section  1 . 

In  said  sections,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

( 1 1  "Adult",  anv  individual  who  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older. 

(2)  “Attending  physician",  the  physician  who  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  care  of  the  patient  and 

treatment  of  the  patient's  terminal  disease. 

(3)  "Capable",  in  the  opinion  of  a  court  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  patient's  attending  physician  or 
consulting  physician,  psychiatrist  or  psychologist.  a  patient  has  the  ability  to  make  and  communicate  health  care 

decisions  to  health  care  providers,  including  communication  through  persons  familiar  with  the  patient’s  manner 

of  communicating  if  those  persons  are  available. 

(4)  "Consultin'’  physician",  a  physician  who  is  qualified  by  specialty  or  experience  to  make  a 

professional  diagnosis  and  prognosis  regarding  the  patient's  disease. 

(5)  "Counseling",  one  or  more  consultations  as  necessary  between  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist  or 
psychologist  and  a  patient  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  not  suffering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 

(6)  "Health  care  provider",  a  person  licensed,  certified  or  otherwise  authorized  or  permitted  by  the  law 

of  this  state  to  administer  health  care  or  dispense  medication  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  practice  of  a 

profession,  and  includes  a  health  care  facility. 

(7)  "Informed  decision",  a  decision  by  a  qualified  patient,  to  request  and  obtain  a  prescription  to  end  his 

or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  diuni  lied  manner,  that  is  based  on  an  appreciation  of  the  relevant  facts  and  alter 

being  fully  informed  by  the  attending  physician  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  His  or  her  promiosis; 

c.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives,  includintz,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care  and  pain 

control. 

(8)  "Medically  confirmed",  the  medical  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  has  been  confirmed  by  a 

consulting  physician  who  has  examined  the  patient  and  the  patient's  relevant  medical  records. 

(9)  "Patient",  a  person  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

( 10)  "Physician",  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the  state  of 

Missouri 

_ (II)  “qualified  patient",  a  capable  adult  who  is  a  resident  of  this  state  and  has  satisfied  the  requirements 

of  this  initiative  in  order  to  obtain  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dimtilled 

manner. 

_ ( 12)  “Terminal  disease",  an  incurable  and  irreversible  disease  that  has  been  medically  confirmed  and 

shall,  within  reasonable  medical  judgment,  produce  death  within  six  months. 

Section  2. 

1 .  An  adult  who: 

a.  Is  capable: 

b.  Is  a  residence  of  this  state: 

c.  Has  been  determined  by  the  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to  be  suffering 

from  a  terminal  disease:  and 

d.  Has  voluntarily  expressed  his  or  her  wish  to  die: 

may  make  a  written  request  for  medication  for  the  purpose  of  ending  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dimtilled 

manner  in  accordance  with  this  initiative. 

2.  No  person  shall  qualify  under  this  initiative  solely  because  of  age  or  disability. 

Section  3. 
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1.  A  valid  request  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  form  described  in  section 

20.  signed  and  dated  by  the  patient,  and  witnessed  hv  at  least  two  individuals  who,  in  the  presence  of  the 

patient,  attest  that  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief  the  patient  is  capable,  acting  voluntarily,  and 

is  not  being  coerced  to  sign  the  request. 

2.  One  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  a  person  who  is  not: 

a.  A  relative  of  the  patient  hv  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption: 

b.  A  person,  who  at  the  time  the  request  is  sinned,  would  be  entitled  to  anv  portion  of  the  estate  of  the 

qualified  patient  upon  death  under  any  will  or  bv  operation  of  law:  or 

c.  An  owner,  operator,  or  employee  of  a  health  care  facility  where  the  qualified  patient  is  receiving 

medical  treatment  or  is  a  resident 

3.  The  patient’s  attending  physician  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed  shall  not  be  a  witness. 

If  the  patient  is  in  a  long-term  care  facility  at  the  time  the  written  request  is  made,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be 

an  individual  designated  bv  the  facility  and  having  the  qualifications  specified  bv  the  department  of  health  and 

senior  services  bv  rule. 

Section  4 

I .  The  attending  physician  shall: 

A.  Make  the  initial  determination  of  whether  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease,  is  capable,  and  has  made 

the  request  voluntarily; 

B.  Request  that  the  patient  demonstrate  Missouri  state  residency  under  section  13: 

C.  To  ensure  that  the  patient  is  making  an  informed  decision,  inform  the  patient  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis: 

b.  His  or  her  promiosis: 

c.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives  including,  hut  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain 

control: 

D.  Refer  the  patient  to  a  consulting  physician  for  medical  confirmation  of  the  diagnosis  and  fora 

determination  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  acting  voluntarily: 

E.  Refer  the  patient  for  counseling  if  appropriate  under  section  6: 

F.  Recommend  that  the  patient  notify  next  of  kin: 

G.  Counsel  the  patient  about  the  importance  of  having  another  person  present  when  the  patient  takes  the 

medication  prescribed  under  this  legislation  and  of  not  taking  the  medication  in  a  public  place: 

1 1.  Inform  the  patient  that  he  or  she  has  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request  at  anv  time  and  in  anv 

manner,  and  offer  the  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  at  the  end  of  the  fifteen-day  waiting  period 

under  section  9: 

I.  Verify,  immediately  before  writing  the  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  that  the 

patient  is  making  an  informed  decision: 

J.  Fu I II 11  the  medical  record  documentation  requirements  of  section  12: 

K.  Ensure  that  all  appropriate  steps  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  prior  to  writing  a 

prescription  for  medication  to  enable  a  qualified  patient  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 

dignified  manner:  and 

L.  1.  Dispense  medications  directly,  including  ancillary  medications  intended  to  facilitate  the  desired 

effect  to  minimize  the  patient's  discomfort,  provided  that  the  attending  physician  is  authorized  under 

state  law  and  rule  to  dispense,  has  a  current  drug  enforcement  administration  certificate,  and 

complies  with  anv  applicable  administrative  rule:  or 

II.  With  the  patient's  written  consent: 

a.  Contact  a  pharmacist  and  inform  the  pharmacist  of  the  prescription:  and 

b.  Deliver  the  written  prescription  personally,  bv  mail,  or  facsimile  to  the  pharmacist,  who  shall 

dispense  the  medications  to  either  the  patient,  the  attending  physician,  or  an  expressly  identified 

agent  of  the  patient. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  the  attending  physician  mav  sign  the  patient's  death  certificate. 

Section  5 

Before  a  patient  is  qualified  under  this  initiative,  a  consulting  physician  shall  examine  the  patient  and  his  or  her 

relevant  medical  records  and  confirm  in  writing  the  attending  physician's  diagnosis  that  the  patient  is  suffering 

from  a  terminal  disease  and  verify  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting  voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed 

decision. 

Section  6 

If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  or  the  consulting  physician,  a  patient  mav  be  suffering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment,  either  physician  shall  refer  the 
patient  for  counseling.  No  medication  to  end  a  patient's  life  in  a  humane  and  dignilied  manner  shall  be 

prescribed  until  the  person  performing  the  counseling  determines  that  the  patient  is  not  sutlering  from  a 

psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 
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Section  7 

No  person  shall  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner 

unless  he  or  she  has  made  an  informed  decision,  as  defined  in  section  1 .  Immediately  prior  to  writing  a 

prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  the  attending  physician  shall  verily  that  the  qualified  patient  is 

making  an  informed  decision. 

Section  8 

The  altcndiim  physician  shall  recommend  that  the  patient  notify  the  next  of  kin  of  his  or  her  request  for 

medication  under  this  initiative.  A  patient  who  declines  or  is  unable  to  notify  next  of  kin  shall  not  have  his  oi¬ 

lier  request  denied  for  that  reason. 

Section  9 

In  order  to  receive  a  prescription  lor  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  a 

qualified  patient  shall  have  made  an  oral  request  and  a  written  request  and  reiterate  the  oral  request  to  his  or  her 

attending  physician  at  least  fifteen  days  after  making  the  initial  oral  reemest.  At  the  time  the  qualilicd  patient 

makes  his  or  her  second  oral  request,  the  attending  physician  shall  offer  the  qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to 

rescind  the  request. 

Section  10 

A  patient  mav  rescind  his  or  her  rctiuesl  at  anv  time  and  in  anv  manner  without  regard  to  his  or  her  mental  state. 

No  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  he  written  without  the  attending  physician  offering  the 

qualilicd  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  reemest. 

Section  1  1 

No  less  than  fifteen  days  shall  elapse  between  the  patient's  initial  oral  request  and  the  writing  of  a  prescription 

under  this  initiative.  No  less  than  forty-eight  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  date  of  the  patient's  written  reemest 

and  the  writing  of  a  prescription  under  this  initiative. 

Section  12 

The  following  shall  he  documented  or  Hied  in  the  patient's  medical  record: 

( 1)  All  oral  requests  made  hv  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner; 

(2)  All  written  requests  made  hv  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  ditmified 

manner: 

(3)  The  attending  physician’s  diagnosis  and  promiosis  and  determination  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  aclimi 

voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision: 

(4)  The  consultine  phy  sician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  verification  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 

voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision: 

(5)  A  report  of  the  outcome  and  determinations  made  during  counseling.  if  performed: 

(6)  The  attending  physician's  offer  to  the  patient  to  rescind  his  or  her  reciuest  at  the  time  of  the  patient's  second 

oral  request  under  section  9:  and 

(7)  A  note  by  the  attending  physician  indicating  that  all  requirements  under  this  initiative  have  been  met  and 

indicating  the  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the  reemest  including  a  notation  of  the  medication  prescribed. 

Section  13 

Only  reti nests  made  by  Missouri  residents  under  this  initiative  shall  be  granted,  factors  demonstrating  Missouri 

residency  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

( 1 )  Possession  of  a  Missouri  driver's  license: 

(2)  Registration  to  vote  in  Missouri: 

(3)  Evidence  that  the  person  owns  or  leases  property  in  Missouri:  or 

(4)  Filing  of  a  Missouri  tax  return  for  the  most  recent  tax  year. 

Section  14 

I .  a.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  annually  review  all  records  maintained  under  this 

initiative. 

b.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  require  any  health  care  provider  upon  dispensing 

medication  under  this  initiative  to  flic  a  copy  of  the  dispensing  record  with  the  department. 
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2.  1  lie  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  adopt  rules  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  information 

regarding  compliance  with  this  initiative.  Except  as  otherwise  required  hv  law,  the  information  collected  shall 
not  be  a  public  record  and  shall  not  be  made  available  for  inspection  bv  the  public. 

3.  I  he  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  generate  and  make  available  to  the  public  an  annual 

statistical  report  of  information  collected  under  subsection  2  of  this  section. 

Section  15 

1 .  No  provision  in  a  contract,  will,  or  other  agreement,  whether  written  or  oral,  to  the  extent  the  provision  would 

affect  whether  a  person  may  make  or  rescind  a  request  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 

diuni  lied  manner,  shall  be  valid. 

2.  No  obligation  owing  under  any  currently  existing  contract  shall  be  conditioned  or  affected  by  the  making  or 

rescinding  of  a  request  hv  a  person  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

Section  16 

The  sale,  procurement,  or  issuance  of  anv  life,  health,  or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy  or  the  rate  charged 

for  anv  policy  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  affected  bv  the  making  or  rescinding  of  a  request  hv  a  person  for 

medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  A  qualified  patient's  act  of  ingesting 

medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  not  have  an  effect  noon  a  life,  health. 

or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy. 

Section  1 7 

Nothing  is  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  physician  or  anv  other  person  to  end  a  patient's  life  hv 

lethal  injection,  mercy  killing,  or  active  euthanasia.  Actions  taken  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  shall  not  for 

anv  purpose  constitute  suicide,  assisted  suicide,  mercy  killing,  or  homicide  under  the  law. 

Section  18 

1 .  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  section  20: 

a.  No  person  shall  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  liability  or  professional  disciplinary  action  for 

participating  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative  including  being  present  when  a  qualified 

patient  takes  the  prescribed  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner: 

b.  No  professional  organization  or  association  or  health  care  provider  shall  subject  a  person  to  censure. 

discipline,  suspension,  loss  of  license,  loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  penalty  for 

participating  or  refusing  to  participate  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative: 

c.  No  request  hv  a  patient  for  or  provision  bv  an  attending  physician  of  medication  in  good  faith 

compliance  with  this  initiative  shall  constitute  neglect  for  anv  purpose  of  law  or  provide  the  sole 

basis  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  conservator:  and 

d.  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  under  anv  duty,  whether  bv  contract,  statute,  or  anv  other  legal 

requirement  to  participate  in  the  provision  to  a  Qualified  patient  of  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in 

a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  carry  out  a 

patient's  request  under  this  initiative  and  the  patient  transfers  his  or  her  care  to  a  new  health  care 

provider,  the  prior  health  care  provider  shall,  upon  request,  transfer  a  copy  of  the  patient's  relevant 

medical  records  to  the  new  health  care  provider. 

2.  ( 1 )  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  a  health  care  provider  may  prohibit  another  health  care 

provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  on  the  premises  of  the  prohibiting 

provider  if  the  prohibiting  provider  has  notified  the  health  care  provider  of  the  prohibiting  provider's 

policy  regarding  participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act.  Nothing  in  this  subdivision  shall 

prevent  a  health  care  provider  from  providing  health  care  services  to  a  patient  that  do  not  constitute 

participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  I  of  this  section,  a  health  care  provider  mav  subject 

another  health  care  provider  to  the  following  sanctions  if  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  has 

notified  the  sanctioning  provider  prior  to  participation  under  this  initiative  that  it  prohibits  participation 

in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act: 

_ (a)  Loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  sanctions  provided  under  the  medical  staff 

bvlaws.  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  if  the  sanctioned  provider  is  a 

member  of  the  sanctioning  provider's  medical  staff  and  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with 

dignitx  act  while  on  the  health  care  facility  premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider,  but  not 

including  the  private  medical  office  of  a  physician  or  other  provider: 

_ (b)  Termination  of  a  lease  or  other  property  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  bv 

a  lease  contract,  not  including  loss  or  restriction  of  medical  staff  privileges  or  exclusion  from  a  provider 

panel,  if  the  sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  on  the 

premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  or  on  property  that  is  owned  bv  or  under  the  direct 

control  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider:  or 
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(cl  Termination  of  a  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by  contract  if  the 
sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act  while  action  in  the  course  and 

scope  of  the  sanctioned  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor  of  the  sanctioning 
health  care  provider.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  prevent: 

_ a.  A  health  care  provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act 

while  action  outside  the  course  and  scone  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 

contractor:  or 

_ b.  A  patient  from  contraction  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician 

to  act  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor 

of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

(3)  A  health  care  provider  that  imposes  sanctions  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  follow  all 

due  process  and  other  procedures  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  may  have  that  are  related  to  the 

imposition  of  sanctions  on  another  health  care  provider. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(a)  "Notify",  a  separate  statement  in  writiim  to  the  health  care  provider  specifically  informinn  the 

health  care  provider  before  the  provider's  participation  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  of  the 

sanctioninn  health  care  provider's  policy  about  participation  in  activities  covered  by  the  Missouri  death 
with  dianitv  act: 

(b)  "Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunitv  act",  to  perform  the  duties  of  an  attending 

physician  under  section  5.  the  consulting  physician  function  under  section  5.  or  the  counsel  inn  function 

under  section  6.  Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  diunits  act  does  not  include: 

_ a.  Making  an  initial  determination  that  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease  and  informinn  the 

patient  of  the  medical  promiosis: 

b.  Providing  information  about  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  to  a  patient  upon  the 

request  of  the  patient: 

c.  Providin'.!  a  patient,  upon  the  request  of  the  patient,  with  a  referral  to  another  physician: 

or 

d.  A  patient  contracting  with  his  or  her  attendinn  physician  and  consulting  physician  to 

act  outside  of  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 

contractor  of  the  sanctioninu  health  care  provider. 

3.  Suspension  or  termination  of  staff  membership  or  privileges  under  subsection  2  of  this  section  is  not 

reportable  to  the  department  or  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healimn  arts.  Action  taken  under  sections  3  to  6 

shall  not  he  the  sole  basis  for  a  report  of  unprofessional  conduct. 

4,  No  provision  of  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  allow  a  lower  standard  of  care  for  patients  in  the 

community  where  the  patient  is  treated  or  a  similar  community. 

Section  19 

1 .  A  person,  who  without  authorization  of  the  patient,  willfully  alters  or  forces  a  request  for  medication  or 

conceals  or  destroys  a  rescission  of  that  request  with  the  intent  or  effect  of  causing  the  patient's  death  is 

nuiltv  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  A  person  who  coerces  or  exerts  undue  influence  on  a  patient  to  request  medication  to  end  the  patient's  life 

or  to  destroy  a  rescission  of  a  request  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

3.  Nothiniz  in  this  initiative  shall  limit  further  liability  for  civil  damages  result  inu  from  other  negligent 

conduct  or  intentional  misconduct  bv  any  person. 

4.  The  penalties  in  this  initiative  do  not  preclude  criminal  penalties  applicable  under  other  law  for  conduct 

that  is  inconsistent  with  this  initiative. 

Section  20 

Any  governmental  entity  that  incurs  costs  resulting  from  a  person  termination  his  or  her  life  tinder  this  initiative 

in  a  public  place  has  a  claim  attains!  the  estate  of  the  person  to  recover  such  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys'  fees 

related  to  enforcing  the  claim. 

Section  2 1 

A  request  fora  medication  as  authorized  bv  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

REQUEST  FOR  MEDICATION  TO  END  MY  LIFE 

IN  A  HUMANE  AND  DIGNIFIED  MANNER 
1 . am  an  adult  of  sound  mind. 

I  am  suffering  from . which  mv  attend  inti  physician  has  determined  is  a  terminal  disease  and  which 

has  been  medically  confirmed  bv  a  consulting  physician.  I  have  been  fullv  informed  of  mv  diagnosis,  prognosis. 

the  nature  of  medication  to  be  prescribed  and  potential  associated  risks,  the  expected  result,  and  the  feasible 
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alternatives,  including  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain  control.  I  request  that  mv  attending  physician  prescribe 

medication  that  will  end  my  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

INITIAL  ONE: 

. I  have  informed  mv  family  of  my  decision  and  taken  their  opinions  into  consideration. 

. I  have  decided  not  to  inform  mv  family  of  mv  decision. 

. I  have  no  family  to  inform  of  mv  decision. 

I  understand  that  1  have  the  right  to  rescind  this  request  at  anv  time. 

I  understand  the  full  import  of  this  request  and  1  expect  to  die  when  I  take  the  medication  to  be  prescribed.  1 

further  understand  that  although  most  deaths  occur  within  three  hours,  mv  death  may  take  longer,  and  mv 

physician  has  counseled  me  about  this  possibility, 

1  make  this  rcciuest  voluntarily  and  without  reservation,  and  1  accept  full  moral  responsibility  for  mv 

actions. 

Sinned: . 

Dated: . 

DECLARATION  OF  WITNESSES 
We  declare  that  the  person  making  and  sinning  the  above  request: 

( 1 )  Is  personally  known  to  us  or  has  provided  proof  of  identity: 

(2)  Sinned  this  request  in  our  presence  on  the  date  of  the  person's  signature: 

(3)  Appears  to  he  of  sound  mind  and  not  tinder  duress,  fraud,  or  undue  influence: 

and 

(4)  Is  not  a  patient  for  whom  either  of  us  is  the  attending  physician. 

. Witness  1/Date 

. Witness  2/Date 

NOTE:  One  witness  shall  not  be  a  relative  (bv  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption)  of  the  person  sinninn  this  request, 

shall  not  be  entitled  to  anv  portion  of  the  person's  estate  upon  death,  and  shall  not  own,  operate,  or  he  employed 

at  a  health  care  facility  where  the  person  is  a  patient  or  resident.  If  the  patient  is  an  inpatient  at  a  health  care 

facility,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  an  individual  designated  bv  the  facility. 

Section  22 

1 .  Any  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal,  willfully  alters,  forces,  conceals,  or  destroys  an 

instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or  anv  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the 

principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of  causing  a  withholding  or  withdrawal  of  life - 

sustaining  procedures  or  of  artificially  administered  nutrition  and  hydration  which  hastens  the  death  of  the 

principal  is  guiltv  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  I  of  this  section,  anv  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal. 

willfully  alters,  forges.  conceals,  or  destroys  an  instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or 

anv  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the  principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of 

affecting  a  health  care  decision  is  guiltv  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 


18-119 


JAN  l)  3  2017 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  3,  2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Natalie  Meyer  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  191  (2018-1 19) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Natalie  Meyer  on  January  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely 


0*°*  fe~ 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C'.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  I 
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18-119 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jason  Kandcr.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"’  day  ofNovember,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 

the  city,  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STA'IT-  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


JAN  03  2017 

wa^cR£T«yoFswre 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  | print  or  type  names  of  signers] 


NAME  (Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(NumberXStreet)  (City,  town,  or 
village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME  (Printed  or  typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town,  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  in  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


_ County. 

FUR  1 1 fF.RMORE,  I  I IEARBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PREJURY  Tl IAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 

true  and  correct  and  that  i  have  never  been  convicted  of,  found  guilty  of.  or  pled  guilty  ro  any  offense 

INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


A.D.  201 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City.  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  THE  PEOPLE  OF  THE  STA  TE  OF  MISSOURI: 

The  proposed  initiative  will  amend  Chapter  191  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  by  adding  twenty-two  new 
sections. 

These  twenty-two  sections  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the  "Missouri  Death  with  Dignity  Act". 

Section  1. 

In  said  sections,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

( 1 )  “Adult",  any  individual  who  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older. 

(2)  “Attending  physician”,  the  physician  who  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  care  of  the  patient  and 
treatment  of  the  patient's  terminal  disease. 

(3)  "Capable",  in  the  opinion  of  a  court  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  patient's  attending  physician  or 
consulting  physician,  psychiatrist  or  psychologist,  a  patient  has  the  ability  to  make  and  communicate  health  care 
decisions  to  health  care  providers,  including  communication  through  persons  familiar  with  the  patient's  manner 
of  communicating  if  those  persons  are  available. 

(4)  "Consulting  physician",  a  physician  who  is  qualified  by  specialty  or  experience  to  make  a 
professional  diagnosis  and  prognosis  regarding  the  patient's  disease. 

(5)  "Counseling",  one  or  more  consultations  as  necessary  between  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist  or 
psychologist  and  a  patient  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  not  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 

(6)  "1  lealth  care  provider",  a  person  licensed,  certified  or  otherwise  authorized  or  permitted  by  the  law 
of  this  state  to  administer  health  care  or  dispense  medication  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  practice  of  a 
profession,  and  includes  a  health  care  facility. 

(7)  "Informed  decision",  a  decision  by  a  qualified  patient,  to  request  and  obtain  a  prescription  to  end  his 
or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  that  is  based  on  an  appreciation  of  the  relevant  facts  and  after 
being  fully  informed  by  the  attending  physician  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis; 

c.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed;  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care  and  pain 
control. 

(8)  "Medically  confirmed",  the  medical  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  has  been  confirmed  by  a 
consulting  physician  who  has  examined  the  patient  and  the  patient's  relevant  medical  records. 

(9)  "Patient",  a  person  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

( 10)  "Physician",  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the  slate  of 
Missouri 

(11)  "qualified  patient",  a  capable  adult  who  is  a  resident  of  this  state  and  has  satisfied  the  requirements 
of  this  initiative  in  order  to  obtain  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner. 

(12)  “Terminal  disease",  an  incurable  and  irreversible  disease  that  has  been  medically  confirmed  and 
shall,  within  reasonable  medical  judgment,  produce  death  within  six  months. 

Section  2. 

1.  An  adult  who: 

a.  Is  capable; 

b.  Is  a  residence  of  this  state; 

c.  Has  been  determined  by  the  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to  be  suffering 
from  a  terminal  disease;  and 

d.  Has  voluntarily  expressed  his  or  her  wish  to  die; 

may  make  a  written  request  for  medication  for  the  purpose  of  ending  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner  in  accordance  with  this  initiative. 

2.  No  person  shall  qualify  under  this  initiative  solely  because  of  age  or  disability. 


Section  3. 
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1 .  A  valid  request  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  form  described  in  section 

20,  signed  and  dated  by  the  patient,  and  witnessed  by  at  least  two  individuals  who,  in  the  presence  of  the 

patient,  attest  that  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief  the  patient  is  capable,  acting  voluntarily,  and 

is  not  being  coerced  to  sign  the  request. 

2.  One  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  a  person  who  is  not: 

a.  A  relative  of  the  patient  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption; 

b.  A  person,  who  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed,  would  be  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  estate  of  the 
qualified  patient  upon  death  under  any  will  or  by  operation  of  law;  or 

c.  An  owner,  operator,  or  employee  of  a  health  care  facility  where  the  qualified  patient  is  receiving 
medical  treatment  or  is  a  resident 

3.  The  patient's  attending  physician  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed  shall  not  be  a  witness. 

If  the  patient  is  in  a  long-term  care  facility  at  the  time  the  written  request  is  made,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be 
an  individual  designated  by  the  facility  and  having  the  qualifications  specified  by  the  department  of  health  and 
senior  services  by  rule. 

Section  4 

I .  The  attending  physician  shall: 

A.  Make  the  initial  determination  of  whether  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease,  is  capable,  and  has  made 
the  request  voluntarily; 

B.  Request  that  the  patient  demonstrate  Missouri  state  residency  under  section  13; 

C.  To  ensure  that  the  patient  is  making  an  informed  decision,  inform  the  patient  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis; 

c.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed; 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain 
control; 

D.  Refer  the  patient  to  a  consulting  physician  for  medical  confirmation  of  the  diagnosis  and  for  a 
determination  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  acting  voluntarily; 

E.  Refer  the  patient  for  counseling  if  appropriate  under  section  6; 

F.  Recommend  that  the  patient  notify  next  of  kin; 

G.  Counsel  the  patient  about  the  importance  of  having  another  person  present  when  the  patient  takes  the 
medication  prescribed  under  this  legislation  and  of  not  taking  the  medication  in  a  public  place; 

1 1.  Inform  the  patient  that  he  or  she  has  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request  at  any  time  and  in  any 
manner,  and  offer  the  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  at  the  end  of  the  fifteen-day  waiting  period 
under  section  9; 

I.  Verify,  immediately  before  writing  the  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  that  the 
patient  is  making  an  informed  decision; 

.1.  Fulfill  the  medical  record  documentation  requirements  of  section  12; 

K.  Ensure  that  all  appropriate  steps  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  prior  to  writing  a 
prescription  for  medication  to  enable  a  qualified  patient  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
dignified  manner;  and 

L.  I.  Dispense  medications  directly,  including  ancillary  medications  intended  to  facilitate  the  desired 
effect  to  minimize  the  patient's  discomfort,  provided  that  the  attending  physician  is  authorized  under 
state  law  and  rule  to  dispense,  has  a  current  drug  enforcement  administration  certificate,  and 
complies  with  any  applicable  administrative  rule;  or 

II.  With  the  patient's  written  consent: 

a.  Contact  a  pharmacist  and  inform  the  pharmacist  of  the  prescription;  and 

b.  Deliver  the  written  prescription  personally,  by  mail,  or  facsimile  to  the  pharmacist,  who  shall 
dispense  the  medications  to  either  the  patient,  the  attending  physician,  or  an  expressly  identified 
agent  of  the  patient. 

2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law.  the  attending  physician  may  sign  the  patient's  death  certificate. 
Section  5 

Before  a  patient  is  qualified  under  this  initiative,  a  consulting  physician  shall  examine  the  patient  and  his  or  her 
relevant  medical  records  and  confirm  in  writing  the  attending  physician's  diagnosis  that  the  patient  is  suffering 
from  a  terminal  disease  and  verify  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting  voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed 
decision. 

Section  6 

If.  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  or  the  consulting  physician,  a  patient  may  be  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment,  either  physician  shall  refer  the 
patient  for  counseling.  No  medication  to  end  a  patient's  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  be 
prescribed  until  the  person  performing  the  counseling  determines  that  the  patient  is  not  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 
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Section  7 

No  person  shall  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner 
unless  he  or  she  has  made  an  informed  decision,  as  defined  in  section  I .  Immediately  prior  to  writing  a 
prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  the  attending  physician  shall  verify  that  the  qualified  patient  is 
making  an  informed  decision. 

Section  8 

The  attending  physician  shall  recommend  that  the  patient  notify  the  next  of  kin  of  his  or  her  request  for 
medication  under  this  initiative.  A  patient  who  declines  or  is  unable  to  notify  next  of  kin  shall  not  have  his  oi¬ 
lier  request  denied  for  that  reason. 

Section  9 

In  order  to  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  a 
qualified  patient  shall  have  made  an  oral  request  and  a  written  request  and  reiterate  the  oral  request  to  his  or  her 
attending  physician  at  least  fifteen  days  after  making  the  initial  oral  request.  At  the  time  the  qualified  patient 
makes  his  or  her  second  oral  request,  the  attending  physician  shall  offer  the  qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to 
rescind  the  request. 

Section  10 

A  patient  may  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  any  time  and  in  any  manner  without  regard  to  his  or  her  mental  state. 
No  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  written  without  the  attending  physician  offering  the 
qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request. 

Section  I  I 

No  less  than  fifteen  days  shall  elapse  between  the  patient's  initial  oral  request  and  the  writing  of  a  prescription 
under  this  initiative.  No  less  than  forty-eight  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  date  of  the  patient's  written  request 
and  the  writing  of  a  prescription  under  this  initiative. 

Section  12 

The  following  shall  be  documented  or  filed  in  the  patient's  medical  record: 

( 1 )  All  oral  requests  made  by  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner; 

(2)  All  written  requests  made  by  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner; 

(3)  The  attending  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  determination  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 
voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(4)  I  he  consulting  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  verification  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 
voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(5)  A  report  of  the  outcome  and  determinations  made  during  counseling,  if  performed; 

(6)  file  attending  physician's  offer  to  the  patient  to  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  the  time  of  the  patient's  second 
oral  request  under  section  9;  and 

(7)  A  note  by  the  attending  physician  indicating  that  all  requirements  under  this  initiative  have  been  met  and 
indicating  the  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the  request  including  a  notation  of  the  medication  prescribed. 

Section  13 

Only  requests  made  by  Missouri  residents  under  this  initiative  shall  be  granted.  Factors  demonstrating  Missouri 
residency  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1 )  Possession  of  a  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Registration  to  vote  in  Missouri; 

(3)  Evidence  that  the  person  owns  or  leases  property  in  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Filing  of  a  Missouri  tax  return  for  the  most  recent  tax  year. 

Section  14 

I .  a.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  annually  review  all  records  maintained  under  this 
initiative. 

b.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  require  any  health  care  provider  upon  dispensing 
medication  under  this  initiative  to  file  a  copy  of  the  dispensing  record  with  the  department. 
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2.  I  he  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  adopt  rules  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  information 
regarding  compliance  with  this  initiative.  Except  as  otherwise  required  by  law,  the  information  collected  shall 
not  be  a  public  record  and  shall  not  be  made  available  for  inspection  by  the  public. 

3.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  generate  and  make  available  to  the  public  an  annual 
statistical  report  of  information  collected  under  subsection  2  of  this  section. 

Section  15 

1 .  No  provision  in  a  contract,  will,  or  other  agreement,  whether  written  or  oral,  to  the  extent  the  provision  would 
affect  whether  a  person  may  make  or  rescind  a  request  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
dignified  manner,  shall  be  valid. 

2.  No  obligation  owing  under  any  currently  existing  contract  shall  be  conditioned  or  affected  by  the  making  or 
rescinding  of  a  request  by  a  person  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

Section  16 

The  sale,  procurement,  or  issuance  of  any  life,  health,  or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy  or  the  rate  charged 
for  any  policy  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  affected  by  the  making  or  rescinding  of  a  request  by  a  person  for 
medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  A  qualified  patient's  act  of  ingesting 
medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  not  have  an  effect  upon  a  life,  health, 
or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy. 

Section  17 

Nothing  is  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  physician  or  any  other  person  to  end  a  patient's  life  by 
lethal  injection,  mercy  killing,  or  active  euthanasia.  Actions  taken  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  shall  not  for 
any  purpose  constitute  suicide,  assisted  suicide,  mercy  killing,  or  homicide  under  the  law. 

Section  1 8 

1 .  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  section  20: 

a.  No  person  shall  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  liability  or  professional  disciplinary  action  for 
participating  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative  including  being  present  when  a  qualified 
patient  takes  the  prescribed  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner; 

b.  No  professional  organization  or  association  or  health  care  provider  shall  subject  a  person  to  censure, 
discipline,  suspension,  loss  of  license,  loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  penalty  for 
participating  or  refusing  to  participate  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative; 

c.  No  request  by  a  patient  for  or  provision  by  an  attending  physician  of  medication  in  good  faith 
compliance  with  this  initiative  shall  constitute  neglect  for  any  purpose  of  law  or  provide  the  sole 
basis  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  conservator;  and 

d.  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  under  any  duty,  whether  by  contract,  statute,  or  any  other  legal 
requirement  to  participate  in  the  provision  to  a  qualified  patient  of  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in 
a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  carry  out  a 
patient's  request  under  this  initiative  and  the  patient  transfers  his  or  her  care  to  a  new  health  care 
provider,  the  prior  health  care  provider  shall,  upon  request,  transfer  a  copy  of  the  patient's  relevant 
medical  records  to  the  new  health  care  provider. 

2.  ( I )  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law.  a  health  care  provider  may  prohibit  another  health  care 
provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  on  the  premises  of  the  prohibiting 
provider  if  the  prohibiting  provider  has  notified  the  health  care  provider  of  the  prohibiting  provider's 
policy  regarding  participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act.  Nothing  in  this  subdivision  shall 
prevent  a  health  care  provider  from  providing  health  care  services  to  a  patient  that  do  not  constitute 
participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  I  of  this  section,  a  health  care  provider  may  subject 
another  health  care  provider  to  the  following  sanctions  if  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  has 
notified  the  sanctioning  provider  prior  to  participation  under  this  initiative  that  it  prohibits  participation 
in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act: 

(a)  Loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  sanctions  provided  under  the  medical  staff 
bylaws,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  if  the  sanctioned  provider  is  a 
member  of  the  sanctioning  provider's  medical  staff  and  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with 
dignity  act  while  on  the  health  care  facility  premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider,  but  not 
including  the  private  medical  office  of  a  physician  or  other  provider; 

(b)  Termination  of  a  lease  or  other  property  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by 
a  lease  contract,  not  including  loss  or  restriction  of  medical  staff  privileges  or  exclusion  from  a  provider 
panel,  if  the  sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  on  the 
premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  or  on  property  that  is  owned  by  or  under  the  direct 
control  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider;  or 
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(c)  Termination  of  a  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by  contract  if  the 
sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  acting  in  the  course  and 
scope  of  the  sanctioned  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor  of  the  sanctioning 
health  care  provider.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  prevent: 

a.  A  health  care  provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act 
while  acting  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider’s  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 
contractor;  or 

b.  A  patient  from  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician 
to  act  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor 
of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

(3)  A  health  care  provider  that  imposes  sanctions  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  follow  all 
due  process  and  other  procedures  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  may  have  that  are  related  to  the 
imposition  of  sanctions  on  another  health  care  provider. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(a)  "Notify",  a  separate  statement  in  writing  to  the  health  care  provider  specifically  informing  the 
health  eare  provider  before  the  provider's  participation  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  of  the 
sanctioning  health  care  provider's  policy  about  participation  in  activities  covered  by  the  Missouri  death 
with  dignity  act; 

(b)  "Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act",  to  perform  the  duties  of  an  attending 
physician  under  section  5.  the  consulting  physician  function  under  section  5.  or  the  counseling  function 
under  section  6.  Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  docs  not  include: 

a.  Making  an  initial  determination  that  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease  and  informing  the 
patient  of  the  medical  prognosis; 

b.  Providing  information  about  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  to  a  patient  upon  the 
request  of  the  patient; 

c.  Providing  a  patient,  upon  the  request  of  the  patient,  with  a  referral  to  another  physician; 
or 

d.  A  patient  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to 
act  outside  of  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider’s  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 
contractor  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

3.  Suspension  or  termination  of  staff  membership  or  privileges  under  subsection  2  of  this  section  is  not 
reportable  to  the  department  or  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing  arts.  Action  taken  under  sections  3  to  6 
shall  not  be  the  sole  basis  fora  report  of  unprofessional  conduct. 

4.  No  provision  of  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  allow  a  lower  standard  of  care  for  patients  in  the 
community  where  the  patient  is  treated  or  a  similar  community. 

Section  19 

1 .  A  person,  who  without  authorization  of  the  patient,  willfully  alters  or  forges  a  request  for  medication  or 
conceals  or  destroys  a  rescission  of  that  request  with  the  intent  or  effect  of  causing  the  patient's  death  is 
guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  A  person  who  coerces  or  exerts  undue  influence  on  a  patient  to  request  medication  to  end  the  patient's  life 

or  to  destroy  a  rescission  of  a  request  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  initiative  shall  limit  further  liability  for  civil  damages  resulting  from  other  negligent 
conduct  or  intentional  misconduct  by  any  person. 

4.  The  penalties  in  this  initiative  do  not  preclude  criminal  penalties  applicable  under  other  law  for  conduct 
that  is  inconsistent  with  this  initiative. 

Section  20 

Any  governmental  entity  that  incurs  costs  resulting  from  a  person  terminating  his  or  her  life  under  this  initiative 
in  a  public  place  has  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  person  to  recover  such  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys'  fees 
related  to  enforcing  the  claim. 

Section  21 

A  request  for  a  medication  as  authorized  by  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

RFQUEST  FOR  MEDICATION  TO  END  MY  LIFE 

IN  A  HUMANE  AND  DIGNIFIED  MANNER 
I . .  am  an  adult  of  sound  mind. 

I  am  suffering  from . .  which  my  attending  physician  has  determined  is  a  terminal  disease  and  which 

has  been  medically  confirmed  by  a  consulting  physician.  I  have  been  fully  informed  of  my  diagnosis,  prognosis, 
the  nature  of  medication  to  be  prescribed  and  potential  associated  risks,  the  expected  result,  and  the  feasible 
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alternatives,  including  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain  control.  I  request  that  my  attending  physician  prescribe 
medication  that  will  end  my  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

INITIAL  ONE: 

. I  have  informed  my  family  of  my  decision  and  taken  their  opinions  into  consideration. 

. I  have  decided  not  to  inform  my  family  of  my  decision. 

. I  have  no  family  to  inform  of  my  decision. 

1  understand  that  I  have  the  right  to  rescind  this  request  at  any  time. 

I  understand  the  full  import  of  this  request  and  I  expect  to  die  when  I  take  the  medication  to  be  prescribed.  I 
further  understand  that  although  most  deaths  occur  within  three  hours,  my  death  may  take  longer,  and  my 
physician  has  counseled  me  about  this  possibility. 

I  make  this  request  voluntarily  and  without  reservation,  and  I  accept  full  moral  responsibility  for  my 

actions. 

Signed: . 

Dated: . 


DECLARATION  OF  WITNESSES 
We  declare  that  the  person  making  and  signing  the  above  request: 

(1)  Is  personally  known  to  us  or  has  provided  proof  of  identity; 

(2)  Signed  this  request  in  our  presence  on  the  date  of  the  person's  signature; 

(3)  Appears  to  be  of  sound  mind  and  not  under  duress,  fraud,  or  undue  influence; 
and 

(4)  Is  not  a  patient  for  whom  either  of  us  is  the  attending  physician. 

. Witness  I /Date 

. Witness  2/Date 

NOTE:  One  witness  shall  not  be  a  relative  (by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption)  of  the  person  signing  this  request, 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  person’s  estate  upon  death,  and  shall  not  own,  operate,  or  be  employed 
at  a  health  care  facility  where  the  person  is  a  patient  or  resident.  If  the  patient  is  an  inpatient  at  a  health  care 
facility,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  an  individual  designated  by  the  facility. 

Section  22 


1 .  Any  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal,  willfully  alters,  forges,  conceals,  or  destroys  an 
instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or  any  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the 
principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of  causing  a  withholding  or  withdrawal  of  life- 
sustaining  procedures  or  of  artificially  administered  nutrition  and  hydration  which  hastens  the  death  of  the 
principal  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this  section,  any  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal, 
willfully  alters,  forges,  conceals,  or  destroys  an  instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or 
any  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the  principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of 
affecting  a  health  care  decision  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 
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Jason  Kander 


JAN  «  3  201? 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  3. 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-1 18) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  January  3,  2017. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrative  riiis- busini  ss  Servii  i  s  -  i  lections  ■  Pubi  i<  mu  ins  -  securities-  Stati  archives  •  State  ijbrarv  •  Wolfner  Uurars 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 

RECEIVED 

JAN  0  3  2017 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


Address  of  Affiant 

day  of . ,  A.D . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires. 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  . 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105, 
105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c.  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(m)(b),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(g),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(1).  1 95.0 1 0(24), 
195.015.4,  195.017. 2(4)(r),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  1 95. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3, 
195.211.4,  195.222.7.195.223.7,  195.223.8,263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

bl  "hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  "personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  "Exounaeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

fl  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

ol  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

al  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

bl  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which 

is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 

possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as 

marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to 

marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be 

available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

al  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

fl  Primary  careoiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been  given 

a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

al  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendatiqn  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

bl  If.  primary  careoiver.  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  careoiver. 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  the  Doctor's 

Recommendation. 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated 

potency  of  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis. 

Labels  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human 

experience 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under 

rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view 

a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

for: 

al  licensing  and  regulations 

bl  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  $100.00 

cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv 

the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 
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manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 
caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

11 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution.This  shall 

12.  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  sections  1  through  12  &  replace  it  with  the  below 

section  13  through  25.  A  yes  vote  approve  the  repeal  above  sections  1  through  12  and  replace  with  below  sections  13 

through  25.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  ves.  the  above  sections  1  though  12  remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four 

years  until  voters  vote  ves. 

13. The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

14. Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  ‘‘personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Expunoeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

fl  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting. 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

o)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 

cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

15.  The  Missouri  legislature  mv  pass  laws  that  doesn’t  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Marijuana  shall  shall  not  be  listed  in 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  to  reflect  the  change  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  section  14:  clause  a,  are  permitted  for 

personal  use  for  persons  21  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

bl  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

cl  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 

or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the  product. 

lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  not  be 

false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

16.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

at  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aoe  of  twentv-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 
physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 
any  person. 

df  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

17.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

at  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twentv-one  years  of  age. 

18.  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

19.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1 ,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative 

before  the  people. 

20.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and 

Parole  for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 

fal  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 

offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(bl  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  any  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

21 .  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 

cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

22.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

23.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 
commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

24.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  mav  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 
VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

25.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executino  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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JAN  u  3  2017 


STATE  AUDITC 


irr 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


January  3, 2017 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RR:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-1 17) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Rncloscd  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Charles  Jones  on  December  30,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


^ hf< f&. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for 
anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more 
than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a 
registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of  November,  2016,  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE) 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

_ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


^^ceive;d 

DEC  So  tills 


SECRET* RY  OF  STATE. 
_ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING 
ADDRESS 

(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of _ ,  A.D. 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary: _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  Commission  expires: 
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Missouri  Constitution  Article  IV 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  section  54  of  Article  IV.  This  amendment  shall  implicitly  repeal  the 
following  RSMo  sections:  [RSMo  sections  105.1105;  105.1108;  105.1112;  1 95.0 1 0(  1 0)(b)c;  1 95.0 1 0(  1 0)(d);  1 95.0 1 0(  1 7)(g); 
195.010(17)0);  195.010(24);  195.01 7. 2(4)(r);  195.017.2(4)(w);  195.017.2(4)(ee);  195.207;  196.100;  263.250;  577.024.1(2);  579.015; 
579.020;  579.030;  579.055;  579.065;  579.068;  579.105] 


One  new  section  is  adopted  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  section  54  of  Article  IV  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  54.1,  This  section  shall  be  known  as  the  “Missouri  Legalization  and  Regulation  of  Cannabis  and  Cannabis  Hemp  Initiative.” 

2.  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shal  no  longer  be  listed  among  Missouri’s  drug 

schedules. 


3.  The  following  definitions  shall  be  applied  to  the  terms  used  in  this  section: 

(1)  “Cannabis”  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  Cannabis.  Marijuana,  Cannabis  Sativa.  Cannabis  Indica,  Cannabis  Ruderalis  or  any  variety 

of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  stem,  or 

any  product  thereof. 

(2) .  “Medical  cannabis”  refers  to  physician  recommended  use  . 

(3)  “Cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use,  planting, 
propagating.  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing, 
analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking,  or  otherwise 
introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

(4)  “Establishment”  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that 
cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products  or  accessories. 

(5)  “Minor”  refers  to  anyone  under  18  years  of  age. 

4.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  18  years  of  age.  Anyone  under  18  years  of  age  shall  have  access  to  cannabis 

through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parcnt/legal  guardian. 

(1)  No  minor  shall  be  criminally  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

5.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law: 

(1)  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use; 

(2)  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  that  obey  current  agricultural  zoning  restrictions; 

(3)  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis 

accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in 

Missouri; 

(4)  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Any  product  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  for 

purity  and  weight; 

(5)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of 
the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (1)  through  (5)  of  this  subsection: 

_ (6)  The  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  to  be  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  D.U.I.  (Driving  under  the  influence),  arrest  or  fines  when 

operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

6.  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when  physician  recommended. 

7.  Anyone  currently  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  cannabis  crimes 
expunged. 

(1)  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general’s  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document 
ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all 
circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

8.  No  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 

(1)  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

9.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirements  or  licensing  fee  that 
is  discriminative,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer, 
processor  or  distributor. 

10.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and 

challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

1 1.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall 

supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state,  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution.  If  any  provision  of  this  section  is  found  by 

a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  remaining  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  and 

remain  valid. 

1 2.  If  any  rival  or  conflicting  initiative  regulating  any  matter  addressed  bv  this  act  receives  the  higher  affirmative  vote,  then  all  non¬ 

conflicting  parts  shall  become  operative. 

13.  The  dictates  of  this  initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  20"*  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the 

people. 
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Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
<573)751-4936 


Si-CRi-:  i  ary  or  State 
State,  oe  Missouri 


tections  OlVISli  IN 
<573)751-2301 


December  30.  20 1 6 


/• 


CJ 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


DEC  :■!  o 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Natalie  Meyer  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  191  (2018-1 16) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Natalie  Meyer  on  December  29.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State.  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  -  Ji  t  person  City  65 1 0 1 
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County 

Paw  No.  _ _ 

U  in  a  ilas-  A  misdemeanor  punishable.  iut|  withstanding  prmiMims  itlsctluxi  5MI.U2  I.  US  Mo.  in  the  cnniran.  tor  a  term  of  imprisonment  mil  to 
exceed  nik‘  y ear  in  the  county  jail  nr  a  line  nut  It*  cmxvJ  ten  llumvnul  dollars  or  Kith,  lor  am  mte  In  sign  any  inilialive  jviiiitm  wiiti  any  name  oilier 
than  liis  or  Iter  oun.  nr  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  Iter  name  more  Item  nmv  (i*r  (he  same  measure  fur  tire  same  election.  or  to  sign  a  petition  n  Itcn  sicch 
person  knows  he  nr  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

i\m.viivt:mmoN 

Iti  ilic  Ihmorahle  Jason  Kandcr.  Seeieiary  of  Stale  for  lire  stale  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  ami  __  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  I  amis),  respectfully  onler  that  llie 

following  prtiposed  aineinhnent  to  the  constitution  shall  l*c  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  ofMissomi.  lor  their  approval  or  rejection,  ul  the 
general  elect  it  m  to  he  held  on  the  (S'  day  of  November.  2tllX.  and  each  for  liiuiselfor  herself  says:  I  lime  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ Comity  lor  city  of  Si.  I  ouis):  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 

the  city.  limn,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  alicr  my  name. 


(Otlieial  llallot  title  | 


i ‘iiu  t  i.v row's  \n  mwi  r 


SIAN  or  NtlSSOt  KU  tntSIYoi 


NAMI-  (Signature) 


HAii: 

SKiNI.I) 


ri;(,isii:ri;i)voii\c.ai)I)ui.ss  .  concr. 

(NuiiilvrMStrcet)  (City,  town,  or  village)  ^  DISI’, 


NAMF.  I  Printed  or  typed) 


I 


6 


S 


10 


t.  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  ty  |V  names  of  signers | 

signed  iliis  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  slated  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  and  city.  town,  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  isu  registered  voter  in  the  slate  of  Missouri  ami 
County. 

II  Rllll  RMORIi.  1  III-!  Alt  II Y  SWI  AlUtR  AMIRM  UNDFR  PINAU  V  <  PRUUItY  I  HAT  AM.SIAICMFNIS  MADI-.  HY  Ml  ARi: 

I  Kin.  AND  COKKTAT  AND  1 1 IA I  1 1 IAVF  NF  VI;U  IIKi.N  C()NVKTII)<)I .  I  IH'NI>  CiDII.I  Y<)l .  I)R  ri.llHilHI.TY  ID  ANY  <)l  IINSi: 
INVOLVING  I  OlUil  RY. 

I  am  al  legist  I X  v  ears  of  age.  I  do  do  not  (cheek  one)  e  spec  I  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


(Name  «*f  payer)  Signature  of  A  Hum!  (person  obtaining  sigiutiuiesi 


Printed  name  of  All  rant 


Subscribed  ami  sworn  to  Ivlbrc  me  this  day  ol* 


.  A.H.  2«1 


Address  of  Atlianl  tStreet.  City.  Stale  &  /ip  Code) 


Signature  of  Not  at  y 


My  commission  evpircs 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  Stale  iY  /ip  Code) 
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tu:n  i:x.  u  ted  nr  run  people  or  run  sta  te  or  Missouri  - 

The  proposed  initiative  will  amend  Chapter  191  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  by  adding  twenty-two  new 
sections. 

These  twenty-two  sections  shall  he  known  and  cited  as  the  '‘Missouri  Death  with  Dignity  Act  . 

Section  I. 

In  said  sections,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

( 1 )  "Adult",  any  individual  who  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older. 

(2)  "Attending  physician",  the  physician  who  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  care  of  the  patient  and 
treatment  of  the  patient's  terminal  disease. 

(3)  "Capable”,  in  the  opinion  of  a  court  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  patient's  attending  physician  or 
consulting  physician,  psychiatrist  or  psychologist,  a  patient  has  the  ability  to  make  and  communicate  health  care 
decisions  to  health  care  providers,  including  communication  through  persons  familiar  with  the  patient's  manner 
of  communicating  if  those  persons  are  available. 

(4)  "Consulting  physician",  a  physician  who  is  qualified  by  specialty  or  experience  to  make  a 
professional  diagnosis  and  prognosis  regarding  the  patient's  disease. 

(5)  "Counseling",  one  or  more  consultations  as  necessary  between  a  stale  licensed  psychiatrist  or 
psychologist  and  a  patient  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  not  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 

(6)  "I  lealtli  care  provider",  a  person  licensed,  certified  or  otherwise  authorized  or  permitted  by  the  law 
of  this  stale  to  administer  health  care  or  dispense  medication  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  practice  of  a 
profession,  and  includes  a  health  care  facility. 

(7)  "Informed  decision”,  a  decision  by  a  qualified  patient,  to  request  and  obtain  a  prescription  to  end  his 
or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  maimer,  that  is  based  on  an  appreciation  of  the  relevant  facts  and  alter 
being  fully  informed  by  the  attending  physician  of: 

a.  I  lis  or  her  medical  diagnosis: 

h.  I  lis  or  her  prognosis: 

e.  'file  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  oftaking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed:  and 

e.  fhe  feasible  alternatives,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care  and  pain 
control. 

(8)  "Medically  confirmed",  the  medical  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  has  been  confirmed  by  a 
consulting  physician  who  has  examined  the  patient  and  the  patient's  relevant  medical  records. 

(9)  "Patient",  a  person  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

( 1 0)  "Physician",  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the  stale  of 
Missouri 

(11)  "qualified  patient",  a  capable  adult  w  ho  is  a  resident  of  this  slate  and  has  satisfied  the  requirements 
of  this  initiative  in  order  to  obtain  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner. 

(12)  ‘‘Terminal  disease”,  an  incurable  and  irreversible  disease  that  has  been  medically  confirmed  and 
shall,  w  ithin  reasonable  medical  judgment,  produce  death  w  ithin  six  months. 

Section  2. 

1.  An  adult  who: 

a.  Is  capable: 

b.  Is  a  residence  of  this  stale: 

e.  I  las  been  determined  hv  the  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to  lie  suffering 
from  a  terminal  disease:  and 
d.  I  las  voluntarily  expressed  his  or  her  w  i.sli  to  die: 

may  make  a  written  request  for  medication  for  the  purpose  of  ending  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner  in  accordance  with  this  initiative. 

2.  No  person  shall  qualify  under  this  initiative  solely  because  of  age  or  disability. 


Section  3. 
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1 .  A  valid  request  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  he  in  substantially  the  form  described  in  section 

20.  signed  and  dated  by  the  patient,  and  witnessed  by  at  least  two  individuals  who.  in  the  presence  of  the 

patient,  attest  that  it)  the  best  ol  their  knowledge  and  belief  the  patient  is  capable,  acting  voluntarily,  and 

is  not  being  coerced  to  sign  the  request. 

2.  One  of  the  w  itnesses  shall  be  a  person  who  is  not: 

a.  A  relative  of  llte  patient  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption: 

b.  A  person,  who  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed,  would  be  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  estate  of  the 
qualified  patient  upon  death  under  any  will  or  by  operation  of  law:  or 

e.  An  owner,  operator,  or  employee  of  a  health  earc  facility  where  the  qualified  patient  is  receiving 
medical  treatment  or  is  a  resident 

3.  'llte  patient's  attending  physician  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed  shall  not  be  a  witness. 

If  llte  patient  is  in  a  long-term  care  facility  at  the  lime  the  written  request  is  made,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be 
an  indiv  idual  designated  by  the  facility  and  having  the  qualifications  specified  hv  the  department  of  health  and 
senior  services  by  rule. 

Section  4 

I .  The  attending  physician  shall: 

A.  Make  the  initial  determination  of  whether  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease,  is  capable,  and  has  made 
the  request  voluntarily: 

It.  Kequest  that  the  patient  demonstrate  Missouri  stale  resiliency  under  section  13: 

C.  To  ensure  that  the  patient  is  making  an  informed  decision,  inform  the  patient  of: 
a.  I  lis  or  her  medical  diagnosis: 
h.  I  lis  or  her  prognosis: 

e.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  he  prescribed: 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  lie  prescribed:  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain 
control: 

I).  Refer  the  patient  to  a  consul  ling  physician  for  medical  confirmation  of  the  diagnosis  and  for  a 
determination  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  acting  voluntarily: 

I-:.  Refer  the  pniicul  lor  counseling  if  appropriate  under  section  6: 

f  .  Recommend  that  the  patient  notify  next  of  kin: 

(i.  Counsel  the  patient  about  the  importance  of  having  another  person  present  when  the  patient  takes  the 
medication  prescribed  under  this  legislation  and  of  not  taking  the  medication  in  a  public  place: 

1 1.  Inform  the  patient  that  lie  or  she  has  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request  at  tiny  time  and  in  any 
manner,  and  oiler  the  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  at  the  end  of  the  fifteen-day  waiting  period 
under  section  l): 

I.  Verify,  immediately  before  writing  llte  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  that  the 
patient  is  making  an  informed  decision: 

J.  fulfill  the  medical  record  documentation  requirements  of  section  12: 

K.  tin  sure  that  all  appropriate  steps  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  prior  to  writing  a 
prescription  for  medication  to  enable  a  qualified  palienl  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
dignified  manner:  and 

I ..  I.  Dispense  medications  directly,  including  ancillary  mediealions  intended  to  facilitate  the  desired 
effect  to  minimize  the  patient's  discomfort,  provided  that  the  attending  physician  is  authorized  under 
state  law  and  rule  to  dispense,  has  a  current  drug  enforcement  admin islration  certificate,  and 
complies  with  any  applicable  administrative  rule:  or 
II.  With  the  patient's  written  consent: 

a.  Contact  a  pharmacist  and  infomt  the  pharmacist  of  the  prescription:  and 
h.  Deliver  the  w  ritten  proscription  personally,  by  mail,  or  facsimile  to  the  pharmacist,  who  shall 
dispense  the  medications  to  either  the  patient,  the  attending  physician,  or  an  expressly  identified 
agent  of  (he  patient. 

2.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law.  the  attending  physician  may  sign  the  patient's  death  certificate. 
Section  5 

lie  fore  a  patient  is  qualified  under  this  initiative.  ;i  consulting  physician  shall  examine  the  palienl  and  his  or  her 
relevant  medical  records  and  confirm  in  writing  the  attending  physician's  diagnosis  that  the  patient  is  suffering 
from  a  terminal  disease  and  verily  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting  voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed 
decision. 

Section  6 

If.  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  or  the  consulting  physician,  a  patient  may  he  suffering  from  it 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment,  either  physician  shall  refer  llte 
patient  for  counseling.  No  medication  to  end  a  patient’s  life  in  a  humane  and  dignilied  manner  shall  he 
prescribed  until  the  person  perforating  the  counseling  determines  that  the  patient  is  not  sulTering  from  it 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 
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Section  7 

No  person  shall  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner 
unless  he  or  she  has  made  an  informed  decision,  as  defined  in  section  I .  Immediately  prior  to  writing  a 
prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  the  attending  physician  shall  verify  that  the  qualified  patient  is 
making  an  informed  decision. 

Section  R 

The  attending  physician  shall  recommend  (hut  the  patient  notify  the  next  of  kin  of  his  or  her  request  for 
medication  under  this  initiative.  A  patient  who  declines  or  is  unable  to  notify  next  of  kin  shall  not  have  his  or 
her  request  denied  lor  that  reason. 

Section ') 

In  order  to  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  a 
qualified  patient  shall  have  made  an  oral  request  and  a  written  request  and  reiterate  the  oral  request  to  his  or  her 
attending  physician  at  least  fifteen  days  after  making  the  initial  oral  request.  At  the  lime  the  qualified  patient 
makes  his  or  her  second  oral  request,  the  attending  physician  shall  offer  the  qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to 
rescind  the  request. 

Section  10 

A  patient  may  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  any  time  and  in  tiny  manner  without  regard  to  his  or  her  mental  stale. 
No  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  l>c  w ritten  without  the  attending  physician  offering  the 
qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request. 

Section  1 1 

No  less  than  fifteen  days  shall  elapse  between  the  patient's  initial  oral  request  and  the  writing  of  a  prescription 
under  this  initiative.  No  less  than  forty-eight  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  dale  of  the  patient's  written  request 
and  the  waiting  of  a  prescription  under  this  initiative. 

Section  12 

The  following  shall  lie  documented  or  filed  in  the  patient's  medical  record: 

( 1 )  All  oral  requests  made  by  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner: 

(2)  All  written  requests  made  by  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner: 

(3)  The  attending  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  determination  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 
voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision: 

(4)  The  consulting  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  verification  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 
voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  inlbmicd  decision: 

(5)  A  report  of  the  outcome  and  determinations  made  during  counseling,  if  performed: 

(6)  The  attending  physician's  offer  to  the  patient  to  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  the  lime  ol  the  patient's  second 
oral  request  under  section  *>:  and 

(7)  A  note  by  the  attending  physician  indicating  that  all  requirements  under  this  initiative  have  been  met  and 
indicating  the  steps  taken  to  carryout  the  request  including  a  notation  of  the  medication  prescribed. 

Section  13 

Only  requests  made  by  Missouri  residents  under  this  initiative  shall  be  granted,  factors  demonstrating  Missouri 
residency  include,  hut  arc  not  limited  to: 

( 1 )  Possession  of  a  Missouri  driver's  license: 

(2)  Registration  to  vole  in  Missouri: 

(3)  Evidence  that  the  person  owns  or  leases  property  in  Missouri:  or 

(4)  filing  of  it  Missouri  (ax  return  for  the  most  recent  tax  year. 

Section  14 

I .  a.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  annually  review  all  records  maintained  under  this 
initiative. 

b.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  require  any  health  care  provider  upon  dispensing 
medication  under  this  initiative  to  file  a  copy  of  the  dispensing  record  with  the  department. 
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2.  Iltc  department  of  health  ami  senior  services  shall  ado  pi  rules  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  information 
rcgoiding  compliance  with  ilii>  initiative.  I:\ecpl  as  olltcnvise  required  hv  law.  the  information  collected  shall 
not  be  a  public  record  and  shall  not  he  made  available  lor  inspection  by  the  public. 

I  he  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  generate  and  make  available  to  the  public  an  annual 
statistical  report  of  information  collected  under  subsection  2  of  this  section. 

Section  15 

1 .  No  provision  in  a  contract,  will,  or  other  agreement,  whether  written  or  oral,  to  Ihe  extent  the  provision  would 
affect  whether  a  person  may  make  or  rescind  a  request  for  medication  lo  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
dignilied  manner,  shall  be  valid. 

2.  No  obligation  ow  ing  under  any  currently  existing  contract  shall  he  conditioned  or  alfected  by  the  making  or 
rescinding  of  a  request  by  a  person  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignilied  manner. 

Section  16 

The  sale,  procurement,  or  issuance  of  any  life,  health,  or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy  or  the  rate  charged 
for  any  policy  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  affected  by  the  making  or  rescinding  of  a  request  by  a  person  for 
medication  lo  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignilied  manner.  A  qualified  patient’s  act  of  ingesting 
medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignilied  manner  shall  not  have  an  effect  upon  a  life,  health, 
or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy. 

Section  17 

Nothing  is  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  physician  or  any  other  person  lo  end  a  patient’s  life  by 
lethal  injection,  mercy  killing,  or  active  euthanasia.  Actions  taken  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  shall  not  lor 
any  purpose  constitute  suicide,  assisted  suicide,  mercy  killing,  or  homicide  under  the  law  . 

Section  IS 

1 .  l-xcept  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  section  20: 

a.  No  person  shall  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  liability  or  professional  disciplinary  action  for 
participating  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative  including  being  present  when  a  qualified 
patient  lakes  the  prescribed  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignilied  manner: 
h.  No  professional  organization  or  association  or  health  care  provider  shall  subject  a  person  to  censure, 
discipline,  suspension,  loss  of  license,  loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  penally  for 
participating  or  refusing  lo  participate  in  good  faith  compliance  w  ith  this  initiative: 
e.  No  request  by  a  patient  for  or  provision  by  an  attending  physician  of  medication  in  good  faith 
compliance  with  this  initiative  shall  constitute  neglect  for  any  purpose  of  law  or  provide  the  sole 
basis  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  conservator:  and 
d.  No  health  care  provider  shall  he  under  any  duly,  whether  by  contract,  statute,  or  any  other  legal 
requirement  to  participate  in  the  provision  to  a  qualified  patient  of  medication  lo  end  his  or  her  life  in 
a  humane  and  dignilied  manner.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  unable  or  unwilling  lo  carry  out  a 
patient’s  request  under  this  initiative  and  the  patient  transfers  his  or  her  care  to  a  new  health  care 
provider,  the  prior  health  care  provider  shall,  upon  request,  transfer  a  copy  of  the  patient’s  relevant 
medical  records  to  the  new  health  care  provider. 

2.  ( I )  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  .  a  health  care  provider  may  prohibit  another  health  care 
provider  from  participating  under  (he  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  on  the  premises  of  (he  prohibiting 
provider  if  the  prohibiting  provider  has  notified  the  health  care  provider  of  the  prohibiting  provider's 
policy  regarding  participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act.  Nothing  in  this  subdivision  shall 
prevent  a  health  care  provider  from  providing  health  care  services  to  a  patient  that  do  not  constitute 
participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  I  of  this  section,  a  health  care  provider  may  subject 
another  health  care  provider  lo  the  following  sanctions  if  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  has 
nolilied  the  sanctioning  provider  prior  to  participation  tinder  this  initiative  that  it  prohibits  participation 
in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act: 

(a)  I  .oss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  sanctions  provided  under  the  medical  staff 
bylaws,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  if  Ihe  sanctioned  provider  is  a 
member  of  the  sanctioning  provider's  medical  staff  and  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with 
dignity  act  w  hile  oil  the  health  care  facility  premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider,  but  not 
including  the  private  medical  office  of  a  physician  or  other  provider: 

(b)  Termination  of  a  lease  or  other  property  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by 
a  lease  contract,  not  including  loss  or  restriction  of  medical  stall’ privileges  or  exclusion  from  a  provider 
panel,  if  the  sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  w  ith  dignity  act  while  on  the 
premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  or  on  property  that  is  owned  by  or  under  the  direct 
control  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider:  or 
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(c)  Termination  ol'a  contract  or  oilier  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by  contract  if  the 
sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  acting  in  the  course  and 
scope  of  the  sanctioned  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor  of  the  sanctioning 
health  care  provider.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  he  construed  to  prevent: 

a.  A  health  care  provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act 
while  acting  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 
contractor,  or 

b.  A  patient  from  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician 
to  act  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider’s  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor 
of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

(3 )  A  health  care  provider  that  imposes  sanctions  under  subdivision  (2)  of  ibis  subsection  shall  follow  all 
due  process  and  other  procedures  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  may  have  that  are  related  to  the 
imposition  of  sanctions  oil  another  health  care  provider. 

(4)  for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(a)  "Notify",  a  separate  statement  in  writing  to  the  health  cate  provider  specilicully  informing  the 
health  care  provider  before  the  provider's  participation  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  of  the 
sanctioning  health  care  provider's  policy  about  participation  in  activities  covered  by  the  Missouri  death 
w  ith  dignity  act; 

(b)  Tarticipale  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act”,  to  perform  the  duties  of  an  attending 
physician  under  section  5.  the  consulting  physician  function  under  section  5.  or  the  counseling  function 
under  section  6.  Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  does  not  include: 

a.  Making  an  initial  determination  that  a  patient  lias  a  terminal  disease  and  informing  the 
patient  of  the  medical  prognosis: 

b.  Providing  information  about  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  to  a  patient  upon  the 
request  of  the  patient: 

c.  Providing  a  patient,  upon  the  request  of  the  patient,  with  a  referral  to  another  physician: 
or 

d.  A  patient  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to 
act  outside  of  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider’s  capacity  as  an  employ  ee  or  independent 
contractor  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

3.  Suspension  or  termination  of  staff  membership  or  privileges  under  subsection  2  of  this  section  is  not 
reportable  to  the  department  or  stale  board  of  registration  for  the  healing  arts.  Action  taken  under  sections  3  to  ft 
shall  not  be  the  sole  basis  lorn  report  of  unprofessional  conduct. 

4.  No  provision  of  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  allow  a  lower  standard  of  care  for  patients  in  the 
community  where  the  patient  is  treated  or  a  similar  community. 

Section  I'J 

1 .  A  person,  who  without  authorization  of  the  patient,  w  illfully  alters  or  forges  a  request  for  medication  or 
conceals  or  destroys  a  rescission  of  that  request  with  the  intent  or  effect  of  causing  the  patient's  death  is 
guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  A  person  who  coerces  or  exerts  undue  influence  on  a  patient  to  request  medication  to  etui  the  patient's  life 

or  to  destroy  a  rescission  ol'a  request  is  guilty  ol'a  class  A  felony. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  initiative  shall  limit  further  liability  for  civil  damages  resulting  from  other  negligent 
conduct  or  intentional  misconduct  by  any  person. 

4.  The  penalties  in  this  initiative  do  mil  preclude  criminal  penalties  applicable  under  other  law  for  conduct 
that  is  inconsistent  w'itli  this  initiative. 

Section  2(1 

Any  governmental  entity  that  incurs  costs  resulting  from  a  person  terminating  his  or  her  life  under  this  initiative 
in  a  public  place  has  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  person  to  recover  such  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys'  fees 
related  to  enforcing  the  claim. 

Section  2 1 

A  request  for  a  medication  us  authorized  by  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

REQUEST  FOR  MEDICATION  TO  liND  MY  l.ll-’E 

IN  A  HUMANE  AND  DIGNIFIED  MANNER 
I . am  an  adult  of  sound  mind. 

I  am  suIVcriug  from . which  my  attending  physician  lias  determined  is  a  terminal  disease  and  which 

has  been  medically  confirmed  by  a  consulting  physician.  I  have  been  fully  informed  of  my  diagnosis,  prognosis, 
the  nature  of  medication  to  be  prescribed  and  potential  associated  risks,  the  expected  result,  and  the  feasible 


alternatives,  including  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain  control.  I  request  that  inv  attending  physician  prescribe 
medication  dial  will  end  my  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

INITIAL  ONI-: 

. I  have  informed  my  family  of  my  decision  and  taken  their  opinions  into  consideration. 

. I  hare  decided  not  to  inform  my  family  of  my  decision. 

. I  have  no  family  to  inform  of  my  decision. 

I  understand  that  I  have  the  right  to  rescind  this  request  at  any  time. 

I  understand  the  full  import  of  this  request  and  I  expect  to  die  when  I  lake  the  medication  to  be  prescribed.  I 
further  understand  that  although  most  deaths  occur  within  three  hours,  my  death  may  lake  longer,  and  my 
physician  has  counseled  me  about  this  possibility. 

I  make  this  request  voluntarily  and  without  reservation,  and  I  accept  full  moral  responsibility  for  my 

actions. 

Signed: . 

Dated: . 


DI-CLARA  LION  OI;  WITNI-SSI-S 
We  declare  dial  the  person  making  and  signing  the  above  request: 

( 1 )  Is  personally  known  to  us  or  has  provided  proof  of  identity: 

(2)  Signed  this  request  in  our  presence  on  the  date  of  the  person's  signature: 

(.')  Appears  to  he  of  sound  mind  and  not  under  duress,  fraud,  or  undue  inlluencc: 
and 

(-1 )  Is  not  a  patient  for  whom  either  of  us  is  the  attending  physician. 

. Witness  I  /Date 

. Witness  2/Dale 

NO  I  I::  One  w  itness  shall  not  he  a  relative  (by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption)  of  the  person  signing  this  request, 
shall  not  he  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  person's  estate  upon  death,  and  shall  not  own.  operate,  or  he  employed 
at  a  health  care  facility  where  the  person  is  a  patient  or  resident.  If  the  patient  is  an  inpatient  at  a  health  care 
facility  ,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  he  an  individual  designated  by  the  facility. 

Section  22 

1 .  Atn  person  who.  w  ilhoiit  aulhori/ation  of  the  principal,  willfully  alters,  forges,  conceals,  or  destroys  an 
instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or  any  other  evidenee  or  document  reflecting  the 
principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of  causing  a  withholding  or  withdrawal  of  life* 
sustaining  procedures  or  of  artilieially  administered  nutrition  and  hydration  w'liich  hastens  the  death  of  the 
principal  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  Lxccpl  as  provided  in  subsection  I  of  this  section,  any  person  who.  without  authorization  of  (he  principal, 
willfully  alters,  forges,  conceals,  or  destroys  tut  instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or 
any  other  evidenee  or  document  reflecting  the  principal’s  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  clfect  of 
affecting  it  health  care  decision  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  ok  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  23,2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-1 15) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  22,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


DEC  22  2016 

Mas£cKrm0Fsm 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCiK. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D. 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires. 


(Signature  of  Notary) 
(Address  of  Notary)- 
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He  il  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105. 1 105, 
105.1108.  105.1 112.  195.0 10. ( I0)(b)c,195.010.(10)(d),  I95.010.(17)(m)(b).  195.010.( I7)(g),  195 .010.(  I7)(l),  195 .010(24). 
195.015.4.  I95.0l7.2(4)(r),  195.0l7.2(4)(z).  195 .0 1 7.2(4)(ii),l 95. 140.2(2).  195.202.2.  195.202.3.  195.211.2.  195.211.3. 

195.21 1.4.  195.222.7,195.223.7.  195.223.8.263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment  II 

2. Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Amendment: 

at  ''cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof, 
bl  “hemp":  the  liber  ot  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  “personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Exounaeable  marijuana  offense”  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

fl  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  ot  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  (or  use,  or 

designed  tor  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 

producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 

ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

ol  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

tacilitv.  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 

cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  The  Missouri  legislature  mav  pass  laws  that  doesn't  conflict  with  this  amendment.  Marijuana  shall  not  be  listed  in  Missouri 

Controlled  Substance  schedule  in  order  to  reflect  change  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a,  are  permitted  for 

personal  use  for  persons  18  of  aoe  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The 

following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  tor  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

al  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  18  years  or  older. 

bl  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

cl  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 

or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the  product, 

lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  shall  nof  be 

false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and  prevailing  human  experience 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

al  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means.  Parents  or  legal  guardians  shall  not  be  prosecuted  for  providing 

cannabis  related  medical  treatment  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18. 
bl  Cannabis  acouisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

any  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  vounoer  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

6.  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1.  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative 

before  the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately 

released. 

fal  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 

offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(bl  Within  60  davs  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

10.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

11.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  reguirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

12.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  mav  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

13.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  IV.  (Received  December  23,  2016) 


Date 


January  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Damien  Johnson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Attorney  General  to  develop  and  make  available  a  form  for  the  destruction  of  all 
cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  which  shall  be 
distributed  to  all  circuit  courts  within  the  State.  They  assume  they  would  need  1  Paralegal 
to  assist  with  research  and  development  of  the  form  and  destruction  of  relevant  records, 
resulting  in  increased  operating  expenses  of  $60,853  for  FY2018;  $64,558  for  FY2019; 
and  $65,245  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $6,887,491  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $7,338,556  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,452,183  in  fiscal  year  2021  and 
thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  for  persons  18  years  or  older  would 
remove  from  the  criminal  statutes  all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana, 
including  possession,  distribution  and  trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed 
marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled  substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be 
two  reductions  in  the  cost  of  incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana 
offense  and  fewer  admissions  to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact 
offenders  who  are  only  serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple 


concurrent  sentences  will  continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after 
legalization  and  no  estimate  is  made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  be  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $6,887,491  and  will  be  $10,452,183  after 
the  5  th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department  but  may  increase  state  revenues  if  marijuana  is  subject  to  state 
sales  tax. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicate  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to 
this  initiative  petition.  They  forwarded  this  to  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  for 
their  response. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 


Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 


Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24)  $147,900 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  29,904  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  records  with  a 
court  conviction  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  18  years  and  older  with  an  NCIC 
modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  30  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol 
Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  four  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of  these 
expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would  compound 
greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the  individuals 
who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division 
would  require  12  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  12  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  29,904  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

30%  =  29,904  x  .30  =  8,971  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  29,904  x  .50  =  14,952  /  2,485  =  6  FTE’s 
100%  =  29,904  /  2,485  =  12  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  30  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 


office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920  square 
feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 


sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 


4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Their  agency  requests  clarification  of  number  9  which  states  that  no  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of 
federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri 
under  this  amendment.  Does  this  mean  that  the  Highway  Patrol  could  no  longer 
participate  in  federal  operations  when  requested? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  Expungment:  Title  49  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations  (C.F.R.)  384.226  states  that  a  “State  must  not  mask,  defer 
imposition  of  judgment,  or  allow  an  individual  to  enter  into  a  diversion  program  that 
would  prevent  a  CFP  or  CDF  holder’s  conviction  for  any  violation,  in  any  type  of  motor 
vehicle,  of  a  state  or  local  traffic  control  law  (other  than  parking,  vehicle  weight,  or 
vehicle  defect  violations)  from  appearing  on  the  CDF  driver  record,  whether  the  driver 
was  convicted  for  an  offense  committed  in  the  State  where  the  driver  is  licensed  or 
another  State.”  Additionally,  49  C.F.R.  384.225  lays  out  specific  record  keeping 


requirements  regarding  the  posting  and  maintaining  of  commercial  driver’s  license 
(CDL)  holders’  records  that  states  must  meet  in  order  to  be  in  substantial  compliance 
with  Federal  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Regulations.  These  records  include  all  convictions, 
disqualifications,  and  other  licensing  action  for  violations  of  any  state  or  local  law 
relating  to  motor  vehicle  traffic  control  (other  than  parking,  vehicle  weight,  or  vehicle 
defect  violations)  committed  in  any  type  of  vehicle. 

Fiscal  Impact:  Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  would  result  in  a 
withholding  of  Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title 
23,  United  States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds 
impacted  consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety 
improvement  program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement 
funds.  The  withholding  amount  would  be  4%  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and 
8%  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

This  proposal  adds  Section  54  to  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  proposal: 

•  Removes  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled  substances. 

•  Allows  possession  (for  those  18  or  older),  production,  cultivation  and  distribution 
of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

•  Allows  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  for  patients  with  a  physician’s 
recommendation. 

•  Clarifies  that  certain  crimes  such  as  operating  a  motor  vehicle  under  the  influence 
of  marijuana  remain  crimes. 

•  Upon  passage  of  the  proposal,  requires  the  release  of  all  persons  incarcerated  or 
on  parole  for  non-violent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  would  no  longer  be 
illegal  to  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  expunged 
and  destroyed. 

•  Prohibits  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  from  being  used  to 
enforce  federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  that  would  no  longer  be  illegal  upon 
passage  of  this  proposal. 

•  Provides  protection  for  cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors  and 
distributors  from  special  zoning  requirements,  excessive  licensing  fees,  etc. 
relative  to  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors  or 
distributors. 

•  Allows  taxes  to  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp. 


This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 
Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  at  eighteen  years  or  older  to 
have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption  of 
marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  They  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  eighteen. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Tmst  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 


However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 
(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  their  city  would  receive  less  fine 
money,  but  that  would  be  more  than  offset  by  no  longer  incurring  the  costs  of 
prosecution/some  expense  will  be  required  to  expunge  records.  Sales  taxes  could  be 
collected.  No  amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated.  . 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  this  petition  would  neither 
provide  any  fiscal  savings,  nor  additional  costs,  for  their  university. 

Damien  Johnson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 

Annual  state  government  operating  costs  would  increase  by  at  least  $1  million  with  the 
total  increase  being  unknown.  Those  costs  would  be  offset  by  an  unknown  increase  in  fee 
and  tax  revenues.  The  fiscal  impact  to  local  governmental  entities  is  unknown  with  some 
increase  in  revenue  possible. 

The  net  fiscal  impact  to  state  and  local  government  is  unknown  based  on  the  revenue 
generated  by  taxes  and  fees  that  could  offset  the  operating  cost. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  cost  savings  of  $10  million.  Annual  state 
operating  costs  are  estimated  to  increase  by  $600,000  to  $1  million.  Local  law  enforcement  costs 
could  increase. 
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DEC  2  1  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ki. i  chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  21 , 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  VIII  (2018-1 14) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  21, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  lie  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  re  jection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

1, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONtiK. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 


registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

F  URTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STAfEMEN  TS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILT  Y 


OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  F  10RGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  amendment  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and 
subsections  relating  to  political  parties.  Including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMO 
115.121,  115.122,  115.507,  115.509,  115.51,  115.515,  115.519,  115.521,  115.605, 
115.605,  115.607  to  115.627, 

Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  bv  creating  a  new  section  known  as  section  23  of 

Article  VIII  to  read  as  follows: 

a)  Candidates  running  for  United  States  Senate.  United  States  Congress.  Governor,  Lt. 

Governor.  Treasurer.  Attorney  General.  Secretary  of  State.  State  Senate  and  State 

Representative  shall  be  listed  as  a  non-partisan  candidate  and  no  Party  affiliation  shall 

be  listed  next  to  a  candidate. 

b)  Unless  running  in  a  special  election  or  a  runoff,  all  candidates  shall  run  in  a  November 

election  without  running  in  a  primary  and  required  to  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes 

cast.  If  no  candidates  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes  cast,  then  there  shall  be  a  runoff 

between  the  top  two  candidates  no  later  than  60  davs  after  the  November  election. 

c)  Candidates  shall  not  be  charged  more  than  $100  nor  be  required  to  collect  signatures. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-114) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  VIII  (Received  December  21,  2016) 


Date 


January  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Damien  Johnson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  costs 
resulting  from  the  proposal  could  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  this  initiative  petition  would  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  this  petition  does  not  pertain  to 
their  department  so,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  enacts  one  new 
section  in  Article  VIII,  Section  23  to  require  non-partisan  elections.  This  proposal  should 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  this  measure  changes  the  way 
primary  and  general  elections  are  conducted.  If  passed,  this  measure  is  likely  to  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  costs  of  holding  elections.  There  is  potential  for  increased  costs 
to  produce  ballots  for  both  in-person  and  absentee  voting.  The  language  of  this  measure 
also  potentially  creates  the  possibility  of  three  separate  elections  each  cycle  for  state 
candidates:  1)  an  August  primary  for  judges,  2)  a  November  general  election  for  all 
candidates,  and  3)  a  possible  run-off  election  following  the  November  general  election. 
It  is  also  unclear  how  this  measure  will  impact  special  elections.  Many  of  the  state’s 
voting  systems  could  potentially  need  to  be  replaced  or  upgraded  at  a  quite  significant 
cost  under  this  measure.  At  this  time  the  projected  costs  of  this  measure  are  unknown, 
but  significant  costs  are  likely  to  be  incurred  by  both  the  state  and  local  election 
authorities. 

Additionally: 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 


estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  the 
financial  impact  with  this  amendment  would  be  roughly  $450,000,  the  cost  of  having  a 
January  election  in  our  jurisdiction.  Another  issue  would  be  the  disenfranchising  of 
Military  and  Absentee  voters  with  a  shorter  election  cycle  (60  day).  We  would  also  worry 
about  recruiting  enough  election  workers  to  work  the  polls  in  the  month  of  January. 
These  are  our  concerns  regarding  this  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  their  local  government 
estimates  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  bill  for  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019  to  be  as 
follows: 

Revenues:  None 


Cost:  Their  office  estimates  the  cost  of  this  initiative  to  be  $78,000  in  even  numbered 
years. 


Technical  notes: 


The  proposal  leaves  in-tact  the  primary  contest  for  local  candidates  and  the  August 
election  date.  Under  this  proposal  with  a  50%  +1  requirement  3  elections  through  the  fall 
and  winter  of  even  years  are  all  but  guaranteed.  Currently  certification  of  an  election 
cannot  happen  until  the  Friday  after  the  election  and  the  deadline  is  2  weeks  after  the 
election.  The  “no  more  than  60  day  rule”  when  combined  with  current  absentee  rules 
would  have  final  certification  and  absentee  voting  beginning  on  the  same  day.  Ballots 
will  not  be  ready  for  six  weeks  of  absentee  voting.  Additionally,  the  timeline  sets  the 
runoff  election  in  the  week  between  Christmas  and  New  Year’s  in  most  years. 

Damien  Johnson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 

The  potential  savings  to  governmental  entities  are  unknown,  but  not  likely  to  lead  to  a 
cost  increase. 

"But  not  likely"  This  initiative  removes  primaries  and  requires  runoffs  if  no  candidates  in 
the  race  get  a  majority.  Runoffs  are  required  if  no  candidate  gets  a  majority  of  the  votes 
cast.  Thus,  since  US  congressional  seats  are  what  analysis  consider  safe  seats,  the  state 
should  expect  cost  savings  of  not  having  a  primary  nor  runoff.  Clay  should  win  his  seat 
with  a  majority.  There  should  be  some  races  that  would  have  runoffs. 

Hypothetically  speaking,  had  this  initiative  been  in  effect  for  the  US  senate  race  last 
election,  Roy  Blunt  and  Jason  Kander  and  all  the  less  financed  candidates  would  run  in 
the  general  election.  Then  Blunt  and  Kander  will  be  the  only  two  candidates  facing  each 
other  in  a  runoff.  The  cost  of  the  race  will  shift  from  a  primary  to  a  runoff.  Being  that 
Blunt  was  the  only  statewide  candidate  who  won  by  plurality  statewide  he'll  be  the  only 
candidate  running  statewide  in  my  hypothetical  scenario. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


Local  election  authorities  and  the  state  will  likely  incur  increased  election-related  costs 
estimated  to  be  $528,000  per  election  cycle  with  the  total  costs  being  unknown,  but  likely 
significant. 
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DEC  2  1  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OF!  ; 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Siam:  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573  >751*230 1 


December  21, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
Stale  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X  (2018-1 13) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  21,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County . 

Page  No . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
ot  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
tor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 


1, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

f> 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  F  lORGF.RY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,A.D .  . 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary' . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters  within 
the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  116.050 
RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 ,  201 5]approved  by  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 

voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax)  shall  not 
be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  [not  subject  to  sales,  use  or 
similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1,  2015.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  centers  recreation  center  or  facilities  without 

voter  approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits,  without 

voter  approval. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


December  21, 2016 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


DEC  1  J  2016 

state  auditors  office 

Eleci  it  ins  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RB:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  1(2018-1  12) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December2l,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  Stave  Information  Center 
(>00  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County . 
Page  No. . 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
ol  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


Mq 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DALE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

<  onc;r. 
hist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

1 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  MF.  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  F  lORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D .  . 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 


18-112 


Be  il  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The  existing 
section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in  brackets. 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  ( 'annabis:  refers  lo  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  sali\a.  cannabis  indiea. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  inclndimj  but  not  limited  lo.  derivative. 

concentrate,  extract.  Mower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  sail,  seed,  stalk,  Mem,  m  ain 

product  thereof 

h)  I  lemp:  The  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  lo  make  mpc.  labrics. 

liberboard.  clothing,  and  paper,  flic  sister  plain  ofcannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  This  section  shall  protect  the  right  to 
cirow  cannabis  and  homo.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's  economy,  the  right  of 
farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices  shall  be  forever 
guaranteed  in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of 
the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 

December  2 1 , 20 1 6 


** 

V"' 


Jason  Kander 

SECRETARY  OK  STA  TE 

State  oi  Missouri 


RiEGcilVED 

DEC  2  !  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  version  2  (2018-1 1 1) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  21. 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liseal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
lor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 

/)/££> 

2 1  201$ 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . being  first  duly  swom,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

l)IST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

It) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  F  IORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,A.D .  . 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires. 
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Bo  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108.  105.1112,  195.010.(10)(b)c,195.010.(10)(d),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(m)(b),  195.010.(l7)(g),  195.010.(17) 
(I),  195.0 10(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 17.2(4)(ii),  195. 140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3, 

195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

I  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Amendment: 

at  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  mdcralis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract.  Ilower,  leal,  panicle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  I  his  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  “hemp":  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  liberhoard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

bt  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

cl  “Expungeahle  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment, 

0  “cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagation,  cultivating  mowing,  harvesting.  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting.  producim!.  processing.  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging.  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  lor  investing,  inhaling.  vaporizing.  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

pi  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

al  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemn.  marijuana  and  cannabis, 

h)  Cultivation,  harvcstimi  proccssinu.  manufacturing.  packaging.  distributing,  transferring.  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  retptired  beyond  that 

which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing.  manufacturing,  packaging.  distribution,  transferal. 

display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  mari  juana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  chance  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section 

two:  clause  a  of  this  amendment,  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  lollowing  acts  arc  not  unlawltil 

and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  he  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

al  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  riuhts  and  privileges  afforded  to  any 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acc|uisition.  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  a  tie  ol  IS  with  the 
consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician, 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  ol  cannabis. 

D  Primary'  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been 

given  a  doctor’s  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  iob  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who 

is  impaired  hv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

al  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment, 

bl  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary'  caregiver. 

cl  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  residency. 

dl  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical  treatment  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and 

estimated  potency  of  the  product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use 

of  cannabis.  Labels  mv  be  promotional,  but  shall  not  he  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived 

from  scicntilic  study  and  prevailing  human  experience. 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  slate  wide  registry'.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it’s  a  Missouri  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine 

request  under  rsmo  chapter  6 10.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement 

agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  ol 

Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

bl  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  SI  00.00 

cl  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry, 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  he  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  he  expunge 

by  the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 
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10.  C'nnnahis  tanners,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirement, 
discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  fanner, 
lmmutncturer.  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  crow  cannabis  lor  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 
caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

1 1 .  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  Amendment  &  replace  it  with  the  below 

Amendment.  A  yes  vote  approve  the  repeal  ahove  Amendment  and  replace  with  below  Amendment.  If  voters  fail  shall  to 

vole  vcs.  the  above  Amendment  remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  yes. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  hv  adding  .Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

pan  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  anti  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105. 

103,1108.  105. 1112.  I95.010.(  I0)(h)c.l95.0l().(  l())td).  I95.010.n7)(m)(h).  I95.0I0.(  I7)(|g).  1 95.0I0.(  I7)M).I95 .010(24) 
1 05.0 1 5.4.  I95.0l7.2(4)(r).  195.01 7.2(4)(y).  195.017.214)00.105. 140.212).  195.202,2.  195.202.3.  195.21 1.2.  195.21 1.3. 
195.21 1.4.  1 95. 222.7 .195 .223. 7.  195.223.8.  263.250.1 . 


I  .The  following  shall  he  called  the  Cannabis  legalization  Amendment 


2 . Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica. 
cannabis  rudcralis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  dower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof, 
h)  "hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tiherhoard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  "KxpiniL'cahlc  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing .  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding- 
converting.  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 
cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 
human  body. 

g)  •'establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 
sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  relied  that  cannabis  as  defined  in 
Section  two:  clause  a.  are  permitted  for  personal  use  for  persons  2 1  of  age  or  older  and  shall  he  available  for  medical 

treatment  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an 
offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  mari  juana  and  cannabis, 

c)  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 

treatment  or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the 
product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  by 
he  promotional,  hut  shall  not  he  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and 
prevailing  human  experience. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

h)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  he  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  iwcntv-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  lepal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  he  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  he  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

h)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who 

is  impaired  hv  mari  juana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 
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cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

6.  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  inslituiions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  I .  following  the  election  that  placed  this 
Initiative  before  the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 
for  nonviolent,  eannahis-onlv  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  he 

immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 
only  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  tinder  this  Act. 

(hi  Within  60  davs  of  the  passage  of  this  Act  .The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 
document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri 
and  for  any  offense  covered  by  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within 
the  State. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  stale  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  cnlorccment  ol  lederal  cannabis 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

10.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

1 1 .  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  /.oiling  requirement, 
licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 
commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

12.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  III  and 
VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

1 3.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  ol  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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DEC  2  1  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  or  State 
State  of  Missouri 


It  i  ctions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  21,  2016 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  version  I  (2018-1 10) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  21,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


ElVED 

2 1  2016 

M0'SEC Retary  of  state 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

conc;k. 

dist 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  F  lORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Address  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 


Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part 
or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108, 
105.1112,  1 95.01 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.01 0.(1 0)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(g),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(l),  1 95.01 0(24),  195.015.4, 

1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.01 7.2(4)(ii),1 95. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4, 
195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

I.The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  legalization  Amendment 

2.  Definition  ot  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

at  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 
preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 
bl  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

cl  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

dl  "personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

el  “Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

fl  "cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 
designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting, 
producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for 
ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body, 
of  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 
facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 
cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  Marijuana  shall  not  be  listed  in  Missouri's  Controlled  Substance  schedule  in  order  to  the  change  that  reflect  that  cannabis 
as  defined  in  Section  two:  clause  a.  are  permitted  for  personal  use  for  persons  18  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  for 
medical  treatment  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be 
an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

al  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  18  years  or  older. 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

cl  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Retail  cannabis  products  for  medical 
treatment  or  personal  use  shall  contain  appropriate  labeling,  which  outlines  the  weight  and  estimated  potency  of  the 
product,  lists  all  pesticides  used  in  production,  and  summarizes  the  safe  and  effective  use  of  cannabis.  Labels  by 
be  promotional,  but  shall  not  be  false  or  misleading,  and  should  be  based  on  data  derived  from  scientific  study  and 
prevailing  human  experience. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

al  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 
treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

bl  Cannabis  acouisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with 
the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 
physician. 

cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 
anv  person. 

dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 
recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

el  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 
legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

al  Reouire  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  iob  bv  his  use  of  cannabis, 
bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 
impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
cl  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

6.  Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative 
before  the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately 

released. 

(al  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 

offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(bl  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the 

State. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

10.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  ouiltv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

11.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  reouirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

12.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  mav  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

13.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  IV.  (Received  December  21,  2016) 


Date 


January  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Damien  Johnson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Attorney  General  to  develop  and  make  available  a  form  for  the  destruction  of  all 
cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  which  shall  be 
distributed  to  all  circuit  courts  within  the  State.  They  assume  they  would  need  1  Paralegal 
to  assist  with  research  and  development  of  the  form  and  destruction  of  relevant  records, 
resulting  in  increased  operating  expenses  of  $60,853  for  FY2018;  $64,558  for  FY2019; 
and  $65,245  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $6,887,491  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $7,338,556  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,452,183  in  fiscal  year  2021  and 
thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  for  persons  18  years  or  older  would 
remove  from  the  criminal  statutes  all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana, 
including  possession,  distribution  and  trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed 
marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled  substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be 
two  reductions  in  the  cost  of  incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana 
offense  and  fewer  admissions  to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact 
offenders  who  are  only  serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple 


concurrent  sentences  will  continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after 
legalization  and  no  estimate  is  made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY17  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  be  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 

The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $6,887,491  and  will  be  $10,452,183  after 
the  5  th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department  but  may  increase  state  revenues  if  marijuana  is  subject  to  state 
sales  tax. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicate  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to 
this  initiative  petition.  They  forwarded  this  to  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  for 
their  response. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 


Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 


Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CJIS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24)  $147,900 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


Patrol  Records  Divison 

Currently,  there  are  29,904  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  the  Missouri  Highway  Patrol  that  could  possibly  meet  the 
requirements  of  this  proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  records  with  a 
court  conviction  pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  18  years  and  older  with  an  NCIC 
modifier  of  60-64  that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  30  percent  of  the 
individuals  who  qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol 
Records  Division  (PRD)  would  require  four  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of  these 
expungements  were  to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would  compound 
greatly  to  the  point  it  may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the  individuals 
who  qualify  to  have  their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division 
would  require  12  FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  12  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  29,904  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

30%  =  29,904  x  .30  =  8,971  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  29,904  x  .50  =  14,952  /  2,485  =  6  FTE’s 
100%  =  29,904  /  2,485  =  12  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  30  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 


office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920  square 
feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 


sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 


4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Their  agency  requests  clarification  of  number  9  which  states  that  no  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of 
federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri 
under  this  amendment.  Does  this  mean  that  the  Highway  Patrol  could  no  longer 
participate  in  federal  operations  when  requested? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  Expungment:  Title  49  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations  (C.F.R.)  384.226  states  that  a  “State  must  not  mask,  defer 
imposition  of  judgment,  or  allow  an  individual  to  enter  into  a  diversion  program  that 
would  prevent  a  CFP  or  CDF  holder’s  conviction  for  any  violation,  in  any  type  of  motor 
vehicle,  of  a  state  or  local  traffic  control  law  (other  than  parking,  vehicle  weight,  or 
vehicle  defect  violations)  from  appearing  on  the  CDF  driver  record,  whether  the  driver 
was  convicted  for  an  offense  committed  in  the  State  where  the  driver  is  licensed  or 
another  State.”  Additionally,  49  C.F.R.  384.225  lays  out  specific  record  keeping 
requirements  regarding  the  posting  and  maintaining  of  commercial  driver’s  license 


(CDL)  holders’  records  that  states  must  meet  in  order  to  be  in  substantial  compliance 
with  Federal  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Regulations.  These  records  include  all  convictions, 
disqualifications,  and  other  licensing  action  for  violations  of  any  state  or  local  law 
relating  to  motor  vehicle  traffic  control  (other  than  parking,  vehicle  weight,  or  vehicle 
defect  violations)  committed  in  any  type  of  vehicle. 

Fiscal  Impact:  Failure  to  comply  with  49  C.F.R.  384.225  &  384.226  would  result  in  a 
withholding  of  Missouri’s  federal-aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  it  under  each  of  Title 
23,  United  States  Code  (U.S.C.),  sections  104(b)(1),  (b)(3),  and  (b)(4).  The  federal  funds 
impacted  consist  of  national  highway  performance  program  funds,  highway  safety 
improvement  program  funds  and  congestion  mitigation  and  air  quality  improvement 
funds.  The  withholding  amount  would  be  4%  for  the  first  year  of  non-compliance  and 
8%  for  the  second  and  subsequent  years. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

This  proposal  adds  Section  54  to  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  proposal: 

•  Removes  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled  substances. 

•  Allows  possession  (for  those  18  or  older),  production,  cultivation  and  distribution 
of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

•  Allows  the  use  of  medical  cannabis  for  patients  with  a  physician’s 
recommendation. 

•  Clarifies  that  certain  crimes  such  as  operating  a  motor  vehicle  under  the  influence 
of  marijuana  remain  crimes. 

•  Upon  passage  of  the  proposal,  requires  the  release  of  all  persons  incarcerated  or 
on  parole  for  non-violent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  would  no  longer  be 
illegal  to  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  expunged 
and  destroyed. 

•  Prohibits  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  from  being  used  to 
enforce  federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  that  would  no  longer  be  illegal  upon 
passage  of  this  proposal. 

•  Provides  protection  for  cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors  and 
distributors  from  special  zoning  requirements,  excessive  licensing  fees,  etc. 
relative  to  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors  or 
distributors. 

•  Allows  taxes  to  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 


The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  at  eighteen 
years  or  older  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and 
consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  They  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  eighteen. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

surcharge 


Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

surcharge 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


$150.00 


State  of  Missouri 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts. 

They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in  caseload  for  the  courts  because 
the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at  this  time  they  are  unable  to 
calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 


The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 
(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 


County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  this  petition  would  neither 
provide  any  fiscal  savings,  nor  additional  costs,  for  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  in  response  to  this  petition,  no 
fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Damien  Johnson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 

Annual  state  government  operating  costs  would  increase  by  at  least  $1  million  with  the 
total  increase  being  unknown.  Those  costs  would  be  offset  by  an  unknown  increase  in  fee 
and  tax  revenues.  The  fiscal  impact  to  local  governmental  entities  is  unknown  with  some 
increase  in  revenue  possible. 

The  net  fiscal  impact  to  state  and  local  government  is  unknown  based  on  the  revenue 
generated  by  taxes  and  fees  that  could  offset  the  operating  cost. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Uouis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Uouis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Uouis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan 
Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Uouis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Uincoln 
University,  Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University, 
Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and 
Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  result  in  annual  state  cost  savings  of  $10  million.  Annual  state 
operating  costs  are  estimated  to  increase  by  $600,000  to  $1  million.  Local  law  enforcement  costs 
could  increase. 


18-109 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-1936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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OEC  2  t  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICI 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  21,2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  VIII  (2018-109) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  19,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Informat  ion  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  *  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  I 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

DEE  2  0  2016 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


m°.  secretary  of  state 


I, . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONfSR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTI IERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


I  f  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


(Signature  of  Notary) 


(Address  of  Notary). 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 


My  Commission  expires. 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  amendment  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and 
subsections  relating  to  political  parties.  Including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMO 
115.121,  115.122,  115.307,  115.309,  115.31,  115.315,  115.319,  115.321,  115.603, 
115.605,  115.607  to  115.627, 

Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  creating  a  new  section  known  as  section  23  of 

Article  VIII  to  read  as  follows: 

a)  Candidates  running  for  United  States  Senate.  United  States  Congress.  Governor,  Lt. 

Governor.  Treasurer.  Attorney  General.  Secretary  of  State.  State  Senate  and  State 

Representative  shall  be  listed  as  a  non-partisan  candidate  and  no  Party  affiliation  shall 

be  listed  next  to  a  candidate. 

b)  Unless  running  in  a  special  election  or  a  runoff,  all  candidates  shall  run  in  a  November 

election  without  running  in  a  primary  and  required  to  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes 

cast.  If  no  candidates  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes  cast,  then  there  shall  be  a  runoff 

between  the  top  two  candidates  no  later  than  60  days  after  the  November  election. 

c)  Candidates  shall  not  be  charged  more  than  $100  nor  be  required  to  collect  signatures. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-109) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  VIII  (Received  December  21,  2016) 


Date 


January  10,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Damien  Johnson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  costs 
resulting  from  the  proposal  could  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  this  initiative  petition  would  not 
have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  this  petition  does  not  pertain  to 
their  department  so,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  enacts  one  new 
section  in  Article  VIII,  Section  23  to  require  non-partisan  elections.  This  proposal  should 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  this  measure  changes  the  way 
primary  and  general  elections  are  conducted.  If  passed,  this  measure  is  likely  to  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  costs  of  holding  elections.  There  is  potential  for  increased  costs 
to  produce  ballots  for  both  in-person  and  absentee  voting.  The  language  of  this  measure 
also  potentially  creates  the  possibility  of  three  separate  elections  each  cycle  for  state 
candidates:  1)  an  August  primary  for  judges,  2)  a  November  general  election  for  all 
candidates,  and  3)  a  possible  run-off  election  following  the  November  general  election. 
It  is  also  unclear  how  this  measure  will  impact  special  elections.  Many  of  the  state’s 
voting  systems  could  potentially  need  to  be  replaced  or  upgraded  at  a  quite  significant 
cost  under  this  measure.  At  this  time  the  projected  costs  of  this  measure  are  unknown, 
but  significant  costs  are  likely  to  be  incurred  by  both  the  state  and  local  election 
authorities. 

Additionally: 

Their  office  is  required  to  pay  for  publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each 
statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed  by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri 
Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290,  RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core 
funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal  activity  resulting  from  each  year's 
legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted  each  year  depending  upon  the 
election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in  odd  numbered  fiscal  years 
and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had  historically  been  an  estimated 
appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the  number  of  ballot  measures 
approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions  certified  for  the  ballot.  In 
FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so  that  it  was  no  longer  an 


estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated  $2.6  million  to  publish 
the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and  November  elections,  there 
were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot  propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million 
to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their  office  will  continue  to  assume,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the  full  appropriation  authority  it  needs 
to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these  requirements  are  mandatory,  they 
reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of  their  publishing  requirements  if 
the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the  amount  or  continue  to  not 
designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  this  initiative  petition  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  the 
financial  impact  with  this  amendment  would  be  roughly  $450,000,  the  cost  of  having  a 
January  election  in  our  jurisdiction.  Another  issue  would  be  the  disenfranchising  of 
Military  and  Absentee  voters  with  a  shorter  election  cycle  (60  day).  We  would  also  worry 
about  recruiting  enough  election  workers  to  work  the  polls  in  the  month  of  January. 
These  are  our  concerns  regarding  this  amendment. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  their  local  government 
estimates  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  bill  for  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019  to  be  as 
follows: 

Revenues:  None 


Cost:  Their  office  estimates  the  cost  of  this  initiative  to  be  $78,000  in  even  numbered 
years. 


Technical  notes: 


The  proposal  leaves  in-tact  the  primary  contest  for  local  candidates  and  the  August 
election  date.  Under  this  proposal  with  a  50%  +1  requirement  3  elections  through  the  fall 
and  winter  of  even  years  are  all  but  guaranteed.  Currently  certification  of  an  election 
cannot  happen  until  the  Friday  after  the  election  and  the  deadline  is  2  weeks  after  the 
election.  The  “no  more  than  60  day  rule”  when  combined  with  current  absentee  rules 
would  have  final  certification  and  absentee  voting  beginning  on  the  same  day.  Ballots 
will  not  be  ready  for  six  weeks  of  absentee  voting.  Additionally,  the  timeline  sets  the 
runoff  election  in  the  week  between  Christmas  and  New  Year’s  in  most  years. 

Damien  Johnson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 

The  potential  savings  to  governmental  entities  are  unknown,  but  not  likely  to  lead  to  a 
cost  increase. 

"But  not  likely"  This  initiative  removes  primaries  and  requires  runoffs  if  no  candidates  in 
the  race  get  a  majority.  Runoffs  are  required  if  no  candidate  gets  a  majority  of  the  votes 
cast.  Thus,  since  US  congressional  seats  are  what  analysis  consider  safe  seats,  the  state 
should  expect  cost  savings  of  not  having  a  primary  nor  runoff.  Clay  should  win  his  seat 
with  a  majority.  There  should  be  some  races  that  would  have  runoffs. 

Hypothetically  speaking,  had  this  initiative  been  in  effect  for  the  US  senate  race  last 
election,  Roy  Blunt  and  Jason  Kander  and  all  the  less  financed  candidates  would  run  in 
the  general  election.  Then  Blunt  and  Kander  will  be  the  only  two  candidates  facing  each 
other  in  a  runoff.  The  cost  of  the  race  will  shift  from  a  primary  to  a  runoff.  Being  that 
Blunt  was  the  only  statewide  candidate  who  won  by  plurality  statewide  he'll  be  the  only 
candidate  running  statewide  in  my  hypothetical  scenario. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


Local  election  authorities  and  the  state  will  likely  incur  increased  election-related  costs 
estimated  to  be  $528,000  per  election  cycle  with  the  total  costs  being  unknown,  but  likely 
significant. 
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DEC  2  1  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of-  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  21, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 01 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X  (2018-108) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  End  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  19,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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18-108 


County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

DEC  20  2016 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


M0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGK. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


(Signature  of  Notary) 


(Address  of  Notary). 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 


My  Commission  expires 


18-108 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters  within 
the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to  Section  116.050 
RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such  tax 
as  of  January  1 , 201 5japproved  by  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financing  sport 
facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri  without 

voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based  tax) 
shall  not  be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  [not  subject 
to  sales,  use  or  similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1 , 201 5.]  approved  by  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  centers  recreation  center  or  facilities 

without  voter  approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits. 

without  voter  approval. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or 

federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


18-107 


DEC  2  1  2016 


Jason  Kandiir 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 
Elections  Division 
(573) 751-2301 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Ci  ni  er 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  or  state 
State  or  Missouri 


December  21,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-107) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  19,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6510 1 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcrofl,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 

RECEIVED 

DEC  20  2016 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of .  MO.  SECRET!  ARY  Ok  SlAl  E 


I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


(Address  of  Affiant) 


(Signature  of  Notary) 


(Address  of  Notary). 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 


My  Commission  expires 


18-107 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The  existing 
section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in  brackets. 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva,  cannabis  indiea. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to.  derivative. 

concentrate,  extract.  Ilower.  leaf,  panicle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  an; 

product  thereof 

h)  Hemp:  The  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  fabrics. 

liherhoard.  clolhint*.  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  This  section  shall  protect  the  right  to 
grow  cannabis  and  hemp.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's  economy,  the  right  of 
farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices  shall  be  forever 
guaranteed  in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  VI  of 
the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 


18-106 


DEC  2  1  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  21,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-106) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  19,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  Sta  le  Information  Cen  ter 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  Ionorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

DEC  2  0  2016 


circulator’s  affidavit  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of . 

I, . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

It) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


(Signature  of  Notary) 


(Address  of  Notary). 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 


My  Commission  expires. 


18-106 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  195.010.(10)(b)c,195.010.(10)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b),  195.010.(l7)(g),  195.010.(17) 
(1), 195.010(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  1 95.1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3, 

195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

l.The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp''  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indiea. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 
mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  “hemp”:  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

c)  “IZxpunecable  marijuana  offense'’  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  tins  amendment. 

0  “cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  throwing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding, 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

g)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemn.  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that 

which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal. 

display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section 

one,  a)  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense 

under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

at  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

h)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician, 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

0  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  he  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been 

given  a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who 

is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use, 

6.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  nalient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary'  verities  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

e)  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  a  random  alphabet  after  verifying  residency. 

7.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Sendees  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  Missouri  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine 

request  under  rsmo  chapter  610.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement 

agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of 

Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  paving  fees  of  no  more  than  SI  00.00 

c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannahis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 

bv  the  Court. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  fanner. 
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manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  arc  arc  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  natienls. 

1 1 .  All  provisions  ot  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  slate  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 

In  the  November  general  ol  2020.  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  below  section.  A  yes 

vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  and  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  ves.  the  above  section 

remains  and  voters  shall  vole  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  ves. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

1  his  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4,  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

pail  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105. 

105,1108.  105,1112,  I c)5 .0 1 0 ,( I0)(h)c.l95.0l0.(  lf))(d).  195.01().n7)fm)tb).  I95.0l0.n7)fg).  I95.010.n7>m.l95.0l0(24>. 

105.015.4.  195.QI7.2(4Hr).  105.017.2(4)1/).  l95.QI7.2(4Kii).l95. 140.2(2).  195.202,2.  195.202.3.  195.21 1.2.  195.211.3. 

195.21 1.4.  1 95 .222.7. 1 95.223.7.  195.223.8.263.250.1. 

I  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  legalization  Amendment 

2. Dermition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof, 
h)  •'hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiherboard.  and  paper, 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis, 

d)  "personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  (if  cannabis, 

c)  "Expunpeahlc  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

D  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing.  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 
cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  hotly, 

g)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 

facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or 

sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in 

Section  I  .a)  are  permitted  for  personal  use  for  persons  2 1  of  age  or  older  and  shall  he  available  with  a  doctor's 
recommendation  without  an  age  limit.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or 

he  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

h)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  mari  juana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Any  product  to  he  sold  to  public  must 

he  tested  lor  purity  and  weight. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient 
treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

h)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twentv-one  with 
the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 
physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  he  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

any  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  he  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  he  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  he  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  hv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

h)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  hv  anyone  who 

is  impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance, 
c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twentv-one  years  of  age. 

6.  Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  he  implemented  no  later  than  January  I .  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 
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8.  Unon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Stale  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 

only  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri 

and  for  any  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within 

the  State. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  slate  funds  shall  he  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

10.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

1 1 .  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  /.oiling  requirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  fanner,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

12.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  he  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

13.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

14.  This  shall  become  effective  the  tirst  Tuesday  in  December  fcllowing  the  passage  of  this  Amendment. 
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DEC  2  I  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
S  tate  or  Missouri 


Ei  it  hons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  2 1, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  version  I  (2018-105) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  19.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
n vc  Rules  *  Business  Services  •  Elections  *  publications  •  Securities  •  Stati  \r<*iiives*sta  i 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
tor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jay  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVI'l 


R£C  EIVED 

DEC  20  2016 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  County  Of 


I, . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  si 

gners) 

Name 

(signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Print  or  Typed) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  staled  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  I IEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


(Address  of  Affiant) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D 


(Signature  of  Notary) 


(Address  of  Notary). 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 


My  Commission  expires. 
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He  it  resolved  1')’  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

'this  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in 
whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105,  105.1 108,  105.1 1 1 2, 

1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)  ( b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)  (d),  195.010.(l7)(m)(b),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)  (g),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)  (1),  1 95.0 1 0(24),  195.015.4,  195.017.2(4) 
(r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  195.01 7.2(4)  (ii),  195.140.2(2),  195.202.2, 195.202.3, 195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7, 
195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  legalization  Amendment 

2. Dcfinition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis 

ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin, 

root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  "hemp":  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  liberboard,  and  paper,  the  sister 

plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

c)  “Expungeable  marijuana  offense”  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f )  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  lor  use,  or  designed  for 

use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing, 

processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling, 

vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

g)  “establishment’’  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manulacturing  facility,  or 

a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis 

products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  1  .a)  are 

permitted  for  personal  use  for  persons  2 1  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  without  an  age  limit. 

The  following  acts  arc  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Any  product  to  be  sold  to  public  must  be  tested 

for  purity  and  weight. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  alforded  to  any  patient  treated  through 

other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any 

person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of 

physicians;  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 

approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal  M issouri 

cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anyway  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportat  ion  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

6.  l-’orbid  any  individual,  corporate  property'  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions  from 

prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  ot  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  lanuary  1,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  Initiative  before 

the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole  for 

nonviolent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis  only 

offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

( b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act,  ’1  he  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document 

ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  any  offense 

covered  by  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  cntorcemcnt  personnel  or  state  tunds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis  laws 

involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

1 0.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

1 1.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zon ing  requirement,  licensing  fee 
that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural 

farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

1 2.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and  possession  of 

cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  III  and  VI  of  the  Constitution 

of  Missouri: 

13.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document, 

shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

14.  'I  his  shall  become  effective  the  first  Tuesday  in  December  fellowing  the  passage  of  this  Amendment. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatric  k 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


-i  P  1  -V  V 
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Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  Si  ate 
State  of  Missouri 


DEC  I  9  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


El  i  chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  19,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Natalie  Meyer  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  191  (2018-104) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Natalie  Meyer  on  December  19,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Iniormation  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jei  person  City  65 1  o  I 
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County  _ 

Page  No. 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 


following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'1'  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of 

the  city,  town,  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


|Official  Ballot  title] 
CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVI 


STATE  Of  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


NAME  (Signature) 


DEE  1  9  2016 

being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers]  *  i/\i\Y  Or  [i  f  )'£ 


DATE  REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
SIGNED  (Numbcr)( Street)  (City,  town,  or  village) 


ZIP  CODE 


CONGR. 
DIST. 


NAME  (Printed  or  typed) 


2 

3 

4 

5 


6 


7 

X 


9 


10 


signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town,  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  in  the  stale  of  Missouri  and 
_ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HF.ARBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PRF.JURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT' 
AND  Tl  I  AT  I  I IAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


.  A.D.  201 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


BE  11  ENACTED  BY  THE  TEOBLE  Of  THE  STA  TE  Oh  MISSOURI: 
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The  proposed  initiative  will  amend  Chapter  191  of  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  by  adding  twenty-two  new 
sections. 

These  twenty-two  sections  shall  be  known  and  cited  as  the  “Missouri  Death  with  Dignity  Act”. 

Section  1. 

In  said  sections,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

( 1 )  "Adult”,  any  individual  who  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older. 

(2)  “Attending  physician”,  the  physician  who  has  primary  responsibility  for  the  care  of  the  patient  and 
treatment  of  the  patient's  terminal  disease. 

(3)  "Capable",  in  the  opinion  of  a  court  or  in  the  opinion  of  the  patient's  attending  physician  or 
consulting  physician,  psychiatrist  or  psychologist,  a  patient  has  the  ability  to  make  and  communicate  health  care 
decisions  to  health  care  providers,  including  communication  through  persons  familiar  with  the  patient's  manner 
of  communicating  if  those  persons  are  available. 

(4)  "Consulting  physician",  a  physician  who  is  qualified  by  specialty  or  experience  to  make  a 
professional  diagnosis  and  prognosis  regarding  the  patient's  disease. 

(5)  "Counseling",  one  or  more  consultations  as  necessary  between  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist  or 
psychologist  and  a  patient  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  not  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 

(6)  "Health  care  provider",  a  person  licensed,  certified  or  otherwise  authorized  or  permitted  by  the  law 
of  this  state  to  administer  health  care  or  dispense  medication  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  or  practice  of  a 
profession,  and  includes  a  health  care  facility. 

(7)  "Informed  decision",  a  decision  by  a  qualified  patient,  to  request  and  obtain  a  prescription  to  end  his 
or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  that  is  based  on  an  appreciation  of  the  relevant  facts  and  after 
being  fully  informed  by  the  attending  physician  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis; 

c.  flic  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed; 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed;  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care  and  pain 

control. 

(8)  "Medically  confirmed",  the  medical  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  has  been  confirmed  by  a 
consulting  physician  who  has  examined  the  patient  and  the  patient's  relevant  medical  records. 

(9)  "Patient",  a  person  who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

(10)  "Physician",  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  osteopathy  licensed  to  practice  medicine  in  the  state  of 
Missouri 

(11)  “qualified  patient”,  a  capable  adult  who  is  a  resident  of  this  state  and  has  satisfied  the  requirements 
of  this  initiative  in  order  to  obtain  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner. 

(12)  “Terminal  disease”,  an  incurable  and  irreversible  disease  that  has  been  medically  confirmed  and 
shall,  within  reasonable  medical  judgment,  produce  death  within  six  months. 


Section  2. 
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1 .  An  adult  who: 

a.  Is  capable; 

b.  Is  a  residence  of  this  state; 

c.  Has  been  determined  by  the  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to  be  suffering 
from  a  terminal  disease;  and 

d.  Has  voluntarily  expressed  his  or  her  wish  to  die; 

may  make  a  written  request  for  medication  for  the  purpose  of  ending  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner  in  accordance  with  this  initiative. 

2.  No  person  shall  qualify  under  this  initiative  solely  because  of  age  or  disability. 

Section  3. 

1 .  A  valid  request  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  form  described  in  section 
20.  signed  and  dated  by  the  patient,  and  witnessed  by  at  least  two  individuals  who,  in  the  presence  of  the 
patient,  attest  that  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief  the  patient  is  capable,  acting  voluntarily,  and 
is  not  being  coerced  to  sign  the  request. 

2.  One  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  a  person  who  is  not: 

a.  A  relative  of  the  patient  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption; 

b.  A  person,  who  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed,  would  be  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  estate  of  the 
qualified  patient  upon  death  under  any  will  or  by  operation  of  law;  or 

c.  An  owner,  operator,  or  employee  of  a  health  care  facility  where  the  qualified  patient  is  receiving 
medical  treatment  or  is  a  resident 

3.  The  patient's  attending  physician  at  the  time  the  request  is  signed  shall  not  be  a  witness. 

If  the  patient  is  in  a  long-term  care  facility  at  the  time  the  written  request  is  made,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be 
an  individual  designated  by  the  facility  and  having  the  qualifications  specified  by  the  department  of  health  and 
senior  services  by  rule. 

Section  4 

1 .  The  attending  physician  shall: 

A.  Make  the  initial  determination  of  whether  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease,  is  capable,  and  has  made 
the  request  voluntarily; 

B.  Request  that  the  patient  demonstrate  Missouri  state  residency  under  section  13; 

C.  To  ensure  that  the  patient  is  making  an  informed  decision,  inform  the  patient  of: 

a.  His  or  her  medical  diagnosis; 

b.  His  or  her  prognosis; 

c.  The  potential  risks  associated  with  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed; 

d.  The  probable  result  of  taking  the  medication  to  be  prescribed;  and 

e.  The  feasible  alternatives  including,  but  not  limited  to.  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain 
control; 

D.  Refer  the  patient  to  a  consulting  physician  for  medical  confirmation  of  the  diagnosis  and  for  a 
determination  that  the  patient  is  capable  and  acting  voluntarily; 

E.  Refer  the  patient  for  counseling  if  appropriate  under  section  6; 

F.  Recommend  that  the  patient  notify  next  of  kin; 

G.  Counsel  the  patient  about  the  importance  of  having  another  person  present  when  the  patient  takes  the 
medication  prescribed  under  this  legislation  and  of  not  taking  the  medication  in  a  public  place; 

H.  Inform  the  patient  that  he  or  she  has  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request  at  any  time  and  in  any 
manner,  and  offer  the  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  at  the  end  of  the  fifteen-day  waiting  period 
under  section  9; 
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I.  Verily,  immediately  belore  writing  the  prescription  tor  medication  under  this  initiative,  that  the 
patient  is  making  an  informed  decision; 

J.  Fulfill  the  medical  record  documentation  requirements  of  section  12; 

K.  Ensure  that  all  appropriate  steps  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  prior  to  writing  a 
prescription  for  medication  to  enable  a  qualified  patient  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
dignified  manner;  and 

L.  1.  Dispense  medications  directly,  including  ancillary  medications  intended  to  facilitate  the  desired 
effect  to  minimize  the  patient's  discomfort,  provided  that  the  attending  physician  is  authorized  under 
state  law  and  rule  to  dispense,  has  a  current  drug  enforcement  administration  certificate,  and 
complies  with  any  applicable  administrative  rule;  or 

II.  With  the  patient's  written  consent: 

a.  Contact  a  pharmacist  and  inform  the  pharmacist  of  the  prescription:  and 

b.  Deliver  the  written  prescription  personally,  by  mail,  or  facsimile  to  the  pharmacist,  who  shall 
dispense  the  medications  to  either  the  patient,  the  attending  physician,  or  an  expressly  identified 
agent  of  the  patient. 

2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law.  the  attending  physician  may  sign  the  patient's  death  certificate. 
Section  5 

Before  a  patient  is  qualified  under  this  initiative,  a  consulting  physician  shall  examine  the  patient  and  his  or  her 
relevant  medical  records  and  confirm  in  writing  the  attending  physician's  diagnosis  that  the  patient  is  suffering 
from  a  terminal  disease  and  verify  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting  voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed 
decision. 

Section  6 

If.  in  the  opinion  of  the  attending  physician  or  the  consulting  physician,  a  patient  may  be  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment,  either  physician  shall  refer  the 
patient  for  counseling.  No  medication  to  end  a  patient's  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  be 
prescribed  until  the  person  performing  the  counseling  determines  that  the  patient  is  not  suffering  from  a 
psychiatric  or  psychological  disorder  or  depression  causing  impaired  judgment. 

Section  7 

No  person  shall  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner 
unless  he  or  she  has  made  an  informed  decision,  as  defined  in  section  1 .  Immediately  prior  to  writing  a 
prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative,  the  attending  physician  shall  verify  that  the  qualified  patient  is 
making  an  informed  decision. 

Section  8 

flic  attending  physician  shall  recommend  that  the  patient  notify  the  next  of  kin  of  his  or  her  request  for 
medication  under  this  initiative.  A  patient  who  declines  or  is  unable  to  notify  next  of  kin  shall  not  have  his  oi¬ 
lier  request  denied  for  that  reason. 

Section  9 

In  order  to  receive  a  prescription  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner,  a 
qualified  patient  shall  have  made  an  oral  request  and  a  written  request  and  reiterate  the  oral  request  to  his  or  her 
attending  physician  at  least  fifteen  days  after  making  the  initial  oral  request.  At  the  time  the  qualified  patient 
makes  his  or  her  second  oral  request,  the  attending  physician  shall  offer  the  qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to 
rescind  the  request. 


Section  10 


A  patient  may  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  any  time  and  in  any  manner  without  regard  to  his  or  her!&e1c&il  state. 
No  prescription  for  medication  under  this  initiative  shall  be  written  without  the  attending  physician  offering  the 
qualified  patient  an  opportunity  to  rescind  the  request. 

Section  1 1 

No  less  than  fifteen  days  shall  elapse  between  the  patient's  initial  oral  request  and  the  writing  of  a  prescription 
under  this  initiative.  No  less  than  forty-eight  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  date  of  the  patient's  written  request 
and  the  writing  of  a  prescription  under  this  initiative. 

Section  12 

The  following  shall  be  documented  or  filed  in  the  patient's  medical  record: 

( 1 )  All  oral  requests  made  by  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner; 

(2)  All  written  requests  made  by  the  patient  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified 
manner; 

(3)  The  attending  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  determination  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 
voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(4)  The  consulting  physician's  diagnosis  and  prognosis  and  verification  that  the  patient  is  capable,  is  acting 
voluntarily,  and  has  made  an  informed  decision; 

(5)  A  report  of  the  outcome  and  determinations  made  during  counseling,  if  performed; 

(6)  The  attending  physician's  offer  to  the  patient  to  rescind  his  or  her  request  at  the  time  of  the  patient's  second 
oral  request  under  section  9;  and 

(7)  A  note  by  the  attending  physician  indicating  that  all  requirements  under  this  initiative  have  been  met  and 
indicating  the  steps  taken  to  carry  out  the  request  including  a  notation  of  the  medication  prescribed. 

Section  13 

Only  requests  made  by  Missouri  residents  under  this  initiative  shall  be  granted.  Factors  demonstrating  Missouri 
residency  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

(1 )  Possession  of  a  Missouri  driver's  license; 

(2)  Registration  to  vote  in  Missouri; 

(3)  Evidence  that  the  person  owns  or  leases  property  in  Missouri;  or 

(4)  Filing  of  a  Missouri  tax  return  for  the  most  recent  tax  year. 

Section  14 

1 .  a.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  annually  review  all  records  maintained  under  this 
initiative. 

b.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  require  any  health  care  provider  upon  dispensing 
medication  under  this  initiative  to  file  a  copy  of  the  dispensing  record  with  the  department. 

2.  The  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  adopt  rules  to  facilitate  the  collection  of  information 
regarding  compliance  with  this  initiative.  Except  as  otherwise  required  by  law,  the  information  collected  shall 
not  be  a  public  record  and  shall  not  be  made  available  for  inspection  by  the  public. 

3.  'flic  department  of  health  and  senior  services  shall  generate  and  make  available  to  the  public  an  annual 
statistical  report  of  information  collected  under  subsection  2  of  this  section. 


Section  15 
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1 .  No  provision  m  a  contract,  will,  or  other  agreement,  whether  written  or  oral,  to  the  extent  the  provision  would 
affect  whether  a  person  may  make  or  rescind  a  request  lor  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and 
dignified  manner,  shall  be  valid. 

2.  No  obligation  owing  under  any  currently  existing  contract  shall  be  conditioned  or  affected  by  the  making  or 
rescinding  of  a  request  by  a  person  for  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

Section  16 

The  sale,  procurement,  or  issuance  of  any  life,  health,  or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy  or  the  rate  charged 
for  any  policy  shall  not  be  conditioned  upon  or  affected  by  the  making  or  rescinding  of  a  request  by  a  person  for 
medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  A  qualified  patient's  act  of  ingesting 
medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner  shall  not  have  an  effect  upon  a  life,  health, 
or  accident  insurance  or  annuity  policy. 

Section  17 

Nothing  is  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  authorize  a  physician  or  any  other  person  to  end  a  patient's  life  by 
lethal  injection,  mercy  killing,  or  active  euthanasia.  Actions  taken  in  accordance  with  this  initiative  shall  not  for 
any  purpose  constitute  suicide,  assisted  suicide,  mercy  killing,  or  homicide  under  the  law. 

Section  18 

1 .  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  2  of  this  section  and  section  20: 

a.  No  person  shall  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  liability  or  professional  disciplinary  action  for 
participating  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative  including  being  present  when  a  qualified 
patient  takes  the  prescribed  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner; 

b.  No  professional  organization  or  association  or  health  care  provider  shall  subject  a  person  to  censure, 
discipline,  suspension,  loss  of  license,  loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  penalty  for 
participating  or  refusing  to  participate  in  good  faith  compliance  with  this  initiative; 

c.  No  request  by  a  patient  for  or  provision  by  an  attending  physician  of  medication  in  good  faith 
compliance  with  this  initiative  shall  constitute  neglect  for  any  purpose  of  law  or  provide  the  sole 
basis  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  or  conservator:  and 

d.  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  under  any  duty,  whether  by  contract,  statute,  or  any  other  legal 
requirement  to  participate  in  the  provision  to  a  qualified  patient  of  medication  to  end  his  or  her  life  in 
a  humane  and  dignified  manner.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  unable  or  unwilling  to  carry  out  a 
patient's  request  under  this  initiative  and  the  patient  transfers  his  or  her  care  to  a  new  health  care 
provider,  the  prior  health  care  provider  shall,  upon  request,  transfer  a  copy  of  the  patient's  relevant 
medical  records  to  the  new  health  care  provider. 

2.  ( 1 )  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  a  health  care  provider  may  prohibit  another  health  care 
provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  on  the  premises  of  the  prohibiting 
provider  if  the  prohibiting  provider  has  notified  the  health  care  provider  of  the  prohibiting  provider's 
policy  regarding  participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act.  Nothing  in  this  subdivision  shall 
prevent  a  health  care  provider  from  providing  health  care  services  to  a  patient  that  do  not  constitute 
participation  in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act. 

(2)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  1  of  this  section,  a  health  care  provider  may  subject 
another  health  care  provider  to  the  following  sanctions  if  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  has 
notified  the  sanctioning  provider  prior  to  participation  under  this  initiative  that  it  prohibits  participation 
in  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act: 

(a)  Loss  of  privileges,  loss  of  membership,  or  other  sanctions  provided  under  the  medical  staff 
bylaws,  policies,  and  procedures  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  if  the  sanctioned  provider  is  a 
member  of  the  sanctioning  provider's  medical  staff  and  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with 


dignity  act  while  on  the  health  care  facility  premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider!  %i1fttot 
including  the  private  medical  office  of  a  physician  or  other  provider; 

(b)  Termination  of  a  lease  or  other  property  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by 
a  lease  contract,  not  including  loss  or  restriction  of  medical  staff  privileges  or  exclusion  from  a  provider 
panel,  if  the  sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  on  the 
premises  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  or  on  property  that  is  owned  by  or  under  the  direct 
control  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider;  or 

(c)  Termination  of  a  contract  or  other  nonmonetary  remedies  provided  by  contract  if  the 
sanctioned  provider  participates  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  while  acting  in  the  course  and 
scope  of  the  sanctioned  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor  of  the  sanctioning 
health  care  provider.  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  prevent: 

a.  A  health  care  provider  from  participating  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act 
while  acting  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 
contractor;  or 

b.  A  patient  from  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician 
to  act  outside  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent  contractor 
of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

(3)  A  health  care  provider  that  imposes  sanctions  under  subdivision  (2)  of  this  subsection  shall  follow  all 
due  process  and  other  procedures  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider  may  have  that  are  related  to  the 
imposition  of  sanctions  on  another  health  care  provider. 

(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(a)  "Notify",  a  separate  statement  in  writing  to  the  health  care  provider  specifically  informing  the 
health  care  provider  before  the  provider's  participation  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  of  the 
sanctioning  health  care  provider's  policy  about  participation  in  activities  covered  by  the  Missouri  death 
with  dignity  act; 

(b)  "Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act",  to  perform  the  duties  of  an  attending 
physician  under  section  5,  the  consulting  physician  function  under  section  5,  or  the  counseling  function 
under  section  6.  Participate  under  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  does  not  include: 

a.  Making  an  initial  determination  that  a  patient  has  a  terminal  disease  and  informing  the 
patient  of  the  medical  prognosis; 

b.  Providing  information  about  the  Missouri  death  with  dignity  act  to  a  patient  upon  the 
request  of  the  patient; 

c.  Providing  a  patient,  upon  the  request  of  the  patient,  with  a  referral  to  another  physician; 
or 

d.  A  patient  contracting  with  his  or  her  attending  physician  and  consulting  physician  to 
act  outside  of  the  course  and  scope  of  the  provider's  capacity  as  an  employee  or  independent 
contractor  of  the  sanctioning  health  care  provider. 

3.  Suspension  or  termination  of  staff  membership  or  privileges  under  subsection  2  of  this  section  is  not 
reportable  to  the  department  or  state  board  of  registration  for  the  healing  arts.  Action  taken  under  sections  3  to  6 
shall  not  be  the  sole  basis  for  a  report  of  unprofessional  conduct. 

4.  No  provision  of  this  initiative  shall  be  construed  to  allow  a  lower  standard  of  care  for  patients  in  the 
community  where  the  patient  is  treated  or  a  similar  community. 

Section  19 

1 .  A  person,  who  without  authorization  of  the  patient,  willfully  alters  or  forges  a  request  for  medication  or 
conceals  or  destroys  a  rescission  of  that  request  with  the  intent  or  effect  of  causing  the  patient's  death  is 
guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  A  person  who  coerces  or  exerts  undue  influence  on  a  patient  to  request  medication  to  end  the  patient's  life 
or  to  destroy  a  rescission  of  a  request  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 
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3.  Nothing  in  this  initiative  shall  limit  further  liability  for  civil  damages  resulting  from  other  negligent 
conduct  or  intentional  misconduct  by  any  person. 

4.  The  penalties  in  this  initiative  do  not  preclude  criminal  penalties  applicable  under  other  law  for  conduct 
that  is  inconsistent  with  this  initiative. 

Section  20 

Any  governmental  entity  that  incurs  costs  resulting  from  a  person  terminating  his  or  her  life  under  this  initiative 
in  a  public  place  has  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  person  to  recover  such  costs  and  reasonable  attorneys’  fees 
related  to  enforcing  the  claim. 

Section  2 1 

A  request  for  a  medication  as  authorized  by  this  initiative  shall  be  in  substantially  the  following  form: 

REQUEST  FOR  MEDICATION  TO  END  MY  LIFE 

IN  A  HUMANE  AND  DIGNIFIED  MANNER 

I, . am  an  adult  of  sound  mind. 

I  am  suffering  from . ,  which  my  attending  physician  has  determined  is  a  terminal  disease  and  which 

has  been  medically  confirmed  by  a  consulting  physician.  I  have  been  fully  informed  of  my  diagnosis,  prognosis, 
the  nature  of  medication  to  be  prescribed  and  potential  associated  risks,  the  expected  result,  and  the  feasible 
alternatives,  including  comfort  care,  hospice  care,  and  pain  control.  I  request  that  my  attending  physician  prescribe 
medication  that  will  end  my  life  in  a  humane  and  dignified  manner. 

INITIAL  ONE: 

. 1  have  informed  my  family  of  my  decision  and  taken  their  opinions  into  consideration. 

. 1  have  decided  not  to  inform  my  family  of  my  decision. 

. I  have  no  family  to  inform  of  my  decision. 

1  understand  that  I  have  the  right  to  rescind  this  request  at  any  time. 

I  understand  the  full  import  of  this  request  and  I  expect  to  die  when  I  take  the  medication  to  be  prescribed.  I 
further  understand  that  although  most  deaths  occur  within  three  hours,  my  death  may  take  longer,  and  my 
physician  has  counseled  me  about  this  possibility. 

I  make  this  request  voluntarily  and  without  reservation,  and  1  accept  full  moral  responsibility  for  my 

actions. 

Signed: . 

Dated: . 


DECLARATION  OF  WITNESSES 
We  declare  that  the  person  making  and  signing  the  above  request: 

(1 )  Is  personally  known  to  us  or  has  provided  proof  of  identity; 

(2)  Signed  this  request  in  our  presence  on  the  date  of  the  person's  signature; 

(3)  Appears  to  be  of  sound  mind  and  not  under  duress,  fraud,  or  undue  influence; 
and 

(4)  Is  not  a  patient  for  whom  either  of  us  is  the  attending  physician. 
. Witness  1/Date 


Witness  2/Date 
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NO  TE:  One  witness  shall  not  be  a  relative  (by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption)  of  the  person  signing  this  request, 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  person's  estate  upon  death,  and  shall  not  own,  operate,  or  be  employed 
at  a  health  eare  facility  where  the  person  is  a  patient  or  resident.  If  the  patient  is  an  inpatient  at  a  health  care 
facility,  one  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  an  individual  designated  by  the  facility. 

Section  22 

1 .  Any  person  who.  without  authorization  of  the  principal,  willfully  alters,  forges,  conceals,  or  destroys  an 
instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or  any  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the 
principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of  causing  a  withholding  or  withdrawal  of  life- 
sustaining  procedures  or  of  artificially  administered  nutrition  and  hydration  which  hastens  the  death  of  the 
principal  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  felony. 

2.  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  1  of  this  section,  any  person  who,  without  authorization  of  the  principal, 
willfully  alters,  forges,  conceals,  or  destroys  an  instrument,  the  reinstatement  or  revocation  of  an  instrument,  or 
any  other  evidence  or  document  reflecting  the  principal's  desires  and  interests  with  the  intent  and  effect  of 
affecting  a  health  care  decision  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  or  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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DEC  1 4  2016 
[I5^L31 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  14,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  84  and  1 05  (20 1 8- 1 03) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  14, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  main  Street  ♦  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 


County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 


that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this 

petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting 

address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name.  C*}  ^ 

(OtTicial  Ballot  title)  /  .  C2  t 

M0  o,„  '  4  ?°IS 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _  ' 


D 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


ARYOf 


state 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  eaclt  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1_. 


Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Sections  84.460  and  84.860  are  repealed.  Section  105.726  is  amended,  and  seven  new  sections  are  enacted,  to  be 
known  as  Sections  84.891.  84.892.  84.893.  84.894.  84.895.  84.896.  and  84.897.  to  read  as  follows: 

84.891,  No  elected  or  appointed  official  of  the  state  or  anv  political  subdivision  1 1 tereof  shall  act  or  refrain 

from  acting  in  anv  manner  to  impede,  obstruct,  hinder,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  anv  member  of  a  municipal  police 
force  established  under  sections  84.893  to  84.896  in  the  performance  of  his  or  her  job  duties,  or  w  ith  anv  aspect  of  anv 

investigation  arising  from  the  performance  of  such  job  duties.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  prevent  such 

officials  from  acting  within  the  normal  course  and  scope  of  their  employment  or  from  acti ng  to  implement  sections 

84.893  to  84.896,  Anv  person  who  violates  this  section  shall  be  liable  for  a  penalty  of  two  thousand  live  hundred 

dollars  for  each  offense  and  shall  forever  be  disqualified  from  holding  anv  office  or  employment  whatsoever  with  the 

governmental  entity  the  person  served  at  the  time  of  the  violation.  The  penalty  shall  not  be  paid  bv  the  funds  of  anv 

committee  as  the  term  "committee"  is  defined  in  section  13Q.Q1 1.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  interfere  with 

the  punishment,  under  anv  laws  of  this  state,  of  a  criminal  offense  committed  bv  such  officials,  nor  shall  this  section 

apply  to  duly  appointed  members  of  the  municipal  police  force,  or  their  appointing  authorities,  whose  conduct  is 

otherwise  provided  for  bv  law. 

84.892,  1 .  It  shall  be  an  unlawful  employment  practice  lor  an  official,  employee,  or  agent  of  a  municipal  police 
force  established  under  sections  84.893  to  84,896  to  discharge,  demote,  reduce  the  pav  of,  or  otherwise  retaliate  against 

an  employee  of  the  municipal  police  force  for  reporting  to  anv  superior,  government  agency,  or  the  press  the  conduct  of 

another  employee  that  the  reporting  employee  believes,  in  good  faith,  is  illegal. 

2.  Anv  employee  of  a  municipal  po lice  force  mav  bring  a  cause  of  action  for  general  or  special  damages  based 

on  a  violation  of  this  section. 


84.893.  1.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  84.894  to  84.896.  anv  city  with  a  population  of  400.000  or 
more  mav  establish  a  municipal  police  force  for  the  purposes  of: 

( 1 )  Preserving  the  public  peace,  welfare,  and  order: 

(2)  Preventing  crime  and  arresting  suspected  offenders: 

(3)  Enforcing  the  laws  of  the  state  and  ordinances  of  the  city; 

(4)  Exercising  all  powers  available  to  a  police  force  under  generally  applicable  state  law;  and 

(5)  Regulating  and  licensing  all  private  watchmen,  private  detectives,  and  private  policemen  servi i ig  or  acting 
as  such  in  said  city. 

2,  Anv  person  who  acts  as  a  private  watchman,  private  detective,  or  private  policeman  in  said  cities  without 

having  obtained  a  written  license  from  said  cities  is  guilty  ol'a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

84.894.  I .  Notwithstanding  anv  provisions  of  this  chapter  to  the  contrary,  anv  city  with  a  population  of 

400.000  or  more  mav  establish  a  municipal  police  force  on  or  alter  July  I.  2019.  according  to  the  procedures  and 

requirements  of  this  section.  The  purpose  of  these  procedures  and  requirements  is  to  provide  for  an  orderly  and 
appropriate  transition  in  the  governance  of  the  police  force  and  provide  for  an  equitable  employment  transition  for 
commissioned  and  civilian  personnel. 

2.  Upon  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  police  force  bv  a  citv  under  sections  84,893  to  84.896.  the  hoard  of 
police  commissioners  shall  convey,  assign,  and  otherwise  transfer  to  the  city  title  and  ownership  of  all  indebtedness  and 

assets,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  all  funds  and  real  and  personal  property  held  in  the  name  of  or  controlled  bv  the 

hoard  of  police  commissioners  created  under  sections  84.350  to  84.860.  The  board  of  police  com missioners  shall 
execute  all  documents  reasonably  required  to  accomplish  such  transfer  of  ownership  and  obligations. 

3.  If  the  citv  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  and  completes  the  transfer  described  in  subsection  2  of  this 
section,  the  citv  shall  provide  the  necessary  funds  for  the  maintenance  of  the  municipal  police  force. 

4.  Before  a  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  mav  establish  a  municipal  police  force  under  this 
section,  the  citv  shall  adopt  an  ordinance  accepting  responsibility,  ownership,  and  liability  as  successor-in-interest  I'or 
contractual  obligations,  indebtedness,  and  other  lawful  obligations  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  subsection  2  of  section  84,895. 

5.  A  citv  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  that  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  shall  initially  employ. 

without  a  reduction  in  rank,  salary,  or  benefits,  all  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  of  the  board  of  police 

commissioners  created  under  sections  84.350  to  84,860  that  were  employed  bv  the  board  immediately  prior  to  the  date 
the  municipal  police  force  was  established.  Such  commissioned  personnel  who  previously  were  employed  bv  the  board 

mav  only  be  involuntarily  terminated  bv  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  for  cause.  The  citv  shall  also 
recognize  all  accrued  years  of  service  that  such  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  had  with  the  board  of  police 

commissioners.  Such  personnel  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  holidays,  vacation,  and  sick  leave  they  were  entitled  to  as 
employees  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners. 

6.  Commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  were  previously  employed  bv  the  board  shall  continue  to  be 
subject,  throughout  their  emp lovment  for  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more,  to  a  residency  rule  no  more 
restrictive  than  a  requirement  of  retaining  a  primary  residence  in  a  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  for  a  total 

of  seven  years  and  of  then  allowing  them  to  maintain  a  primary  residence  outside  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400,000 
or  more  so  lone  as  the  residence  is  located  within  a  one-hour  response  time. 

7.  The  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  retire  from  service  with  the  board  of  police  commissioners 

before  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  police  force  under  subsection  1  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  entitled  to 

the  same  pension  benefits  provided  under  chapter  86  and  the  same  benefits  set  forth  in  subsection  5  of  this  section. 

8.  If  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  elects  to  establish  a  municipal  police  force  under  this 

section,  the  citv  shall  establish  a  separate  division  for  the  operation  of  its  municipal  police  force.  The  civil  service 
commission  of  the  citv  mav  adopt  rules  and  regulations  appropriate  for  the  unique  operation  of  a  police  department. 

Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  reserve  exclusive  authority  over  the  disciplinary  process  and  procedures  affecting 

commissioned  officers  to  the  civil  service  commission:  however,  until  such  time  as  the  citv  adopts  such  rules  and 

regulations,  the  commissioned  personnel  shall  continue  to  be  governed  bv  the  board  of  police  commissioners'  rules  and 
regulations  in  effect  immediately  prior  to  the  establishment  of  the  municipal  police  force,  with  the  police  chicfactine  in 
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place  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners  for  purposes  of  applying  the  rules  and  regulations.  Unless  otherwise 
provided  for,  existing  civil  service  commission  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  appeal  of  disciplinary  decisions  to 

the  civil  service  commission  shall  apply  to  all  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel.  The  civil  service  commission’s 

rules  and  reuulations  shall  provide  that  records  prepared  for  disciplinary  purposes  shall  he  confidential,  closed  records 

available  solely  to  the  civil  service  commission  and  those  who  possess  authority  to  conduct  investigations  regarding 

disciplinary  matters  pursuant  to  the  civil  service  commission's  rules  and  reuulations.  A  hearing  officer  shall  be 

appointed  by  the  civil  service  commission  to  hear  any  such  appeals  that  involve  discipline  resulting  in  a  suspension  of 

greater  than  fifteen  days,  demotion,  or  termination,  but  the  civil  service  commission  shall  make  the  final  findings  of 

fact,  conclusions  of  law,  and  decision  which  shall  be  subject  to  anv  right  of  appeal  under  chapter  536. 

9,  A  city  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  that  establishes  and  maintains  a  municipal  police  force  under 

this  section: 

(1)  Shall  provide  or  contract  for  life  insurance  coverage  and  for  insurance  benefits  providing  health,  medical. 

and  disability  coverage  for  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  of  the  municipal  police  force  to  the  same  extent  as  was 

provided  by  the  board  of  police  commissioners  under  sections  84.350  to  84,860; 

(2)  Shall  provide  or  contract  for  medical  and  life  insurance  coverage  for  any  commissioned  or  civilian 

personnel  who  retired  from  service  wit h  the  board  of  police  commissioners  or  who  were  employed  by  the  board  of 

police  commissioners  and  retire  from  the  municipal  police  force  of  a  city  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  to  the 

same  extent  such  medical  and  life  insurance  coverage  was  provided  by  the  board  of  police  commissioners  under 
sections  84.350  to  84.860: 

(3)  Shall  make  available  medical  and  life  insurance  coverage  for  purchase  to  the  spouses  or  dependents  of 

commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  retire  from  service  with  the  board  of  police  commissioners  or  the  municipal 
police  force  and  deceased  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  receive  pension  benefits  under  chapter  86  at  the 

rate  that  such  dependent's  or  spouse's  coverage  would  cost  under  the  appropriate  plan  if  the  deceased  were  living;  and 

(4)  May  pay  an  additional  shift  differential  compensation  to  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  for  evening 

and  night  tours  of  duty  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  ten  percent  of  the  officer's  base  hourly  rate. 

10.  A  cilv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  that  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  under  sections  84,893 

to  84.896  shall  establish  a  transition  committee  of  live  members  for  the  purpose  of:  coordinating  and  implementing  the 

transition  of  authority,  operations,  assets,  and  obligations  from  the  board  of  police  commissioners  to  the  citv:  winding 

down  the  affairs  of  the  board:  making  nonbinding  recommendations  for  the  transition  of  the  police  force  from  the  board 

to  the  citv:  and  other  related  duties,  if  any,  established  by  executive  order  of  the  city's  mayor.  Once  the  ordinance 
referenced  in  section  84.894  is  enacted,  the  citv  shall  provide  written  notice  to  the  board  of  police  commissioners  and 

the  governor  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  Within  thirty  days  of  such  notice,  the  mayor  shall  appoint  three  members  to  the 

committee,  two  of  whom  shall  be  members  of  a  statewide  law  enforcement  association  that  represents  at  least  five 

thousand  law  enforcement  officers.  The  remaining  members  of  the  committee  shall  include  the  police  chief  of  the 

municipal  police  force  and  a  person  who  currently  or  previously  served  as  a  commissioner  on  the  board  of  police 

commissioners,  who  shall  be  appointed  to  the  committee  by  the  mayor  of  such  citv. 

84.895.  1.  Except  as  required  for  the  board  of  police  commissioners  to  conclude  its  affairs  and  pursue  legal 
claims  and  defenses,  upon  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  police  force,  the  terms  of  office  of  the  commissioners  of  the 

board  of  police  created  under  sections  84.350  through  84.860  shall  expire,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  84,350  to 

84.860  shall  not  apply  to  anv  citv  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  or  its  municipal  police  force  as  of  such  dale. 
The  board  shall  continue  to  operate,  if  necessary,  to  wind  down  the  board's  affairs  until  the  transfer  of  ownership  and 

obligations  under  subsection  2  of  section  84.894  has  been  completed.  During  such  time,  the  board  of  police 
commissioners  shall  designate  and  authorize  its  secretary  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  board  for  purposes  of  performing  the 

board's  duties  and  anv  other  actions  incident  to  the  transfer  and  winding  down  of  the  board's  affairs. 

2,  For  anv  claim,  lawsuit,  or  other  action  arising  out  of  actions  occurring  before  the  date  of  completion  of  the 

transfer  provided  under  subsection  2  of  section  84.894,  the  state  shall  continue  to  provide  legal  representation  as  set 

forth  in  section  105.726,  and  the  state  legal  expense  fund  shall  continue  to  provide  reimbursement  for  such  claims 

under  section  105.726.  This  subsection  applies  to  all  claims,  lawsuits,  and  other  actions  brought  against  anv 

commissioner,  police  officer,  employee,  agent,  representative,  or  anv  individual  or  entity  acting  or  purporting  to  act  on 

its  or  their  behalf. 

3.  Notw  ithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law1,  rule,  or  regulation  to  the  contrary,  anv  citv  with  a  population  of 

400.000  or  more  that  estab lishes  a  municipal  police  force  under  sections  84.893  to  84.896  shall  not  be  restricted  or 
limited  in  anv  wav  in  the  selection  of  a  police  chief  or  chief  of  the  division  created  under  subsection  8  of  section 

84,894, 


84.896,  Anv  police  pension  system  created  under  chapter  86  for  the  benefit  of  a  police  force  established  under 

sections  84.350  to  84.860  shall  continue  to  be  governed  by  chapter  86.  and  shall  apply  to  anv  police  force  established 

under  section  84.893  to  84.896.  Other  than  anv  provision  that  makes  chapter  86  applicable  to  a  municipal  police  force 

established  under  section  84,893  to  84,896.  nothing  in  sections  84.893  to  84.896  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  or 

changing  the  rights  or  benefits  provided  under  chapter  86. 

84.897.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  1.140  to  the  contrary,  the  provisions  of  sections  84.893  to 

84.896  shall  be  non-scvcrahle.  If  anv  provision  of  sections  84.893  to  84.896  is  for  anv  reason  held  to  be  invalid,  such 

decision  shall  invalidate  all  of  the  remaining  provisions  of  this  act. 

105.726.  1.  Nothing  in  sections  105.71 1  to  105.726  shall  be  construed  to  broaden  the  liability  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  beyond  the  provisions  of  sections  537.600  to  537.610.  nor  to  abolish  or  waive  any  defense  at  law  which  might 
otherwise  be  available  to  any  agency,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  Sections  105.71 1  to  105.726  do  not 
waive  the  sovereign  immunity  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 

2.  The  creation  of  the  state  legal  expense  fund  and  the  payment  therefrom  of  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  benefit  of  any  person  covered  thereby  are  deemed  necessary  and  proper  public  purposes  for  which 
funds  of  this  state  may  be  expended. 

3.  Moneys  in  the  state  legal  expense  fund  shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of  any  claim  or  any  amount 
required  by  any  final  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  against  a  board  of  police  commissioners 
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established  under  chapter  84.  including  the  commissioners,  any  police  officer,  notwithstanding  sections  84.330  and 
84.710.  or  other  provisions  of  law.  other  employees,  agents,  representative,  or  any  other  individual  or  entity  acting  or 
purporting  to  act  on  its  or  their  behalf.  Such  was  the  intent  of  the  general  assembly  in  the  original  enactment  of  sections 
105.71 1  to  105.726.  and  it  is  made  express  by  this  section  in  light  of  the  decision  in  Wayman  Smith,  III.  et  al.  v.  State 
of  Missouri,  152  S.W.3d  275.  Except  that  the  commissioner  of  administration  shall  reimburse  from  the  legal  expense 
fund|  the  board  of  police  commissioners  established  under  section  84.350.  and]  any  successor-in-interest  established 
pursuant  to  section  84.344  or  section  84,894.  for  liability  claims  otherwise  eligible  for  payment  under  section  105.71 1 
paid  by  such  I  board  I  successor-in-interest  up  to  a  maximum  of  one  million  dollars  per  fiscal  year. 

4.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  2  of  section  84.345  or  subsection  2  of  section  84.895.  it  the 
representation  of  the  attorney  general  is  requested  by  a  board  of  police  commissioners  or  its  successor-in-interest 
established  pursuant  to  section  84.344  or  section  84,894.  the  attorney  general  shall  represent,  investigate,  defend, 
negotiate,  or  compromise  all  claims  under  sections  105.711  to  105.726  for  the  board  of  police  commissioners,  its 
successor-in-interest  pursuant  to  section  84.344  or  section  84.894.  any  police  officer,  other  employees,  agents, 
representatives,  or  any  other  individual  or  entity  acting  or  purporting  to  act  on  their  behalf.  The  attorney  general  may 
establish  procedures  by  rules  promulgated  under  chapter  536  under  which  claims  must  be  referred  for  the  attorney 
general's  representation.  The  attorney  general  and  the  officials  ot  the  city  which  the  police  board  represents  or 
represented  shall  meet  and  negotiate  reasonable  expenses  or  charges  that  will  fairly  compensate  the  attorney  general 
and  the  office  of  administration  for  the  cost  of  the  representation  of  the  claims  under  this  section. 

5.  Claims  tendered  to  the  attorney  general  promptly  after  the  claim  was  asserted  as  required  by  section  1 05.7 1 6 
and  prior  to  August  28.  2005.  may  be  investigated,  defended,  negotiated,  or  compromised  by  the  attorney  general  and 
full  payments  may  be  made  from  the  state  legal  expense  fund  on  behalf  of  the  entities  and  individuals  described  in  this 
section  as  a  result  of  the  holding  in  Wayman  Smith,  III.  et  al.  v.  State  of  Missouri.  152  S.W.3d  275. 

[84.460.  So  soon  as  the  board  created  herein  shall  hold  their  first  meeting,  it  shall  be  their  duty  to  inform  the  chief  of 
police  and  the  other  officers  of  the  police  force  of  such  city  that  they  require  their  attendance  upon  them  and  obedience 
to  their  orders.  For  failure  to  attend  as  required,  and  for  each  and  every  failure  to  obey  the  lawful  orders  ol  said  board, 
the  officers  so  notified  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  recovered  by  action  at  law 
instituted  by  said  board,  in  the  name  of  the  state.  From  and  after  the  first  meeting  aforesaid,  the  whole  of  the  then 
existing  police  force  in  such  city  shall  pass  under  the  exclusive  management  and  control  of  the  said  board,  and  be 
subject  to  no  other  control  and  entitled  to  receive  neither  orders  nor  pay.  except  arrearages  then  due.  from  any  other 
authority,  and  shall  so  continue,  subject,  however,  to  removal  or  suspension,  at  the  discretion  ot  said  board,  and  with 
the  power  in  said  board  to  fill  vacancies,  until  said  board  shall  publicly  declare  that  the  organization  of  the  police  force, 
created  by  sections  84.350  to  84.860  is  complete.  Upon  such  public  declaration,  and  from  the  time  thereof 
thenceforward,  all  ordinances  of  such  city  are  hereby  declared  null  and  void,  so  far  as  they  conflict  with 
sections  84.350  to  84.860  or  assume  to  confer  upon  the  mayor,  chief  of  police,  common  council,  or  any  other  person  or 
persons,  the  power  to  appoint,  dismiss,  or  in  any  way  or  to  any  extent,  employ  or  control  any  police  force  organized  or 
to  be  organized  under  such  ordinances,  or  any  of  them,  and  from  and  after  such  public  declaration  as  aforesaid,  the 
police  force  organized,  or  which  may  be  organized  under  such  ordinances,  or  any  of  them,  shall  cease  to  exist,  and  its 
functions  and  powers  be  at  an  end.] 

[84.860.  Any  officer  or  servant  of  the  mayor  or  common  council  or  municipal  assembly  of  the  said  cities,  or  other 
persons  whatsoever,  who  shall  forcibly  resist  or  obstruct  the  execution  or  enforcement  of  any  ol  the  provisions  ol 
sections  84.350  to  84.860  or  relating  to  the  same,  or  who  shall  disburse  any  money  in  violation  thereof,  or  who  shall 
hinder  or  obstruct  the  organization  or  maintenance  of  said  board  of  police,  or  the  police  force  provided  in  said  sections 
to  be  organized  and  maintained,  or  who  shall  maintain  or  control  any  police  force  other  than  the  one  herein  provided 
for,  or  who  shall  delay  or  hinder  the  due  enforcement  of  said  sections  by  failing  or  neglecting  to  perform  the  duties 
therein  imposed  upon  him.  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  one  thousand  dollars  for  each  and  every  offense,  recoverable 
by  the  board  by  action  at  law  in  the  name  ol' the  state,  and  shall  forever  thereafter  be  disqualified  from  holding  or 
exercising  any  office  or  employment  whatsoever  under  the  mayor  or  common  council  or  municipal  assembly  of  said 
cities,  or  under  said  sections;  provided,  however,  that  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  interfere  with  the 
punishment,  under  any  existing  or  any  future  laws  of  this  state,  or  any  criminal  offense  which  shall  be  committed  by  the 
said  parties  in  or  about  the  resistance,  obstruction,  hindrance,  conspiracy,  combination  or  disbursement  aforesaid.  | 
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Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapters  84 
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Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapters  84  and  105  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  legislation  will  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  under  this  proposal,  the  Governor  would 
no  longer  be  required  to  appoint  members  of  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police 
Commissioners  if  Kansas  City  chooses  to  assume  control  of  the  Kansas  City  Police 
Force.  There  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  proposal  repeals  Sections  84.460  and  84.860,  RSMo  and  adds  seven  new  sections 
(Sections  84.891-84.897,  RSMo). 

Under  this  proposal,  Kansas  City  could  choose  to  assume  control  of  the  Kansas  City 
Police  Force  and  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  would  be  disbanded. 
The  State  would  be  required  to  provide  legal  representation  and  Legal  Expense  Fund 
coverage  for  claims  up  to  the  date  of  the  transition. 

This  proposal  should  result  in  future  savings  to  the  Legal  Expense  Fund.  The  savings 
will  begin  upon  the  transfer  and  phase-in  as  claims  made  prior  to  the  transfer  are  resolved 
and  the  successor  in  interest  takes  responsibility  for  all  new  claims.  They  estimate  the 
annual  net  savings  to  the  Legal  Expense  Fund  to  be  approximately  $500,000.  This  is 
based  on  an  average  of  Kansas  City  Police  Board  payments  made  from  the  Legal 
Expense  Fund  since  FY08. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 


Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated: 

A  positive  fiscal  impact  would  eventually  be  obtained  by  local  control  of  the  KCPD 
through  various  budgetary  controls  and  the  elimination  of  duplication  of  services  and/or 
functions.  A  requirement  to  retain  all  employees  unless  removed  for  cause  means 
duplicative  services/functions  would  still  be  staffed  so  savings  would  not  be  immediately 
recognized.  The  proposal  refers  to  organizations  that  exist  in  St.  Louis  but  not  in  Kansas 
City.  If  KC  is  required  to  form  those  groups,  i.e.,  civil  service  commission,  then  that 
would  be  an  added  cost.  Indirect  budgetary  savings  would  eventually  be  realized  through 
the  integration  of  the  management  and  operation  of  the  KCPD  as  another  department  of 
the  City.  Costs  for  payment  of  judgments  would  be  incurred  since  the  State  Legal 
Defense  Fund  would  not  fund  defense  after  the  KCPD  became  a  part  of  the  City,  but  the 
ability  to  control  personnel  should  negate  additional  costs. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  will  have  not  fiscal 
impact  on  their  university. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Attorney  General's  office, 
the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources,  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 
Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City 
of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District, 
State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan 


Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe 
State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  a  savings  up  to  $500,000  annually.  Local 
governmental  entities  estimate  an  unknown  positive  fiscal  impact. 
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James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4036 


DEC  1  3  2016 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 
Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  13,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RL:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  10(2018-102) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  12,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  I  loffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ 

(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

DEC  1  2  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Signature  of  Notary 


Street  address  of  Affiant 

City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D. _ . 

Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 


'jc'Tsievi  [o 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  propose  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may 
be  construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication  Section  290  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives 
of  their  own  choosing.  No  law  or  ordinance  shall  restrict  or  impair  an  agreement  which  requires  employees  to 
support  their  chosen  collective  bargaining  representative.  The  rights  guaranteed  bv  this  section  shall  be 

unalienable.  Any  restriction  on  these  rights  shall  be  subject  to  strict  scrutiny  and  the  State  of  Missouri  shall  be 

obligated  to  uphold  these  rights  and  under  no  circumstances  decline  to  protect  against  their  infringement. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-102) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  13,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  Personnel  response  for  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  prohibit  any  law  or  ordinance  from  restricting  or 
impairing  an  agreement  which  requires  employees  to  support  their  chosen  collective 
bargaining  representative.  The  State  of  Missouri  shall  be  obligated  to  uphold  these  rights 
and  under  no  circumstances  decline  to  protect  against  their  infringement. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 


2 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  nc 

•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 


3 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri 
Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri 
State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 

December  13,  2016 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVED 

DEC  1  3  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573) 75 1-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  9  (2018-101 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  12,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
6oo  w.  main  Street  •  Jefferson  city  65 1 01 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


m -  1 2  201S 
“aSEcm«ny  OF  STATE 


_ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Signature  of  Notary 


Street  address  of  Affiant 

City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A.D. _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires: 


Address  of  Notary 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 
Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 


Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives 
of  their  own  choosing.  No  law  or  ordinance  shall  restrict  or  impair  an  aureement  which  requires  employees  to 
support  their  chosen  collective  bargaining  representative.  The  riuhts  guaranteed  by  this  section  shall  be 

unalienable.  Anv  restriction  on  these  riahts  shall  be  subject  to  strict  scrutiny  and  the  State  of  Missouri  shall  be 

obligated  to  uphold  these  rights  and  under  no  circumstances  decline  to  protect  against  their  infringement. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-101) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  13,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  Personnel  response  for  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  prohibit  any  law  or  ordinance  from  restricting  or 
impairing  an  agreement  which  requires  employees  to  support  their  chosen  collective 
bargaining  representative.  The  State  of  Missouri  shall  be  obligated  to  uphold  these  rights 
and  under  no  circumstances  decline  to  protect  against  their  infringement. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri 
Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri 
State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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DEC  1  2  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  a  re  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X  (20 1 8- 1 00) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  12,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  llscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


fe~ 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Stree  r  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary, 
for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or 
both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or 
her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows 
he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the 
state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November, . 

20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state 

of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the 

city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 

DEC  1  2  2016 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of _  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

1,  ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) _ 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe 
that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each 
signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL 
STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED 
OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do do  not (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer _ _ _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Notary  Public  (Seal) _  Address  ol  Notary  . 

My  commission  expires _ 


18-100 


This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such 
tax  as  of  January  1 , 2015]approved  bv  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or  financ-. 
ing  sport  facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri 
without  voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based 
tax)  shall  not  be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  [not  sub¬ 
ject  to  sales,  use  or  similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1, 2015.]  approved  bv  voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  centers  recreation  center  or  facilities 

without  voter  approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits, 
without  voter  approval. 

D.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal 

statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

All  provisions  shall  take  effect  immediately  upon  passage. 


18-099 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


DEC  1  2  2016 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City',  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  1,  version  8  (2018-099) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF 


(Petition  Circulator's  Printed  Name) 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


MO. 


IVEd 

0fc  09  2016 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Y°FSTATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


1  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  1  do  _  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid.  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Primed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_  Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary' 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 


18-099 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Com!  it  lit  ion  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  and  employers  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  That  an  employee  acceptinu  employment  with  an  employer  in  a  position 
represented  by  a  representative  of  employees'  choositm  mav  be  required  to  contribute  that  employee's  pro-rata 

share  of  representational  costs  if  the  employer  and  employees'  chosen  representative  have  so  aereed. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-099) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  allow  employers,  in  addition  to  employees,  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively.  It  would  also  require  employees  to  contribute  toward  the 
employee’s  pro-rate  share  of  representational  costs  if  the  employer  and  employee’s 
chosen  representative  have  so  agreed. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4036 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  ok  State 
State  of  Missouri 


MLJ:*.'  .  J 

DEC  1  2  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  7  (2018-098) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
6()«  w.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary'  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF  _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


°EC  o  9  20  IS 


Uas^m0FmE 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


City.  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ 

Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary' 


My  commission  expires: 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  and  employers  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its  political 
subdivisions  shall  impair,  restrict  or  limit  the  negotiation  and  enforcement  of  anv  collectively  bargained 

aareemenl  with  an  employer  respecting  financial  support  bv  employees  of  their  collective  bargaining 

representative  according  to  the  terms  of  that  agreement. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-098) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  allow  employers,  in  addition  to  employees,  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively.  It  would  also  prohibit  existing  or  future  laws  or  ordinances 
from  interfering  with  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate  and  enforce  collective 
bargaining  agreements  respecting  financial  support  by  employees  of  their  collective 
bargaining  representative. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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OEC  1  2  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Sr  ait:  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State: 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12.2016 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RL:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  6  (2018-097) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Stree  i  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  <>  l 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _  _ .  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County'  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OP  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


I,  _  _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_ _ Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notarv 


My  commission  expires: 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 
Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 


Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its  political 
subdivisions  shall  impair,  restrict  or  limit  the  negotiation  and  enforcement  of  any  collectively  bargained 

agreement  with  an  employer  respecting  financial  support  bv  employees  of  their  collective  bargaining 

representative  according  to  the  terms  of  that  agreement. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-097) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  prohibit  existing  or  future  laws  or  ordinances  from 
interfering  with  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate  and  enforce  collective  bargaining 
agreements  respecting  financial  support  by  employees  of  their  collective  bargaining 
representative. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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Graves  Garrett  nc 

•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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DEC  I  2  2016 

State  auditors  office 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  i. chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  5  (2018-096) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  I  Ion.  Chris  Kostcr 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  city  65 1  o  I 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County'  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

RECEIVED 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  ; 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

county  OF _  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


1, _  _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  ofNotary 


Address  ofNotary 


My  commission  expires: 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  1  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its  political 
subdivisions  shall  impair,  restrict  or  limit  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate,  enter  into  and  enforce 

anv  collectively  bargained  agreement  with  an  employer  that  provides  financial  support  for  the 

representational  services  their  collective  bargaining  representative  performs. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-096) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  prohibit  existing  or  future  laws  or  ordinances  from 
interfering  with  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate  and  enforce  collective  bargaining 
agreements  respecting  financial  support  by  employees  of  their  collective  bargaining 
representative. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 


1 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  uc 

The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


hi 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  Sta  tf. 
State  of  Missouri 


Ejections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  4  (2018-005) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 
COUNTY  OF 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D. _ . 

Notary'  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication 
or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication  Section  290  ot  the  Missouri  Revised 
Statutes. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  and  employers  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  That  an  employee  acceptinu  employment  with  an  employer  in  a  position 
represented  by  a  representative  of  employees’  choosing  mav  be  required  to  contribute  that  employee’s  pro-rata 

share  of  representational  costs  if  the  employer  and  employees'  chosen  representative  have  so  agreed. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-095) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  allow  employers,  in  addition  to  employees,  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively.  It  would  also  require  employees  to  contribute  toward  the 
employee’s  pro-rate  share  of  representational  costs  if  the  employer  and  employee’s 
chosen  representative  have  so  agreed. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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DEC  !  2  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Informat  ion  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secri-tary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


It  fictions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I,  version  3  (2018-094) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  llscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerelv, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Informat  ion  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 
COUNTY  OF _ 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

DEC  09  2 016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


1, _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 


or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  tire  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication 
or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication  Section  290  of  the  Missouri  Revised 
Statutes. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  and  employers  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively 
through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its 
political  subdivisions  shall  impair,  restrict  or  limit  the  negotiation  and  enforcement  of  anv  collectively 

bargained  agreement  with  an  employer  respecting  financial  support  bv  employees  of  their  collective 

bargaining  representative  according  to  the  terms  of  that  agreement. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-094) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  allow  employers,  in  addition  to  employees,  to  organize 
and  bargain  collectively.  It  would  also  prohibit  existing  or  future  laws  or  ordinances 
from  interfering  with  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate,  enter  into  and  enforce 
collective  bargaining  agreements  that  provide  financial  support  for  the  presentational 
services  their  collective  bargaining  representative  performs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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DEC  1  2  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  12,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I.  version  2  (2018-093) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9,  20 1 6. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 

RECEIVED 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI, 

COUNTY  OF  _ 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


DEC  0  9  2016 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


_ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 


or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Street  address  of  Affiant 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


,  A.D. 


_  Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication 
or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication  Section  290  of  the  Missouri  Revised 
Statutes. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives 
of  their  own  choosing.  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its  political  subdivisions  shall 
impair,  restrict  or  limit  the  negotiation  and  enforcement  of  anv  collectively  bargained  aureement  with  an 

employer  respecting  financial  support  by  employees  of  their  collective  bargaining  representative  accordinu  to 

the  terms  of  that  aureement. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-093) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  prohibit  existing  or  future  laws  or  ordinances  from 
interfering  with  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate,  enter  into  and  enforce  collective 
bargaining  agreements  that  provide  financial  support  for  the  presentational  services  their 
collective  bargaining  representative  performs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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DEC  1  2  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
Stati-  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Fi  i  chons  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  1 2,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I.  version  1  (2018-092) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
(lied  by  Mike  Louis  on  December  9.  2016. 

We  arc  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65 101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable _ ,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI. 

COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ 

(Petition  Circulator’s  Printed  Name) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Congr. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 


or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO 
ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


[OFFICIAL  BALLOT  TITLE] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

DEC  0  9  2016 

MO.  SECRETARYOFSTATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Street  address  of  Affiant 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  City,  State  and  Zip  Code  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 

_ _ Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires: 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication 
or  may  be  construed  by  some  persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication  Section  290  of  the  Missouri  Revised 
Statutes. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  I  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Section  29  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  29.  That  employees  shall  have  the  right  to  organize  and  to  bargain  collectively  through 
representatives  of  their  own  choosing.  No  existing  or  future  law  or  ordinance  of  the  state  or  its  political 
subdivisions  shall  impair,  restrict  or  limit  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate,  enter  into  and  enforce 

anv  collectively  bargained  agreement  with  an  employer  that  provides  financial  support  for  the 

representational  services  their  collective  bargaining  representative  performs. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-092) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Mike  Louis  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  I.  (Received  December  12,  2016) 


Date 


January  3,  2017 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Police  Commissioners,  the 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis,  University  of  Central  Missouri, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  the  fiscal  note 
request. 


Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

The  proposed  amendment  would  prohibit  existing  or  future  laws  or  ordinances  from 
interfering  with  the  ability  of  employees  to  negotiate,  enter  into  and  enforce  collective 
bargaining  agreements  that  provide  financial  support  for  the  presentational  services  their 
collective  bargaining  representative  performs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  substantial  impact  on  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
due  to  lack  of  quantifiable  information  pertaining  to  the  language  of  the  amendment  from 
their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  there  would  be  no  significant  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal  impact 
from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  university 
for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  this  amendment  will  have 
no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 


Edward  D.  Greim  provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  28,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through 

2018-102 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

Please  consider  this  letter  as  a  fiscal  impact  statement  regarding  Initiative  Petitions 
2018-092  through  2018-099  and  2018-101  through  2018-102  (the  “Initiative  Petitions”).  If 
passed,  any  of  these  ten  initiatives  would  have  a  negative  impact  on  state  and  local  governments, 
as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  While  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  primarily  result  in 
uncertain  or  unclear  direct  effects,  the  secondary  effects  are  negative  and  potentially  significant. 
Direct  effects  stem  from  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur  to  renegotiate  contracts  with  labor  organizations.  These  direct  effects  would  be  larger 
if,  on  the  Initiative  Petition’s  effective  date,  the  state  of  Missouri  has  adopted  a  so-called  “Right- 
to-Work”  law.  It  is  exceedingly  likely  that  the  state  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  by  the 
potential  effective  date  of  the  Initiative  Petitions:  December  6,  2018. 1 2 

Moreover,  certain  public  employees,  namely  public  school  teachers,  are  currently 
excluded  from  the  Missouri  Public  Sector  Labor  Law.  §§  105.500-.530  RSMo.  The  Initiative 
Petitions  impliedly  repeal  statutes  and  ordinances  that  limit  the  ability  of  teachers  and  other  types 
of  public  employees  to  commit  other  employees  to  “exclusive  representation”  by  a  union.  Public 
employees’  contracts  that  already  rely  on  laws  or  ordinances  prohibiting  exclusive  representation 
would  violate  the  Initiative  Petitions,  and  require  renegotiation.' 


1  See,  for  example,  http://news.stlpublicradio.org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missouris-expected-right-work-law- 
question#stream/0;  http://www.kshb.com/news/state/missouri/missouri-moves-closer-to-becoming-right-to-work- 
state 

2  See  http://showmeinstitute.org/blog/government-unions/teachers-union-gets-collective-bargaining-wrong 
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The  indirect  effects  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  present  a  debate  this  Office  should  not  take 
a  definitive  position  on.  The  indirect  effects  of  prohibiting  a  “Right-to-Work”  bill  by  the  General 
Assembly  are  unknown.  First,  it  is  unknown  if  Missouri  will  have  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018, 
though  the  state  most  likely  will.  Second,  if  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  it  is 
unclear  what  the  precise  scope  of  the  law  will  be.3 4 

Third,  regardless  of  whether  the  Initiative  Petitions  will,  in  fact,  pre-empt  an  existing 
Right-to-Work  law  in  Missouri,  the  overall  economic  impact  of  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  is 
unknown.  However,  most  research  suggests  that  a  state  Right-to-Work  law  would  yield  positive 
fiscal  impacts  for  a  state  such  as  Missouri.  A  Right-to-Work  law  would  make  Missouri  more 
competitive  with  neighboring  states.  Every  state  neighboring  Missouri,  except  Illinois,  has  a 
Right-to-Work  law.  Still,  the  ultimate  fiscal  or  economic  impact  of  a  constitutional  provision 
pre-empting  or  preventing  a  Right-to-Work  law  is  unknown. 

What  is  known  is  that  in  areas  with  low  union  support,  union  membership  declines  with 
the  passage  of  a  Right-to-Work  law.5  When  a  union  member  quits  the  union  and  stops  paying 
union  dues,  other  things  equal,  the  former  member’s  take-home  pay  goes  up.  The  former  union 
member  is  no  longer  paying  dues,  but  is  able  to  maintain  their  same  employment  and  gross  wage 
rate.  Some  of  this  new  take-home  pay  represents  new  taxable  wages  (through  decreased 
deductions  for  payment  of  union  dues).6 7  This  is  a  potential  source  of  new  revenue  that  the 
Initiative  Petitions  take  away.  In  addition  to  an  income  tax  effect,  this  new  take-home  pay  may 
also  be  spent  on  state  revenue  producing  activities  such  as  consuming  goods  subject  to  sales  tax 
or  making  taxable  investments.  If  Missouri  has  a  Right-to-Work  law  in  2018,  some  individuals 
who  opt  out  of  union  membership  will  thereafter  be  forced  to  pay  union  dues,  and  taxable  wages 
will  decrease. 

In  2014,  James  Sherk  identified  several  indirect  effects  associated  with  Right-to-Work 

' 7 

laws.  These  indirect  effects  show  that  permitting  a  Right-to-Work  law  would  allow  Missouri  to 
be  more  competitive  for  new  jobs  and  decreased  unemployment: 

•  Roughly  half  of  all  major  businesses  refuse  to  consider  locating  in  jurisdictions  with 
compulsory  dues. 

•  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  data  show  that  between  1990  and  2014  total  employment  grew 
more  than  twice  as  fast  in  right-to-work  states  as  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 


3  http://news.stlpublicradio.Org/post/only-scope-and-timing-missomis-expected-right-work-law-question#stream/0 

4  Id. 

5  Ozkan  Eren  and  I.  Serkan  Ozbeklik,  “Right-to-Work  Laws  and  State-Level  Economic  Outcomes:  Evidence  from 
the  Case  Studies  of  Idaho  and  Oklahoma  Using  Synthetic  Control  Method,”  Working  Paper,  February  2011,  at 
http://econweb.umd.edu/~davis/eventpapers/OzbeklikRight.pdf  (November  9,  2011)  (identifying  a  15%  decline  in 
union  membership  in  Idaho  and  Oklahoma). 

6  https://www.irs.gov/publications/pl7/ch28.html  (stating  that  certain  union  dues  reduce  an  individual’s  taxable 
income). 

7  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2014/12/right-to-work-laws-myth-vs-fact 
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•  Average  wages  in  right-to-work  states  are  indeed  slightly  lower  than  in  non-right-to-work 
states.  This  occurs  because  almost  every  Southern  state  has  a  right-to-work  law  and  the 
South  has  a  lower  cost  of  living.  Studies  that  control  for  differences  in  costs  of  living  find 
workers  in  states  with  voluntary  dues  have  no  lower — and  possibly  slightly  higher — real 
wages  than  workers  in  states  with  compulsory  dues. 

The  Initiative  Petitions  seek  to  prevent  Missouri  from  taking  a  step  forward  and 
implementing  policies  that  would  make  Missouri  a  more  attractive  place  to  do  business  for  large 
manufacturing  employers.  The  Initiative  Petitions  discourage  both  new  and  current  employers 

o 

(like  Boeing  and  Ford)  from  investing  capital,  hiring,  or  retaining  employees  in  Missouri. 

Missouri  small  businesses  would  be  affected  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Small  businesses 
have  less  bargaining  power  or  ability  to  weather  union  organizing  events  or  work  stoppages.  The 
regulatory  burdens  associated  with  running  a  union  shop  are  higher  per  capita  for  a  small 
business.  Due  to  their  size,  small  businesses  are  less  likely  to  unionize,  but  small  businesses  that 
do  unionize  will  become  less  competitive. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  will  be  secondary.  The  only 
direct  cost  is  the  potential  costs  state  and  local  government  entities  may  incur  in  renegotiating 
employment  contracts.  The  Initiative  Petitions  will  not  directly  result  in  any  government  savings 
or  increased  revenues.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  to  operate  in  the  area  of 
secondary  effects,  it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  question  equally. 


Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  note  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne  by  state  and 
local  government  entities  through  employment  contracting  costs  for  employees  not  currently 
covered  by  an  “exclusive  representation”  union.  The  other  fiscal  impacts  are  ah  secondary  and 
unknown;  however,  future  costs  and  revenue  losses  may  be  significant. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


R  http://www.nilrr.org/2015/09/25/right-to-work-states-represent-the-future-of-the-u-s-automotive-industry/ 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirks ville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  The  Metropolitan  Police  Department  - 
City  of  St.  Louis,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  government  entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings.  Any  change  in  state  and 
local  revenue  is  unknown. 
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TATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Inpormation  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  ok  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  9.  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-091) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  December  9.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


/J**'*'  fe~ 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street'  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE.  PbTI  I  ION 


To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _  _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6Ul  day  of  November,  201 8,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  suite  of  Missouri  and 

_ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


RECEIVED 

DEC  0  9  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY-OP  STATE 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

l; _  beingfirst  duly  sworn,  say  (print  ortype  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

IXitc 

Signed 

Id  tilS I  I  Hi  1)  VOI  INIi  ADDRESS 

1  Sired.  No  I’O  Moves)  (l‘il\.  limn  nr  Village! 

/•P 

link- 

Cong 

Dist 

NAME. 

ll’r ml  oi  lypcvll 

i. 

2r 

- - - 

~T~ 

s. 

). 

It). 

1 1. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTFIERMORE,  I  F1EREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  TFtAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

paver _ _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 
Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

18-091 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1,  579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri’s  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 
Missouri’s  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  (lower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower. 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  anv  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian's 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing, 
harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  ot  cannabis  or 
hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  ot  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician’s  written  recommendation,  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian  tor 
medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

c.  No  minor  shall  be  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products  &  shall  not  be  prohibited  from  taking  cannabis  as  medicine  in  any  school  within  the 

boundaries  of  Missouri. 


4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law’s 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  quantity  necessary  to  address  one’s  personal  or  medical. 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,.,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reouired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  anv  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  tor  any  ot  the  activities  conducted 
lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  through  e  of  this  section 

5,  Patients’  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic, 
means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 
violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  davs  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general’s  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  mdges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Anv  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 

Missouri  in  addition  to  anv  established  state,  county  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 

additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 

Quarterly  basis  as  follows.  2.5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  aforementioned  . 

The  remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veteran  Administration  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  ot 

Missouri  veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 

physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  anv  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-091) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  9,  2016) 


Date 


December  30,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  and  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  would  require  them 
to  develop  and  make  public  an  order,  within  60  days,  for  the  immediate  destruction  of 
“all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri...”  and  states  that 
the  “people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that 
conflict  with  this  act.” 

They  assume  that  some  amount  of  increased  litigation  would  result.  They  assume  they 
could  absorb  increased  costs  with  existing  resources,  but  would  request  additional 
appropriation  if  substantial  litigation  resulted. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  they  expect  no 
changes  in  revenue  and  increased  costs  of  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $99,045  for  fiscal  year 
2019,  and  $169,098  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

Rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff  x  230 
sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  and  recreational 
purposes.  There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as 
cultivators,  manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  and/or  testing  centers. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  their  department  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct 
inspections  to  ensure  the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections 
196.010  through  196.298,  RSMo,  gives  their  department  responsibility  for  the  regulation 
of  food  to  include  such  duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  proper  labeling,  etc. 
Therefore,  they  would  have  responsibility  to  ensure  facilities  that  manufacture  foods 
containing  marijuana  and  marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food 
manufacturers. 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimates  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  (cost  avoidance) 
of  $7,178,073  in  fiscal  year  2019,  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $10,741,186  in  fiscal 
year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY16  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  be  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to  serve 
2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where  the 
drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186  after 
the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons  as 
it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521 
for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 


Fiscal  Note 

IP  18-090 

ITSD- 

DOR 

Bill  Number 

IP  18-090 

Will  a  new  system  be  required? 

X 

Yes 

No 

Indicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented 

FY 

2018 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Other 

Federal  Funds 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at 

full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

amends  article  IV 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New  Tax  System 

Rate 

Hours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

IT  Consultants 

75 

2,000.16 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

150,012 

30,752 

31,521 

This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 


This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 


that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  their  department.  Because  there  are  no  enforcement 
provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 
additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to  make 
refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 

Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 


Bill  Number 


Bill  Section(s) 


Application  Name: 


IP  18-090 


amends  article  IV 


New  Tax  System 


O 


IT  Consultants 


Requirements  Gathering 


Analysis 


Design 


Development 


Test 


Implementation 


Project  Management 


On-going  support 


Section  Total  IT  Consultants: 


Section  Total  Expenditures: 


General  Revenue 


Federal 


Other 


Section  Funding: 


Rate  Hours 


192 


96 


96 


1,236 


192 


40 


148.16 


FY  2018 


$ 


14,400 


7,200 


7,200 


92,700 


14,400 


3,000 


11,112 


FY  2019 


150,012 


150,012 


150,012 


30,752 


30,752 


30,752 


FY  2020 


30,752 

31,521 

30,752 

31,521 

31,521 


31,521 


31,521 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicate  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to 
this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 


The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 


Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24)  $147,900 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 

Patrol  Records  Division 


Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  our  agency  that  could  possibly  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and  arrest/disposition  records 
pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an  NCIC  modifier  of  60-64 
that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent  of  the  individuals  who 
qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division 
(PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of  these  expungements  were 
to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would  compound  greatly  to  the  point  it 
may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have 
their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division  would  require  35 
FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 


office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  our  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920  square 
feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 


sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 


4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Our  agency  requests  clarification  of  number  7  which  states  that  no  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.  Does  this  mean  that  the  Highway  Patrol  could 
no  longer  participate  in  federal  operations  when  requested? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 


individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  revenue  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  general  revenue  with  the  provision  that  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  elementary  and  secondary  public  education  schools  and  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration.  (Note:  There  is  no  Missouri 
Veterans’  Administration.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  B&P  assumes  it  will  refer  to 
the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission.)  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all  medical 
marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis  without 
taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take  effect  no 
later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before  the  people 
of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  as  much 
as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented  in  FY  2021.  The 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration  (SAMHSA)  reports  that 
9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users  over  the  age  of  21.  The 
U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  as 
4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana 
by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 
427,948  marijuana) 

However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

-f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
1.58%  to  MO) 

Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 


established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  $186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  $186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 

Tax 

FY  2020 
(5  months) 

Fully  Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  the  proposed 
initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  to  be  known  as 
Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and  consumption  of 
marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to  reasonable  regulations 
adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 

The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 


2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  We  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 

$3.00 


Sheriffs'  Retirement  fund 


21st  Circuit) 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$102.50 

Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Total 

$33.50 

Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 

Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 

$150.00 

State  of  Missouri 

Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 

Actual  Costs 

County  Reimbursement 

Law  Enforcement 

Arrest  Costs: 

Highway  Patrol 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Local  (County) 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

Municipal 

Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 

The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts.  They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in 


caseload  for  the  courts  because  the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at 
this  time  they  are  unable  to  calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards ,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 
workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 


(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis, 
the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West 
Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State 
Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  and  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  increase  annual  state  tax  revenues  by  $17  million  when  fully 
implemented  with  additional  estimated  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  State  implementation 
costs  are  estimated  at  $150,000  with  annual  operating  costs  estimated  at  $700,000.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


i*  J 

. 

DEC  0  9  2015 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  9,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  1  (2018-090) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  December  9,  20 1 6. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jambs  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 

Administrative  Rui.es*  Business  Services  •  Elections*  publications*. Securities*  state  archives  •  state  library  •  woi  fnfr  library 
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County _ 

—  Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contra^,  for  a  term  of 
Imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure 
for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  l>L  I  I  I'lON 


To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kandcr,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and_ _ _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6°’  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for 
himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and 

_ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or 

Village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  Title) 


DEC  2016 

"“•wawroFSBog 


CIRCULATOR'5  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTYOF _ 

I, _ beingfirst  duly  sworn,  say  (print  ortype  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Kl  (ilSI  l'Rl  DVOTINO  ADDKI  SS 

1  Street.  No  1*0  Moves)  (Cits.  1  nun  or  Village  I 

( ’ode 

Cong 

Dim 

NAME 

<  Print  or  l>podl 

1. 

2-.- 

— T 

5. 

f». 

i 

S. 

>. 

in. 

it. 

12. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each 
has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered 
voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ : _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the 

payer _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary 
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-This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105.1, 105.1108.1, 105.1112.1, 195.0010.1, 
196.0100.1,  263.0250.1,577.0024.1, 579.0015.1,  579.0020.1, 579.0030.1,  579.0055.1, 579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri's  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri’s  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any 

variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower, 

stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  any  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician's  or  Veterinarian’s 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  any  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing, 

harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 

hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  any  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed 

as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 

packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 . 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  guardian  for 

medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

c.  No  minor  shall  be  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products  &  shall  not  be  prohibited  from  taking  cannabis  as  medicine  in  any  school  within  the 

boundaries  of  Missouri. 


4,  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law’s 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one’s  personal  or  medical 

needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 

cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 

reguired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 

non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  any  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 

packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  tor  any  of  the  activities  conducted 

lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  through  e  of  this  section 

5.  Patients’  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 

medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 

means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non- 

violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  davs  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 

destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 

preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Any  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  any  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 

Missouri  in  addition  to  any  established  state,  county  or  dtv  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 

additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 

Quarterly  basis  as  follows,  2,5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  any  combination  of  aforementioned  . 

The  remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veteran  Administration  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  of 

Missouri  veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive, 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 

agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 

prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 

legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's;  No 
physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 

shall  supersede  any  and  all  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 

January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-090) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  9,  2016) 


Date 


December  30,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  and  The 
Metropolitan  Police  Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  among  other  provisions,  this 
proposal  would  require  them  to  develop  and  make  public  an  order,  within  60  days,  for  the 
immediate  destruction  of  “all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 
Missouri...”  and  states  that  the  “people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge 
federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act.” 

They  assume  that  some  amount  of  increased  litigation  would  result.  They  assume  they 
could  absorb  increased  costs  with  existing  resources,  but  would  request  additional 
appropriation  if  substantial  litigation  resulted. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  they  expect  no 
changes  in  revenue  and  increased  costs  of  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $99,045  for  fiscal  year 
2019,  and  $169,098  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

Section  192.945,  RSMo,  allows  their  department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card 
for  persons  suffering  from  intractable  epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows 
for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of  cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the 
legal  use  of  marijuana  for  both  medical  and  recreational  purposes.  Therefore,  persons 
with  intractable  epilepsy  would  not  need  to  apply  for  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  in 
order  to  legally  use  the  CBD  oil. 

Rental  space  for  two  staff  located  in  Jefferson  City  would  be  required:  2  staff  x  230 
sq.ft. /FTE  x  $2 1 .00  =  $9,660. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  and  recreational 
purposes.  There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as 
cultivators,  manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  and/or  testing  centers. 

This  proposal  does  not  require  their  department  to  issue  any  licenses  or  conduct 
inspections  to  ensure  the  safety  of  marijuana  infused  food  products.  However,  sections 
196.010  through  196.298,  RSMo,  gives  their  department  responsibility  for  the  regulation 
of  food  to  include  such  duties  as  ensuring  food  safety,  sanitation,  proper  labeling,  etc. 
Therefore,  they  would  have  responsibility  to  ensure  facilities  that  manufacture  foods 
containing  marijuana  and  marijuana  products  are  regulated  the  same  as  other  food 
manufacturers. 


Due  to  the  broad  parameters  of  this  proposal,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  how  many  food 
manufacturing  facilities  would  be  established.  States  which  have  legalized  retail 
marijuana  have  seen  a  significant  demand  for  edible  marijuana  products.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  they  estimate  that  at  least  300  food  manufacturing  facilities 
would  be  established  as  a  result  of  this  proposal.  In  order  to  properly  inspect  these 
manufacturing  facilities,  DCPH  would  require  a  minimum  of  two  Environmental  Public 
Health  Specialist  IV  staff  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G).  This  law  shall  be  implemented  no 
later  than  January  31  following  the  November  2018  election.  Therefore,  DCPH  assumes 
that  the  two  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  would  begin  January  1, 
2019. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  (cost  avoidance) 
of  $7,178,073  in  fiscal  year  2019  (7  Months),  $7,511,746  in  fiscal  year  2020, 
$10,741,186  in  fiscal  year  2022  and  thereafter. 

Legalizing  the  possession  and  use  of  marijuana  would  remove  from  the  criminal  statutes 
all  controlled  substance  offenses  for  marijuana,  including  possession,  distribution  and 
trafficking.  If  the  legislation  that  removed  marijuana  from  the  list  of  controlled 
substances  was  retrospective  then  there  would  be  two  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
incarceration:  the  release  of  offenders  serving  a  marijuana  offense  and  fewer  admissions 
to  prison.  The  legalization  of  marijuana  will  largely  impact  offenders  who  are  only 
serving  a  marijuana  offense.  Offenders  serving  multiple  concurrent  sentences  will 
continue  to  be  required  to  serve  the  other  sentences  after  legalization  and  no  estimate  is 
made  for  offenders  serving  multiple  sentences. 

The  reduction  in  the  offender  population  is  the  total  of  reductions  from  the  expungement 
of  sentences  and  fewer  admissions  and  probations.  The  cost  avoidance  is  based  upon  a 
direct  prison  cost  per  year  in  FY 16  of  $6,085  and  an  average  cost  of  $2,234  per  year  for 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  first  year  after  the  enactment  of  the  legislation  that 
legalizes  marijuana  there  is  an  estimated  reduction  of  633  offenders  in  prison  and  3,676 
offenders  on  field  supervision.  In  the  next  year  (FY20)  there  will  be  no  discharges  from 
expungement  but  the  reduction  in  the  prison  population  will  increase  to  214.  The  field 
reduction  will  continue  into  FY21  because  the  marijuana  offenders  are  estimated  to 
serve  2.5  years  on  supervision. 


The  estimate  is  qualified  by  the  use  of  an  expansion  factor  that  assumes  that  the  drug 
distribution  in  the  sentences  where  the  drug  is  not  known  will  be  similar  to  that  where 
the  drug  is  known. 

The  estimated  cost  avoidance  in  the  first  year  is  $7,178,073  and  will  be  $10,741,186 
after  the  4th  year. 

If  marijuana  usage  becomes  legal  it  could  impact  the  safety  and  security  of  our  prisons 
as  it  is  not  believed  that  there  is  a  means  for  testing  whether  an  employee  is  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana.  Impaired  prison  employees  or  visitors  can  impact  the  safe  and 
secure  operation  of  our  prisons. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521 
for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  petition  opens  up  the  possibility  of  additional  business  opportunities  in  cannabis 
farming,  manufacturing,  and  distribution  of  products. 
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This  would  create  an  unknown  positive  impact  on  Total  State  Revenue. 

This  petition  increases  state  revenues  by  an  unknown  amount. 

The  provisions  of  section  7b  add  an  additional  five  percent  tax  to  all  personal/recreational 
sales  of  cannabis  not  including  hemp  or  hemp  by-products  sold  in  Missouri.  This  tax  is 
in  addition  to  any  state,  county,  or  city  sales  taxes  already  in  place.  This  section  also 
requires  the  division  and  distribution  of  these  collections  on  a  quarterly  basis  to  Missouri 
public  schools  and  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration. 


This  Article  states  that  the  tax  is  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax 
Division.  There  is  no  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Tax  Division  and  their  department  assumes 


that  the  taxpayer  will  remit  the  tax  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  Because  there  are  no 
enforcement  provisions,  it  may  be  difficult  for  their  department  to  enforce  the  collection 
of  the  additional  tax  under  current  sales  tax  statutes.  Their  department  will  not  be  able  to 
make  refunds  to  taxpayers  as  the  article  is  currently  drafted. 

Administrative  Impact; 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  additional  five  percent  tax  on  retail  sales,  it  is  in 
addition  to  and  separate  from  state,  county,  or  city  sales  tax,  and  must  therefore  be 
reported  and  deposited  separately. 

If  this  money  needs  to  remain  in  a  non-state  account,  either  it  would  need  to  stay  in  the 
sales  suspense  holding  account  until  distribution  or  new  bank  accounts  would  need  to  be 
established  for  each. 
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Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicate  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to 
this  legislation. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  expect  increased 
operating  costs  of  $426,236  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $487,384  for  the  second  year 
implemented,  and  $492,597  for  the  third  year  implemented. 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  their  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’ s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests. 


The  proposed  legislation  would  order  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri. 


Two  different  divisions  within  their  agency  will  be  impacted  by  this  legislation.  Here  is  a 
breakdown  for  each  division: 

The  Criminal  Justice  Information  Services  Division  (CHS)  states  that  there  are  currently 
95,550  arrest  charges  in  the  Central  Repository.  The  current  expungement  process, 
pursuant  to  Chapter  610,  takes  approximately  90  minutes  to  process.  One  FTE  can 
handle  1,243  expungements  per  year.  Conservatively,  at  least  five  FTE's  would  be 
required  to  initially  handle  the  expungments  created  by  this  legislation.  A  significant 
processing  backlog  would  occur  if  sufficient  FTE's  are  not  assigned  to  accommodate  the 
number  of  expungements  ordered. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  90 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  1,243  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  90. 

These  FTE’s  (CJIS  Technicians,  Range  16)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  criminal  history  records,  contact  any  agency  associated 
with  the  arrests  or  convictions,  and  collect  the  necessary  data  for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  at  $55,495  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  1,243  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  alone  per  expungement 
is  $55,495  \  1,243  =  $44.64.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories,  as  well  as  contacting  of  the  various  agencies  associated  with  the 
arrests.  In  researching  other  states  with  similar  expungement  requirements,  they  all 
charge  a  fee  to  offset  the  cost  of  the  time  required  to  process  the  expungements.  Their 
fees  ranged  from  $50  to  $450  per  petition  per  arrest  date. 

These  FTE  will  most  likely  be  2nd  and  3rd  shift  employees  so  they  would  not  require  any 
equipment.  However,  there  would  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for  office 
supplies  and  phone  charges.  If  any  FTE  were  placed  on  the  1st  shift,  standard  equipment 
would  be  required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


5  CJIS  Technicians  ($1,232.50  x  24)  $147,900 

Office  Equipment/HW/SW  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


Patrol  Records  Division 

Currently,  there  are  86,600  records  in  the  Patrol’s  Traffic  Arrest  System  (TAS)  pertaining 
to  arrests  completed  by  our  agency  that  could  possibly  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  constitutional  amendment.  These  are  arrest  and  arrest/disposition  records 
pertaining  to  individuals  the  age  of  21  years  and  older  with  an  NCIC  modifier  of  60-64 
that  relate  to  marijuana  offenses.  Given  this,  if  only  ten  percent  of  the  individuals  who 
qualify  to  have  his  or  her  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division 
(PRD)  would  require  4  FTE’s.  However,  if  a  large  number  of  these  expungements  were 
to  be  granted  with  even  four  FTE's,  the  backlog  would  compound  greatly  to  the  point  it 
may  take  several  years  to  catch  up.  If  100  percent  of  the  individuals  who  qualify  to  have 
their  record  expunged  sought  to  do  so,  the  Patrol  Records  Division  would  require  35 
FTE’s  to  complete  this  task  in  approximately  one  year. 

The  addition  of  35  FTE’s  would  require  additional  supervisory  personnel.  However,  due 
to  the  vague  and  uncertain  nature  of  this  proposed  amendment,  the  Patrol  Records 
Division  has  no  true  way  to  determine  the  actual  effect  or  costs. 

1  FTE  =  1,864  hours  (average  work  hours  per  year)  x  60  minutes  per  hour  =  111,840 
minutes  per  year. 

The  current  average  time  per  petition  to  log,  process,  research,  review,  create  related 
correspondences,  and  to  expunge  the  information  when  the  order  is  received  is  45 
minutes.  Therefore,  one  FTE  can  handle  2,485  expungements  per  year  =  1 1 1,840  /  45. 

With  the  current  estimate  of  86,600  records  that  potentially  meet  the  requirements  of  this 
proposed  amendment  and  would  potentially  be  eligible  for  expungement,  the  following 
percentages  of  persons  actually  requesting  an  expungement  will  directly  relate  to  the 
number  of  PRD  FTE’s  required: 

10%  =  86,600  x  .10  =  8,660  /  2,485  =  4  FTE’s 
50%  =  86,600  x  .50  =  43,300  /  2,485  =  17  FTE’s 
100%  =  86,600  /  2,485  =  35  FTE’s 

These  FTE’s  (Quality  Control  Clerks,  Range  10)  would  be  necessary  to  process  all 
expungement  requests,  review  records,  contact  agencies,  and  collect  the  necessary  data 
for  the  court  orders. 

Based  on  the  average  yearly  salary  and  benefit  rate  per  FTE  of  $45,702  and  the  ability  of 
that  employee  to  process  2,485  expungements  per  year,  the  cost  per  expungement  is 
$45,702  \  2,485  =  $18.39.  It  is  suggested  that  a  fee,  similar  to  the  criminal  history 
background  check  fee,  be  implemented  for  the  cost  of  researching  and  reviewing  the 
criminal  histories. 

Processing  ten  percent  of  the  possible  expungements  would  require  additional  workspace. 
The  physical  requirements  would  increase  with  the  number  of  FTE's  required  to  meet  the 
demand  for  expungements.  There  will  be  recurring  costs  of  $650  per  year  per  FTE  for 


office  supplies  and  phone  charges.  Standard  equipment  and  office  furniture  would  be 
required  at  a  one-time  cost  of  $6,094  per  FTE. 


4  Quality  Control  Clerks  ($1,015  x  24)  $97,440 

Equipment/Office  Furniture  $6,094 

RECURRING  COSTS 

Phone  Charges  per  FTE  $350 

Office  Supplies  per  FTE  $300 


The  provisions  of  this  petition  would  require  our  agency  to  rent  office  space  for  4  FTE’s 
to  process  the  expungement  requests.  The  Office  of  Administration  states  that  920  square 
feet  of  office  space  would  be  required.  The  following  costs  apply  per  square  foot: 

Office  Space  $14/SqFt 

Janitorial/Trash  Costs  $1.50/Sq  Ft 

Utility  Costs  $2/Sq  Ft 

The  agency  provided  the  following  additional  comments: 

It  is  suggested  to  add  this  additional  language  to  provide  for  the  collection  of  a  fee  to 
offset  the  costs  of  the  expungements: 

43.530.  1.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central 
repository,  the  requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  nine  dollars  per  request 
for  criminal  history  record  information  not  based  on  a  fingerprint  search.  In  each  year 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  2010,  the  superintendent  may  increase  the  fee  paid  by 
requesting  entities  by  an  amount  not  to  exceed  one  dollar  per  year,  however,  under  no 
circumstance  shall  the  fee  paid  by  requesting  entities  exceed  fifteen  dollars  per  request. 

2.  For  each  request  requiring  the  payment  of  a  fee  received  by  the  central  repository,  the 
requesting  entity  shall  pay  a  fee  of  not  more  than  twenty  dollars  per  request  for  criminal 
history  record  information  based  on  a  fingerprint  search,  unless  the  request  is  required 
under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  (6)  of  section  210.481,  section  210.487,  or  section 
571.101,  in  which  case  the  fee  shall  be  fourteen  dollars. 

3.  A  request  made  under  subsections  1  and  2  of  this  section  shall  be  limited  to  check  and 
search  on  one  individual.  Each  request  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri-criminal 
record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the  highway  patrol. 
The  highway  patrol  may  establish  procedures  for  receiving  requests  for  criminal  history 
record  information  for  classification  and  search  for  fingerprints,  from  courts  and  other 
entities,  and  for  the  payment  of  such  requests.  There  is  hereby  established  by  the  treasurer 
of  the  state  of  Missouri  a  fund  to  be  entitled  as  the  "Criminal  Record  System  Fund". 
Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  to  the  contrary,  if  the  moneys  collected 
and  deposited  into  this  fund  are  not  totally  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  set  forth  in 


sections  43.500  to  43.543,  the  unexpended  moneys  in  such  fund  shall  remain  in  the  fund 
and  the  balance  shall  be  kept  in  the  fund  to  accumulate  from  year  to  year. 


4.  For  all  petitions  for  expungement  under  the  provisions  of  Chapter  610,  Section 
577.054,  or  any  other  created  expungement  requirement  under  statute,  excluding 
Section  610.122,  the  applicant  shall  pay  a  fee  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  arrest  date 
listed  on  the  petition.  Each  petition  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  check,  warrant, 
voucher,  money  order,  or  electronic  payment  payable  to  the  state  of  Missouri- 
criminal  record  system  or  payment  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  approved  by  the 
highway  patrol.  For  expungements  that  require  removal  from  the  Traffic  Arrest 
System  twenty  dollars  of  the  seventy-five  dollar  fee  will  be  deposited  in  the  Highway 
Patrol  Traffic  Records  Fund. 


There  are  numerous  uncertainties  associated  with  this  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  definition  of  a  “non-violent  cannabis-only  offense”  needs  to  be  added. 
It  is  unclear  if  individuals  with  the  aforementioned  conviction  records  are  required  to 
abide  by  the  expungement  process  mandated  by  various  other  state  statutes.  Does  the 
individual  just  complete  and  file  a  document  with  a  circuit  clerk  and  the  record  is 
expunged  or  does  the  “court,”  whomever  that  is,  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  all 
civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses? 

Our  agency  requests  clarification  of  number  7  which  states  that  no  Missouri  law 
enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used 
to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or  preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this 
amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution.  Does  this  mean  that  the  Highway  Patrol  could 
no  longer  participate  in  federal  operations  when  requested? 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Section  54  of  Article  IV  would  allow  the  medical  and  recreational  use  of  marijuana  and 
hemp,  as  well  as  the  cultivation,  production,  transportation  and  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
and  hemp  and  their  related  products.  Subsection  3  allows  the  sale  of  marijuana  to 


individuals  under  the  age  of  21  only  with  physician  or  parental  permission.  Subsection  6 
requires  that  all  prisoners  that  have  been  convicted  in  Missouri  of  a  nonviolent  cannabis 
related  crime  shall  be  immediately  released  and  all  related  charges  shall  be  expunged 
from  their  records.  Subsection  7  creates  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  on  all  retail  sales  of 
marijuana,  in  addition  to  any  established  state  or  local  sales  taxes.  The  revenue  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  general  revenue  with  the  provision  that  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  elementary  and  secondary  public  education  schools  and  2.5  percent  be 
distributed  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Administration.  (Note:  There  is  no  Missouri 
Veterans’  Administration.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  B&P  assumes  it  will  refer  to 
the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission.)  Subsection  5,  however,  allows  all  medical 
marijuana  users,  with  recommendation  by  a  physician,  to  purchase  cannabis  without 
taxation.  Subsection  10  provides  that  the  provisions  in  the  amendment  take  effect  no 
later  than  January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  the  initiative  before  the  people 
of  Missouri. 

B&P  estimates  that  subsection  7  of  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  as  much 
as  $17. 2M  and  GR  by  as  much  as  $16. 5M  once  fully  implemented  in  FY  2021.  The 
Substance  Abuse  and  Mental  Health  Services  Administration  (SAMHSA)  reports  that 
9.95%  of  Missouri  population  age  18  and  older  use  marijuana.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
analysis,  B&P  assumes  the  same  percentage  for  marijuana  users  over  the  age  of  21.  The 
U.S.  Census  (2010)  reports  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  as 
4,300,988  people.  Multiplying  the  percentage  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana 
by  the  population  of  Missouri  residents  over  the  age  of  21  gives  an  estimate  of  the 
number  of  Missouri  residents  who  use  marijuana: 

4,300,988  (MO  residents  over  the  age  of  21) 

X  _ 9.95%  (%  of  MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

(MO  residents  who  use 
427,948  marijuana) 

However,  B&P  estimates  that  of  those  who  use  marijuana,  roughly  65,000  would  be 
medical  users.  SAMHSA  reports  that  the  total  number  of  U.S.  population  age  18  and 
older  use  marijuana  is  27,169,000  people.  B&P  assumes  dividing  the  number  of  MO 
residents  who  use  marijuana  by  the  U.S.  population  that  uses  marijuana  will  provide  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri. 

427,948  (MO  residents  who  use  marijuana) 

-f  _ 27,169,000  (Number  of  U.S.  marijuana  users) 

(%  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable 
1.58%  to  MO) 

Using  the  estimate  above  for  medical  users,  of  that  1.58  percent  approximately  0.24% 
could  be  considered  medical.  Therefore,  B&P  estimates  that  the  size  of  the  U.S.  market 
that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  less  medical  marijuana  users,  is  1.33  percent.  Using  an 


established  estimate1  for  the  U.S.  market  of  $14.0B  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage  of 
the  U.S.  market  that  is  attributable  to  Missouri,  B&P  estimates  that  Missouri’s  marijuana 
market,  less  medical  marijuana  use,  could  be  worth  $186.7M.  Assuming  Missouri’s 
marijuana  market  is  worth  $186.7M,  an  excise  tax  of  five  percent  could  increase  TSR  and 
GR  by  as  much  as  $9.3M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  1  shows  a  breakdown  of 
revenue  increases  by  tax  type. 


http://scholar.harvard.edu/files/miron/files/budget  2010  final  O.pdf 


Table  1:  Revenue  Generated  by  Marijuana  Taxes 

Tax 

FY  2020 
(5  months) 

Fully  Implemented 
(FY  2021) 

Sales  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,002,000 

7,206,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

Marijuana  Excise  Tax 

General  Revenue 

3,890,000 

9,337,000 

Total 

General  Revenue 

6,893,000 

16,543,000 

Education 

233,000 

559,000 

Conservation 

29,000 

70,000 

Parks,  Soil,  Water 

23,000 

56,000 

Local 

120,000 

287,000 

TSR 

7,178,000 

17,228,000 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated: 

The  proposed  initiative  petition  would  create  a  new  section  of  the  Missouri  Constitution 
to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  section  54.  This  section  would  allow  citizens  over  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years  to  have  the  right  to  engage  in  the  production,  sale,  distribution  and 
consumption  of  marijuana  and  the  manufacture  of  goods  from  hemp,  subject  to 
reasonable  regulations  adopted  by  the  state  pursuant  to  this  section. 


The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to  2015  for  Circuit  case 
types  is  14,122  per  year.  The  average  of  all  marijuana  related  charge  codes  from  2011  to 
2015  for  Associate  case  types  is  10,982.  They  are  unable  to  determine  what  number  of 
these  charges  were  for  someone  over  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

The  following  Criminal  Court  Costs  would  be  affected  by  this  petition: 


Criminal  Court  Costs 

Felony  Case  Costs 

Amount  of 
Cost 

Disburse  to  State/County 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$10.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$45.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue  $36,  County  $9 

County  Fee 

$75.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -Statewide 
Court  Automation  Fund 

Court  Reporter  fee  (All 
Circuit  Division  Cases) 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  General 
Revenue 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$30.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Head  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  &  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Prosecuting 
Attorney  Training  Fund 

$75.00 


County 


Sheriffs'  Fee 

$75.00  County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 

Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) 

$3.00 

Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Spinal  Cord 
Injury  Fund 

Total 

$279.50 

Misdemeanor  Case 
Costs 

Basic  Civil  Legal 
Services  Fund 

surcharge 

$8.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Basic  Civil 
Legal  Services  Fund 

Clerk  Fee 

$15.00 

$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 

County  Fee 

$25.00 

County 

Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee 

$7.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 

surcharge 

$7.50 

State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 

DNA  Profiling 

Analysis  Fund 

surcharge 

$15.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  DNA 
Profiling  Analysis  Fund 

Brain  Injury  Fund 
surcharge 

$2.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Brain  Injury 
Fund 

Independent  Living 

Center  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Independent 
Living  Center  Fund 

Motorcycle  Safety 

Trust  Fund  surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Motorcycle 
Safety  Trust  Fund 

Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge 

$1.00 

State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
and  Circuit  Attorneys' 
Retirement  Fund 

$4.00 

Pros.  Attorney  Retirement  Fund 

Prosecuting  Attorney 
Training  Fund 

surcharge 

$1.00 

$0.50  State  of  Missouri  /  $0.50 
County 

Sheriffs'  fee 

$10.00 

County 

Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge  (except 
21st  Circuit) _ 

Spinal  Cord  Injury 
Fund  Surcharge 


Municipal  Case  (Filed 
in  Associate  Division) 
Costs 


Clerk  Fee 


Court  Automation 

Fund  Fee _ 

Crime  Victims' 

Compensation  Fund 
surcharge 


Peace  Officer 

Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  Commission 
surcharge _ 


Sheriffs'  Retirement 
Fund  surcharge _ 


$15.00 


$7.00 


$7.50 


$3.00 


Criminal  Costs  Not 
Included  Above 


Drug  Testing  by  a  State 
Lab 


Drug  Testing  by  a 
Private  Lab 


Law  Enforcement 
Arrest  Costs: 


Highway  Patrol 


Local  (County) _ 


Municipal _ 


$12  State  of  Missouri  /  $3 
County 


State  of  Missouri  -  Court 
Automation  Fund 


State  of  Missouri  -  Crime 
Victims'  Compensation  Fund 


State  of  Missouri  -  Peace 
Officer  Standards  &  Training 
Fund 


Sheriffs'  Retirement  Fund 


$150.00 


Actual  Costs 


State  of  Missouri 


County  Reimbursement 


Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 


Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 


Amt.  Approved  by  the  Court 


The  decrease  in  the  court  fees,  depending  on  the  number  of  cases,  will  result  in  an 
unknown  loss  to  the  courts.  They  also  assume  there  will  be  an  unknown  decrease  in 
caseload  for  the  courts  because  the  courts  will  no  longer  process  these  cases;  however,  at 
this  time  they  are  unable  to  calculate  the  decrease. 

Any  significant  increase  or  decrease  will  be  reflected  in  future  budget  requests. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  if  passed,  this 
constitutional  amendment  would  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri 
State  Public  Defender,  since  possession,  manufacture,  distribution,  etc.  of  cannabis  would 
no  longer  be  unlawful,  offenses  that  the  Public  Defender  currently  uses  resources  to 
defend  and  no  longer  would  need  to. 

The  exact  positive  impact  is  difficult  to  predict  because  they  track  cases  by  statutory 
offense  and  most  drug  offenses  are  not  limited  to  marijuana. 

However,  their  best  estimate,  using  FY2014  MSPD  data,  is  that  this  would  reduce  their 
caseload  by  3,523  cases  (685  A/B  felonies,  1,797  C/D  felonies,  1,041  misdemeanors,  and 
1,140  probation  violations). 

In  The  Missouri  Project:  A  Study  of  the  Missouri  Public  Defender  System  and  Attorney 
Workload  Standards ,  prepared  by  RubinBrown  on  behalf  of  the  American  Bar 
Association's  Standing  Committee  on  Legal  Aid  and  Indigent  Defendants,  the  relevant 


workload  standards  are:  A/B  felonies,  47.6  hours  per  case;  C/D  felonies,  25.0  hours  per 
case;  misdemeanors,  11.7  hours  per  case;  and  probation  violations,  9.8  hours  per  case). 
(The  workload  standards  include  only  case  related  tasks  over  which  an  attorney  has  some 
control  (they  exclude,  for  example,  in  court  and  travel  time)  and  thereby  reflect  a 
conservative  estimate.) 

Applying  those  workload  standards  to  the  2,858  cases,  those  cases  require  100,882.7 
attorney  hours.  With  2,080  hours  per  attorney  available  each  year,  that  represents  the 
work  of  48.5  attorneys. 

While  in  theory  they  might  also  handle  fewer  appeals  of  guilty  verdicts  after  trial,  the  fact 
is  that  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  their  cases  proceed  to  trial  and  it's  likely  that  only 
a  small  percentage  of  those  cases  are  appeals  from  marijuana  convictions.  Therefore  this 
minimal  positive  impact  is  not  being  taken  into  account  in  this  estimate. 

However,  the  Missouri  State  Public  Defender  already  is  significantly  understaffed  by  333 
attorneys  under  the  workload  standards  developed  in  The  Missouri  Project.  (The  333 
attorneys  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  under-staffing  in  that  it  assumes  we  contract  all 
conflicts  to  private  attorneys,  which  we  are  not  able  to  do  for  budgetary  reasons). 

Therefore,  despite  the  positive  impact  on  the  workload  of  the  Missouri  State  Public 
Defender,  because  they  are  already  understaffed  that  savings  in  attorney  time  would  not 
allow  the  Public  Defender  to  reduce  its  workforce  and  therefore  would  not  translate  into 
an  actual  cost  savings.  However  it  does  reduce  by  the  cost  of  48.5  attorneys  how  much 
money  needs  to  be  added  to  their  budget  in  order  to  meet  The  Missouri  Project's 
workload  standards. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  is  anticipated  costs  for  this  initiative 
petition.  Unfortunately  there  is  not  enough  time  given  in  the  response  to  provide  an 
actual  estimated  costs. 

County  Prosecutor,  Dan  Patterson  provided  the  following  information: 


DenverDA 

Mitchell  R.  Morrissey,  District  Attorney  -  Second  Judicial  District 

201  W.  Colfax  Avenue,  Dept.  801,  Denver,  CO  80202 


bus.  Wane: 

Fax:  720-913-903! 


October  12,  2016 


No  on  64  Campaign  and  SAM  Action 

California  voters  are  being  told  that  they  will  see  the  crime  rate  go  down  if  they  vote  to  legalize 
marijuana  commercially;  this  has  not  been  the  case  in  the  state  of  Colorado  or  the  city  of  Denver.  Since 
the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  in  Colorado  in  2013  traffic  related  marijuana  deaths  have 
increased  48%,  marijuana  related  emergency  room  visits  have  increased  49%,  and  marijuana  related  calls 
to  the  poison  center  have  increased  100%.  According  to  the  Colorado  Bureau  of  Investigations  in  2015 
statewide  homicides  in  Colorado  rose  14.7  %  over  the  previous  year.  Pueblo,  Colorado  had  the  highest 
homicide  rate  in  the  state  with  11.1  killings  per  100,000  residents.  Aurora,  Colorado’s  homicide  rate  mori 
than  doubled  from  2014.  Additionally  more  places  in  Colorado  were  robbed  and  more  thefts  occurred, 
especially  cars,  as  193,1 15  motor  vehicles  were  reported  stolen,  up  27.7  %  in  2015  from  the 
previous  year.  In  2015,  sexual  assaults  rose  10%  in  Colorado  with  Denver,  Aurora,  Lakewood, 
Westminster  and  Pueblo  all  reporting  higher  numbers  as  well. 

In  the  city  of  Denver  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana  the  number  of  crimes  in 
Denver  has  grown  by  about  44  %,  according  to  annual  figures  the  city  reported  to  the  National  Incident 
Based  Reporting  System.  In  2015  in  Denver  alone  crime  rose  in  every  neighborhood  in  the  city.  The 
murder  rate  hit  a  decade  high,  1059  more  cars  were  broken  into,  there  were  903  more  auto  thefts,  321 
more  aggravated  assaults  and  231  more  homes  were  broken  into  compared  to  2014. 

California  voters  are  also  being  told  that  legalizing  recreational  marijuana  will  free  up  law 
enforcement  to  work  on  other  criminal  activities.  Again  that  has  not  been  the  case  in  Denver.  Besides  the 
overall  increases  in  crime  we  have  experience,  the  Denver  police  department  is  dealing  with  a  900% 
increase  in  the  unlawful  cultivation  and  manufacture  of  marihuana  concentrate,  and  a  99%  increase  in  the 
unlawful  distribution  of  marijuana  and  marijuana  concentrate.  The  quantity  of  illegal  marijuana  seized  by 
the  Denver  police  has  increased  3,424%  on  average  per  case.  The  volume  of  marijuana  seized  per  case 
has  increased  from  an  average  of  162  pounds  to  5724  pounds.  In  Denver  unlawful  public  consumption  of 
marijuana  citations  has  increased  over  300%  per  year  since  the  legalization  of  recreational  marijuana.  Tht 
Denver  police  department  is  busier  enforcing  marijuana  laws  and  investigating  crimes  directly  related  to 
marijuana,  including  murderers,  robberies,  and  home  invasions,  than  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  the 
city. 


Sincerely, 


Denver  District  Attorney 


https://staticl.squarespace.eom/static/5541a76ae4b0175cee8827d0/t/580684e5ff7c50adea...  12/21/2016 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  the  proposed 
initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal  impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Kansas  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  and  The  Metropolitan  Police 
Department  -  City  of  St.  Louis. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  increase  annual  state  tax  revenues  by  $17  million  when  fully 
implemented  with  additional  estimated  annual  state  savings  of  $11  million.  State  implementation 
costs  are  estimated  at  $150,000  with  annual  operating  costs  estimated  at  $700,000.  Local  law 
enforcement  costs  could  increase. 
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DEC  0  9  2016 

James  C.  Kirkpatrick 

State  Information  Center 
(573)  75 1-1936 

Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 

State  of  Missouri 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 
Flections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

December  9,  20 1 6 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapters  84  and  105  (2018-089) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  8,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Rosier 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  Statu  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  S  i  ri  in  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis); 

my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


RECEIVED 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I. _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  staled  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FUR  THERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  S  TATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ _ • 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201_. 

Signature  of  Notary  Address  ot  Notary 

My  commission  expires 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  as  follows: 

Sections  84.460  and  84.860  are  repealed,  Section  105.726  is  amended,  and  seven  new  sections  are  enacted,  to  be 
known  as  Sections  84.891,  84.892,  84.893,  84.894,  84.895,  84.896,  and  84.897,  to  read  as  follows: 


84.891.  No  elected  or  appointed  official  of  the  state  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof  shall  act  or  refrain 
from  act  inti  in  am  manner  to  impede,  obstruct,  hinder,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  anv  member  of  a  municipal  police 

force  established  under  sections  84.893  to  84.896  in  the  performance  of  his  or  her  job  duties,  or  with  anv  aspect  of  anv 

investigation  arising  from  the  performance  of  such  job  duties.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  prevent  such 

officials  from  acting  within  the  normal  course  and  scope  of  their  employment  or  from  acting  to  implement  sections 

84.893  to  84.896.  Anv  person  who  violates  this  section  shall  be  liable  for  a  penalty  of  two  thousand  live  hundred 

dollars  for  each  offense  and  shall  forever  be  disqualified  from  holding  anv  office  or  employment  whatsoever  with  the 

governmental  entity  the  person  served  at  the  time  of  the  violation.  The  penalty  shall  not  be  paid  bv  the  funds  of  any 

committee  as  the  term  "committee"  is  defined  in  section  130.01 1.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  interfere  with 

the  punishment,  under  anv  laws  of  this  state,  of  a  criminal  offense  committed  bv  such  officials,  nor  shall  this  section 

apply  to  duly  appointed  members  of  the  municipal  police  force,  or  their  appointing  authorities,  whose  conduct  is 
otherwise  provided  for  bv  law. 

84.892.  1 .  It  shall  be  an  unlawful  employment  practice  for  an  official,  employee,  or  agent  of  a  municipal  police 

force  established  tinder  sections  84.893  to  84.896  to  discharge,  demote,  reduce  the  pav  of.  or  otherwise  retaliate  against 

an  employee  of  the  municipal  police  force  for  reporting  to  anv  superior,  government  agency,  or  the  press  the  conduct  of 

another  employee  that  the  reporting  employee  believes,  in  good  faith,  is  illegal. 

2.  Anv  employee  of  a  municipal  police  force  may  bring  a  cause  of  action  for  general  or  special  damages  based 

on  a  violation  of  this  section. 


84.893.  I.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  sections  84.894  to  84.896.  anv  city  with  a  population  of  400.000  or 

more  may  establish  a  municipal  police  force  for  the  purposes  of: 

( 1 )  Preserving  the  public  peace,  welfare,  and  order; 

(2)  Preventing  crime  and  arresting  suspected  offenders; 

(3  )  Enforcing  the  laws  of  the  state  and  ordinances  of  the  city; 

(4)  Exercising  all  powers  available  to  a  police  force  under  generally  applicable  state  law;  and 

(51  Regulating  and  licensing  all  private  watchmen,  private  detectives,  and  private  policemen  serving  or  acting 

as  such  in  said  citv. 

2.  Anv  person  who  acts  as  a  private  watchman,  private  detective,  or  private  policeman  in  said  cities  without 
having  obtained  a  written  license  from  said  cities  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

84.894.  1.  Notwithstanding  anv  provisions  of  this  chanter  to  the  contrary,  anv  citv  with  a  population  of 

400.000  or  more  may  establish  a  municipal  police  force  on  or  after  July  I,  2019.  according  to  the  procedures  and 

requirements  of  this  section.  The  purpose  of  these  procedures  and  requirements  is  to  provide  for  an  orderly  and 

appropriate  transition  in  the  governance  of  the  police  force  and  provide  for  an  equitable  employment  transition  for 

commissioned  and  civilian  personnel. 

2.  Upon  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  police  force  bv  a  citv  under  sections  84.893  to  84.896.  the  board  of 

police  commissioners  shall  convey,  assign,  and  otherwise  transfer  to  the  citv  title  and  ownership  of  all  indebtedness  and 
assets,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  all  funds  and  real  and  personal  property  held  in  the  name  of  or  controlled  bv  the 

board  of  police  commissioners  created  under  sections  84.350  to  84.860.  The  board  of  police  commissioners  shall 
execute  all  documents  reasonably  required  to  accomplish  such  transfer  of  ownership  and  obligations. 

3.  If  the  citv  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  and  completes  the  transfer  described  in  subsection  2  of  this 

section,  the  city  shal I  provide  the  necessary  funds  for  the  maintenance  of  the  municipal  police  force. 

4.  Before  a  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  may  establish  a  municipal  police  force  under  this 

section,  the  citv  shall  adopt  an  ordinance  accepting  responsibility,  ownership,  and  liability  as  successor-in-interest  for 
contractual  obligations,  indebtedness,  and  other  lawful  obligations  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  subsection  2  of  section  84.895. 

5.  A  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  that  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  shall  initially  employ. 

without  a  reduction  in  rank,  salary,  or  benefits,  all  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  of  the  board  of  police 

commissioners  created  under  sections  84,350  to  84.860  that  were  employed  bv  the  board  immediately  prior  to  the  date 

the  municipal  police  force  was  established.  Such  commissioned  personnel  who  previously  were  employed  bv  the  board 

mav  only  be  involuntarily  terminated  bv  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  for  cause.  The  city  shall  also 

recognize  all  accrued  years  of  service  that  such  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  had  with  the  board  of  police 

commissioners.  Such  personnel  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  holidays,  vacation,  and  sick  leave  they  were  entitled  to  as 

employees  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners. 

6.  Commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  were  previously  employed  bv  the  board  shall  continue  to  be 

subject,  throughout  their  employment  for  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more,  to  a  residency  rule  no  more 

restrictive  than  a  requirement  of  retaining  a  primary  residence  in  a  citv  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  for  a  total 

of  seven  years  and  of  then  allowing  them  to  maintain  a  primary  residence  outside  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400.000 

or  more  so  long  as  the  residence  is  located  within  a  one-hour  response  time. 

7.  The  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  retire  from  service  with  the  board  of  police  commissioners 

before  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  police  force  tinder  subsection  I  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  entitled  to 

the  same  pension  benefits  provided  under  chapter  86  and  the  same  benefits  set  forth  in  subsection  5  of  this  section. 

8.  If  the  citv  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  elects  to  establish  a  municipal  police  force  under  this 

section,  the  citv  shall  establish  a  separate  division  for  the  operation  of  its  municipal  police  force.  The  civil  service 

commission  of  the  citv  mav  adopt  rules  and  regulations  appropriate  for  the  unique  operation  of  a  police  department. 

Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  reserve  exclusive  authority  over  the  disciplinary  process  and  procedures  affecting 

commissioned  officers  to  the  civil  service  commission:  however,  until  such  time  as  the  citv  adopts  such  rules  and 

regulations,  the  commissioned  personnel  shall  continue  to  be  governed  bv  the  board  of  police  commissioners'  rules  and 

regulations  in  effect  immediately  prior  to  the  establishment  of  the  municipal  po  I  ice  force,  with  the  police  chief  acting  in 
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place  ol~  the  board  of  police  commissioners  for  purposes  of  applying  the  rules  and  regulations.  Unless  otherwise 

provided  for,  existing  civil  service  commission  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  appeal  of  disciplinary  decisions  to 

the  civil  service  commission  shall  apply  to  all  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel.  The  civil  service  commission’s 

rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  that  records  prepared  for  disciplinary  purposes  shall  be  confidential,  closed  records 

available  solely  to  the  civil  service  commission  and  those  who  possess  authority  to  conduct  investigations  regarding 

disciplinary  matters  pursuant  to  the  civil  service  commission's  rules  and  regulations.  A  hearing  officer  shall  be 

appointed  by  the  civil  service  commission  to  hear  any  such  appeals  that  involve  discipline  resulting  in  a  suspension  of 

greater  than  fifteen  days,  demotion,  or  termination,  but  the  civil  service  commission  shall  make  the  final  findings  of 

fact,  conclusions  of  law,  and  decision  which  shall  be  subject  to  any  right  of  appeal  under  chapter  536, 

9,  A  city  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  that  establishes  and  maintains  a  municipal  police  force  under 

this  section: 

( 1 )  Shall  provide  or  contract  for  life  insurance  coverage  and  for  insurance  benefits  providing  health,  medical. 

and  disability  coverage  for  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  of  the  municipal  police  force  to  the  same  extent  as  was 

provided  by  the  board  of  police  commissioners  under  sections  84,350  to  84.860: 

(2)  Shall  provide  or  contract  for  medical  and  life  insurance  coverage  for  any  commissioned  or  civilian 

personnel  who  retired  from  service  with  the  board  of  police  commissioners  or  who  were  employed  by  the  board  of 
police  commissioners  and  retire  from  the  municipal  police  force  of  a  city  with  a  population  of  400,000  or  more  to  the 

same  extent  such  medical  and  life  insurance  coverage  was  provided  by  the  board  of  police  commissioners  under 

sections  84.350  to  84,860: 

(3)  Shall  make  available  medical  and  life  insurance  coverage  for  purchase  to  the  spouses  or  dependents  of 

commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  retire  from  service  with  the  board  of  police  commissioners  or  the  municipal 

police  force  and  deceased  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  who  receive  pension  benefits  under  chapter  86  at  the 

rate  that  such  dependent's  or  spouse's  coverage  would  cost  under  the  appropriate  plan  if  the  deceased  were  living:  and 

(4)  May  pay  an  additional  shift  differential  compensation  to  commissioned  and  civilian  personnel  for  evening 

and  night  tours  of  duty  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  ten  percent  of  the  officer's  base  hourly  rate. 

10.  A  city  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  that  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  under  sections  84.893 

to  84.896  shall  establish  a  transition  committee  of  five  members  for  the  purpose  of:  coordinating  and  implementing  the 

transition  of  an thoritv.  operations,  assets,  and  obligations  from  the  board  of  police  commissioners  to  the  city:  winding 

down  the  affairs  of  the  board:  making  nonbinding  recommendations  for  the  transition  of  the  no  I  ice  force  from  the  board 

to  the  city;  and  other  related  duties,  if  any,  established  bv  executive  order  of  the  city’s  mayor.  Once  the  ordinance 

referenced  in  section  84.894  is  enacted,  the  city  shall  provide  written  notice  to  the  board  of  police  commissioners  and 

the  governor  of  the  State  of  Missouri.  Within  thirty  days  of  such  notice,  the  mayor  shall  appoint  three  members  to  the 

committee,  two  of  whom  shall  be  members  of  a  statewide  law  enforcement  association  that  represents  at  least  five 

thousand  law  enforcement  officers.  The  remaining  members  of  the  committee  shall  include  the  police  chief  of  the 

municipal  police  force  and  a  person  who  currently  or  previously  served  as  a  commissioner  on  the  board  of  police 

commissioners,  who  shall  be  appointed  to  the  committee  bv  the  mayor  of  such  city. 

84.895.  1.  Except  as  required  for  the  board  of  police  commissioners  to  conclude  its  affairs  and  pursue  legal 

claims  and  defenses,  upon  the  establishment  of  a  municipal  police  force,  the  terms  of  office  of  the  commissioners  of  the 

board  of  police  created  under  sections  84.350  through  84.860  shall  expire,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  84.350  to 

84,860  shall  not  apply  to  any  city  with  a  population  of  400.000  or  more  or  its  municipal  police  force  as  of  such  date. 

The  board  shall  continue  to  operate,  if  necessary,  to  wind  down  the  board's  affairs  until  the  transfer  of  ownership  and 

obligations  under  subsection  2  of  section  84.894  has  been  completed.  During  such  time,  the  board  of  police 

commissioners  shall  designate  and  authorize  its  secretary  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  board  for  purposes  of  performing  the 

board's  duties  and  any  other  actions  incident  to  the  transfer  and  winding  down  of  the  board's  affairs. 

2.  For  anv  claim,  lawsuit,  or  other  action  arising  out  of  actions  occurring  before  the  date  of  completion  of  the 
transfer  provided  under  subsection  2  of  section  84.894.  the  state  shall  continue  to  provide  legal  representation  as  set 

forth  in  section  105.726.  and  the  state  legal  expense  fund  shall  continue  to  provide  reimbursement  for  such  claims 

under  section  105.726.  This  subsection  applies  to  all  claims,  lawsuits,  and  other  actions  brought  against  anv 

commissioner,  police  officer,  employee,  agent,  representative,  or  anv  individual  or  entity  acting  or  purporting  to  act  on 

its  or  their  behalf. 

3.  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  law,  rule,  or  regulation  to  the  contrary,  anv  city  with  a  population  of 

400.000  or  more  that  establishes  a  municipal  police  force  under  sections  84.893  to  84,896  shall  not  be  restricted  or 
limited  in  any  wav  in  the  selection  of  a  police  chief  or  chief  of  the  division  created  under  subsection  8  of  section 

84.894, 


84.896.  Anv  police  pension  system  created  under  chapter  86  for  the  benefit  of  a  police  force  established  under 
sections  84.350  to  84.860  shall  continue  to  be  governed  bv  chapter  86,  and  shall  apply  to  anv  police  force  established 

under  section  84.893  to  84.896,  Other  than  anv  provision  that  makes  chapter  86  applicable  to  a  munici pal  police  force 

established  under  section  84.893  to  84.896,  nothing  in  sections  84.893  to  84.896  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  or 

changing  the  rights  or  benefits  provided  under  chapter  86, 

84.897.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  1.140  to  the  contrary,  the  provisions  of  sections  84.893  to 

84.896  shall  be  non-scverable.  If  anv  provision  of  sections  84,893  to  84.896  is  for  anv  reason  held  to  be  invalid,  such 

decision  shall  invalidate  all  of  the  remaining  provisions  of  this  act. 

105.726.  1.  Nothing  in  sections  105.71 1  to  105.726  shall  be  construed  to  broaden  the  liability  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  beyond  the  provisions  of  sections  537.600  to  537.610.  nor  to  abolish  or  waive  any  defense  at  law  which  might 
otherwise  be  available  to  any  agency,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  state  of  Missouri.  Sections  105.71 1  to  105.726  do  not 
waive  the  sovereign  immunity  of  the  state  of  Missouri. 

2.  The  creation  of  the  state  legal  expense  fund  and  the  payment  therefrom  of  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  benefit  of  any  person  covered  thereby  are  deemed  necessary  and  proper  public  purposes  for  which 
funds  of  this  state  may  be  expended. 

3.  Moneys  in  the  stale  legal  expense  fund  shall  not  be  available  for  the  payment  of  any  claim  or  any  amount 
required  by  any  final  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  against  a  board  of  police  commissioners 
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established  under  chapter  84,  including  the  commissioners,  any  police  officer,  notwithstanding  sections  84.330  and 
84.710,  or  other  provisions  of  law,  other  employees,  agents,  representative,  or  any  other  individual  or  entity  acting  or 
purporting  to  act  on  its  or  their  behalf.  Such  was  the  intent  of  the  general  assembly  in  the  original  enactment  of  sections 
105.71 1  to  105.726.  and  it  is  made  express  by  this  section  in  light  of  the  decision  in  Wayman  Smith.  III.  ct  al.  v.  State 
of  Missouri.  152  S.W.3d  275.  Except  that  the  commissioner  of  administration  shall  reimburse  from  the  legal  expense 
lund|  the  board  of  police  commissioners  established  under  section  84.350.  and]  any  successor-in-interest  established 
pursuant  to  section  84.344  or  section  84.894.  for  liability  claims  otherwise  eligible  for  payment  under  section  105.71 1 
paid  by  such  Iboardlsucccssor-in-interest  up  to  a  maximum  of  one  million  dollars  per  fiscal  year. 

4.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  2  of  section  84.345  or  subsection  2  of  section  84.895.  il  the 
representation  of  the  attorney  general  is  requested  by  a  board  of  police  commissioners  or  its  successor-in-interest 
established  pursuant  to  section  84.344  or  section  84.894.  the  attorney  general  shall  represent,  investigate,  defend, 
negotiate,  or  compromise  all  claims  under  sections  105.711  to  105.726  for  the  board  of  police  commissioners,  its 
successor-in-interest  pursuant  to  section  84.344  or  section  84.894.  any  police  officer,  other  employees,  agents, 
representatives,  or  any  other  individual  or  entity  acting  or  purporting  to  act  on  their  behalf.  The  attorney  general  may 
establish  procedures  by  rules  promulgated  under  chapter  536  under  which  claims  must  be  referred  for  the  attorney 
general's  representation.  The  attorney  general  and  the  officials  of  the  city  which  the  police  board  represents  or 
represented  shall  meet  and  negotiate  reasonable  expenses  or  charges  that  will  fairly  compensate  the  attorney  general 
and  the  office  of  administration  for  the  cost  of  the  representation  of  the  claims  under  this  section. 

5.  Claims  tendered  to  the  attorney  general  promptly  after  the  claim  was  asserted  as  required  by  section  105.716 
and  prior  to  August  28.  2005.  may  be  investigated,  defended,  negotiated,  or  compromised  by  the  attorney  general  and 
full  payments  may  be  made  from  the  state  legal  expense  fund  on  behalf  of  the  entities  and  individuals  described  in  this 
section  as  a  result  of  the  holding  in  Wayman  Smith.  III.  et  al.  v.  State  of  Missouri.  152  S.W.3d  275. 

[84.460.  So  soon  as  the  board  created  herein  shall  hold  their  first  meeting,  it  shall  be  their  duty  to  inform  the  chief  of 
police  and  the  other  officers  of  the  police  force  of  such  city  that  they  require  their  attendance  upon  them  and  obedience 
to  their  orders.  For  failure  to  attend  as  required,  and  for  each  and  every  failure  to  obey  the  lawful  orders  of  said  board, 
the  officers  so  notified  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  recovered  by  action  at  law 
instituted  by  said  board,  in  the  name  of  the  stale.  From  and  after  the  first  meeting  aforesaid,  the  whole  of  the  then 
existing  police  force  in  such  city  shall  pass  under  the  exclusive  management  and  control  ol  the  said  board,  and  be 
subject  to  no  other  control  and  entitled  to  receive  neither  orders  nor  pay,  except  arrearages  then  due.  from  any  other 
authority,  and  shall  so  continue,  subject,  however,  to  removal  or  suspension,  at  the  discretion  ot  said  board,  and  with 
the  power  in  said  board  to  fill  vacancies,  until  said  board  shall  publicly  declare  that  the  organization  ol  the  police  force, 
created  by  sections  84.350  to  84.860  is  complete.  Upon  such  public  declaration,  and  from  the  time  thereof 
thenceforward,  all  ordinances  of  such  city  are  hereby  declared  null  and  void,  so  far  as  they  conflict  with 
sections  84.350  to  84.860  or  assume  to  confer  upon  the  mayor,  chief  of  police,  common  council,  or  any  other  person  or 
persons,  the  power  to  appoint,  dismiss,  or  in  any  way  or  to  any  extent,  employ  or  control  any  police  force  organized  or 
to  be  organized  under  such  ordinances,  or  any  of  them,  and  from  and  after  such  public  declaration  as  aforesaid,  the 
police  force  organized,  or  which  may  be  organized  under  such  ordinances,  or  any  ol  them,  shall  cease  to  exist,  and  its 
functions  and  powers  be  at  an  end.] 

[84.860.  Any  officer  or  servant  of  the  mayor  or  common  council  or  municipal  assembly  of  the  said  cities,  or  other 
persons  whatsoever,  who  shall  forcibly  resist  or  obstruct  the  execution  or  enforcement  ol  any  ol  the  provisions  ol 
sections  84.350  to  84.860  or  relating  to  the  same,  or  who  shall  disburse  any  money  in  violation  thereof,  or  who  shall 
hinder  or  obstruct  the  organization  or  maintenance  of  said  board  of  police,  or  the  police  force  provided  in  said  sections 
to  be  organized  and  maintained,  or  who  shall  maintain  or  control  any  police  force  other  than  the  one  herein  provided 
for.  or  who  shall  delay  or  hinder  the  due  enforcement  of  said  sections  by  failing  or  neglecting  to  perform  the  duties 
therein  imposed  upon  him.  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  one  thousand  dollars  for  each  and  every  offense,  recoverable 
by  the  board  by  action  at  law  in  the  name  of  the  state,  and  shall  forever  thereafter  be  disqualified  from  holding  or 
exercising  any  office  or  employment  whatsoever  under  the  mayor  or  common  council  or  municipal  assembly  of  said 
cities,  or  under  said  sections;  provided,  however,  that  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  interfere  with  the 
punishment,  under  any  existing  or  any  future  laws  of  this  state,  or  any  criminal  offense  which  shall  be  committed  by  the 
said  parties  in  or  about  the  resistance,  obstruction,  hindrance,  conspiracy,  combination  or  disbursement  aforesaid.] 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  7.  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RECEIVED 

DEC  0  ^  20,6 

STAT£  AUDITORS  OFf'-CE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  Version  3  (20 1 8-088) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  7,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of 


•^£c  e/v£0 

Kc  0  7  m 

msEc^Y0FSTATE 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer  . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b),  195.0l0.(17)(g),  195.010.(17) 
(1), 195.010(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r),  195.01 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii).  1 95. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3, 

195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,263.250.1, 

I  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Cannabis  Treatment  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leal,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  “hemn":  the  Fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medieal  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  “Expungcablc  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

g)  "establishment”  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages, 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  sei/er  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that 

which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal. 

display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section 

I  .a)  shall  he  available  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation.  The  following  acts  arc  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense 

under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

a)  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to 

anv  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  1 8  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

f)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been 

given  a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone 

who  is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

Dispensary 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

c)  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  an  random  alphabet  after  verifying  residency. 

6.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keen  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  slate  wide  registry'.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  Missouri  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine 

request  under  rsmo  chapter  6 1 0.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement 

agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of 

Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  paying  fees  of  no  more  then  SI  00.00 

c)  to  assist  with  the  9  dipit  random  alphabet  registry. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 

bv  the  Court. 

8.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  fanner. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  arc  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  stale  or  federal  statutory',  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vole  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  below  section.  A  ves 

vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  vcs.  the  above  section 

remains  anti  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  ves. 

Phis  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105. 

105.1 108.  105.1 1 12,  I95.()l0.(l0)(b)c.l95.0l0.(l())fd).  195.010.M7KmKhb  195.0l().(l7hgh  195.010.fl7>m.l95.(H0f24L 

195.015.4.  I95.0l7.2(4>(r>.  l95.017.2t4K/).  195 .017.2(4)00.195. 140,2(2).  105,202.2.  195.202.3.  195.21 1 .2.  195.211.3. 

195.211,4.  195 .222.7. 1 95 .223. 7,  195.223.8.263.250.1. 

1  .The  following  shall  he  called  the  Cannabis  Legalization  Amendment 

2. Dermition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  intlica. 

cannabis  rudcralis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle- 

preparation.  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  “hemp":  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tiberhoard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  “Expungcablc  marijuana  offense"  arc  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

0  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

g)  “establishment”  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 

manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages. 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in 

Section  1  ,al  are  permitted  for  personal  use  for  persons  2 1  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor's 
recommendation  without  an  age  limit.The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or 

be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that 

which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal. 

display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  he  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means, 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  he  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twentv-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  he  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

any  person. 

tl )  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  he  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy, 

e)  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  he  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  it  person's  use  of  cannabis, 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone 

who  is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twentv-one  years  of  age. 

6.  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  I.  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 
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(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 

only  offenses  which  arc  no  Ion  tier  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  Icunl 
document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Stale  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

10.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

1 1 .  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  /.oiling  rctiuiremem, 
licensin'!  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

1 2.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  bv  article  III  and 
VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

1 3.  All  provisions  of  this  section  arc  sclf-exceulinti  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  7,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


received 

DEC  o  7  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  Version  2  (2018-087) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  7,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 01 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of 


0£C  07  m 
m-S^mOFSTAJ£ 


I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWF.AR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RS Mo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)( b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d),  195.010.(17)(in)(b),  195.010.(17)(g),  195.010.(17) 
(1),  195.0 10(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r),  195.0l7.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 17.2(4)(ii),  195. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3, 

195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

I  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall  apply  to  all  rsmo 

mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  “hemo”:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  “Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  arc  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting.  propagating.  cultivating,  growing.  harvesting.  manufacturinu.  compounding. 

converting-  producing,  processing.  preparing,  testing.  analyzing,  packaging.  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

g)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages. 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  tin  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  sci/er  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  he  required  beyond  that 

which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal. 

display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's  recommendation  and 

Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannabis  as  defined  in  Section 

I, a)  shall  he  available  with  a  doctor's  recommendation.  The  following  acts  arc  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense 

under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

a)  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  a  Horded  to 

any  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

anv  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  he  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

I)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who  been 

given  a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone 

who  is  impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

Dispensary 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

b)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary1  verities  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

c)  The  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  an  random  alphabet  after  verifying  residency. 

6.  The  Department  of  I  leallh  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  Missouri  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine 

request  under  rsmo  chapter  6 1 0.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  warrant.  Law  enforcement 

agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of 

Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  paving  fees  of  no  more  then  SI  00,00 

c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry, 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  nrior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 

bv  the  Court. 

8.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer. 

manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for  medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary 

caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  anti,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020.  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  below  section.  A  ves 

vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vole  yes,  the  above  section 

remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  ves. 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  hv  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105. 

103.1108.  103.1112.  l95.()l().(l()Uhk.l95.QIO.(IO)(dL  l95.0IQ.M7)(m)(hb  195.010.0 7Vp>.  195.m0.n7Mh.l95.010(24L 

103.013.4.  l95.QI7.2(4Hr).  195.017.214)1/).  195 .017.214)00.193. 140,2(21.  195.202.2.  195.202.3.  195,211.2.  195.211.3. 

195.211.4.  1 95. 222.7, 1 95 .223, 7,  195.223.8.263.250.1. 

I  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment  II 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  rudcr.il is.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  arty  product  thereof. 

b)  "hemp":  the  tiher  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis, 

d)  "personal  use"  refers  to  the  11011-medical  consumption  of  cannabis, 

e)  "F.xpungeahlc  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

hitman  body. 

g)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages, 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  relied  that  cannabis  as  defined  in 
Section  I  .at  are  permitted  for  personal  use  for  persons  2 1  of  age  or  older  and  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor’s 
recommendation  without  an  age  limit.Thc  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  tin  offense  under  Missouri  law  or 

be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  2 1  years  or  older. 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 

cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current 

applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that 
which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal. 

display  or  possessing  of  tiny  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician’s  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 
treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 
physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 
anv  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 
recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  slate  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis, 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  tin  employer  to  retain  tin  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  hv  anyone 

who  is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  ofafle. 

6.  Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical  treatment 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  I .  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  nonviolent,  cannahis-onlv  offenses  which  tire  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  he 

immediately  released. 
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fa)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 
only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 
document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-rclalcd  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 
for  anv  offense  covered  by  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  Slate. 

9.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  stale  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

10.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

1 1 .  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  /.onin<i  rec|uirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

12.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  he  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  In  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

1 3.  All  provisions  of  this  section  arc  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  slate  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 

State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 

Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  state 

State  of  Missouri 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

December  7.  20 1 6 

received 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

DEC  0  7  20,6 

state  auditors  office 

State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  Version  I  (2018-086) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  7.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  Spate  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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(  'lUltll  V 

\n. 

i  fl.iss  \  misdcuicmuM  pimidi.thlc.  uoiw  iilM.mdiim  the  piovisioiis  ol  mviihu  5f»0.02l.  IlSMn.  in  the  coitiniry.  lor  a 
1  imprini miiK*ni  iik *l  u«  exceed  «»no  year  in  die  county  jail  *»r  a  1 1 1 1«  not  i<>  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  hodi.  tor  anyone  to 

•:'n  «n\  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  oi  know  inply  to  si«jn  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  lor  the 
mie  measure  lot  the  same  el* a  tion.  or  t* »  sieit  a  peiiiion  u  hen  such  peis%m  know s  he  or  she  is  not  a  lemMered  voter. 

INIIIAIIVI  IM  IlltON 

lothe  Ihmoiahle  l.ison  k.imler.  Seeretaiy  of ’Stale  lor  the  slate  of  Missouri: 

the  uiuleisirMicil.  reeisteretl  voters  ol  the  state  ol  Missouri  ami  County  (or  City  ol  Si  I  niiiM.  respectfully 

oi i li  t  that  the  follow  in**  proposed  amendment  lo  the  eonMitulion  shall  he  submitted  to  the  \otcis  of  the  state  ol*  Missouri,  lot  their 
appro'. .  1 1  .  •«  i  |o  ion.  at  tlie  general  eksiion  it*  he  liekl  on  the  nth  ilay  of  \o\emkr  2d  I N.  ami  eaelt  lor  himself  or  herself  say  s;  |  have 
jui>onallv  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  ol  Missouri  and  County  (orCity  ol’St. 

lout-.)  my  i  ei'Mcred  \ « *i  mo  address  am)  the  name  ot'the  eilv .  town  oi  v  iilat'e  in  wliielt  I  I i\  e  are  correctly  written  alter  im  name. 

received 

|(  KTici.tl  ballot  mil  l 

DEC  0  7  2016 

<  IK(  I  I  \IMU  S  \l  I  IDAYI  I  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

i.o  Missui  i:i.  i  oi  \n  oi 


•  vi:i-  ::i'i  tlnlv  »vv..ui  s.i\  (pnni  w  WjV  iumas  ofsigncisi 


\  Mil 
(Signature) 

Dale 

Signed 

lil  tils  1 1  Kl  DVOIIM.  \  1  >1  >K  1  ss 
l Street.  So  l’< )  Doves)  (City.  1  own  or  t  illage) 

/ip 
( ‘ink* 

Cong. 

Dist. 

\  Mil 

I  Printed  or  1  yped) 

1 

> 

1 

s 

i\ 

s 

>1 

III 

iliis  pace  ..I  1 1 io  loregoing  petition.  :imi  each  of  them  signed  In-,  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  lias 
siaicil  Ins  or  her  name,  reeisiereil  voting  address  and  city,  (own  or  village  corrcctlv.  and  ilia)  each  sinner  is  a  registered  voter  ol  the 
state  i >f  Missouri  and  t  ounty. 

It  K  1 1 1 1  UM(  >R|  I  1 1 1  K I  liV  SWTAK  OK  A1  I  IKM  UNDIK  I'l  N.\l.  TV  Ol-  PI  KJIJKY  HIM  All  SI  A  I  IMI.N  I  S  MAl)l 
I'A  Ml  \KI  I  Kill  AND  COKKIiC  I  AND  IIIAI  I  1 1 A  VI  Nl  NIK  1  i  1. 1 :  N  CONVICI I  D()f.  POUND  (iUll.TY  OP.  OK  I’l. 1:1) 
t  ,|  ||  |  Y  lo  \NY  <>l  I  I  NSI  INYOI  VINCi  I OKCil  KY. 

I  ail!  at  least  Is  scars  of  age.  I  do  vlo  not  (cheek  one)  expect  lo  he  paid  lor  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


l  Name  ol  paver) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  C  ity.  Stale  A:  /ip  C  ode) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


dav  of 


.  A.I) 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Noiarv  (Street.  City.  Stale  A  /ip  Code) 

Nolarv  Public  (Seal) 

M\  commission  expires 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited 
to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(g), 

1 95.0 10.(1 7)(1),  1 95.0 1 0(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.01 7.2(4)(r),  195.0 1 7.2(4)(z),  195.01 7.2(4)(ii), 195.140.2(2),  195.202.2, 
195.202.3,  195.21 1.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

I  The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis 

indica.  cannabis  mdcralis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract.  Ilowcr. 

leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof.  This  Amendment  shall 
apply  to  all  rsmo  mentioning  marijuana. 

b)  “hemp”:  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rone,  stout  fabrics,  liberboard. 
and  paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  “Lxpungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

0  “cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  dial  are  used,  intended  for 

use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting.  propagating.  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing, 

compounding.  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging. 

storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting.  inhaling.  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing 

cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

g)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 

manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures, 
packaucs.  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3 . The  followiim  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  sci/er  or 

forfeiture. 

a)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

b)  Cultivation,  harvestinu  processing.  manufaclurinu.  packaging.  distributing,  transfcrriim,  displaying  or 

possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the 

person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be 
required  hevond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufaclurinu.  packaging, 
distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  with  a  doctor's 
recommendation  and  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  relied  that 
cannabis  as  defined  in  Section  I  .at  shall  be  available  with  a  doctor’s  recommendation.  The  followiim  acts  are  not 
unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture: 

a)  All  Missouri  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  a  Horded  the  same  rights  and  privileges 
afforded  to  anv  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  1 8  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a 
licensed  physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical 

purposes  to  anv  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  will intiness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for 

the  licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  protcssional  licensiim  review  or  hearinu  as 

a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person's  use_ot 

cannabis. 

f)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges  for  providing  cannabis  to  patients  who 
been  given  a  doctor's  a  medical  professional. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  10b  by  his  use  ol  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by 
anyone  who  is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 
Dispensary 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  followiim: 

a)  flic  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical 
treatment. 

b)  If.  primary  caregiver.  the  dispensary  verities  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

c)  flic  patient's  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  an  random  alphabet  after  vcrifvinu  residency. 

6.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Sendees  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keen 
records  of  the  alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry.  The  registry  is  to  verify  it's  a  Missouri  patient  and  it  shall  not  be 
subjected  to  Sunshine  request  under  rsmo  chanter  610.  No  law  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  wilhouLa 
warrant.  Law  enforcement  agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register 
with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Unman  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  paving  fees  of  no  more  then  SI  00.00 

c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Hoard  of  Probation 
and  Parole  for  non-violent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  Statc_ol 
Missouri  under  this  Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and 
criminal  records  shall  be  expunge  bv  the  Court. 

8.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subiect  to  anv  special  zoning 
requirement,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commerciaLor 
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agricultural  fanner,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  lo  grow  cannabis  for  medical 

treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

!?■  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text 

ol  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or 

resolution. 


13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6th  2018, 

In  the  November  general  of  2020.  voters  shall  vole  lo  repeal  ihe  above  section  &  replace  it  will)  the  below  section. 
A  yes  vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  hclow  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  lo  vole  ves,  the  above 

section  remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  yes. 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  hv  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  nan  or  in  whole,  anil  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105.  105.1108.  105,1112.  I95.0l0.(lf))(h)c.l95.()l().(l())(d).  195.0l().(17)(m)(h).  I95,0l0.(17)(g). 

1 95.0 !(),( 17)(l).l  95.0 10(24),  195.015.4.  195.0l7.2(4)(r).  I95.0I7.2(4)(/.).  I95.0l7.2(4)(ii).195. 140.2(2).  195.202.2. 

195.202.3.  195.21 1.2.  195.21 1.3.  195.21 1.4.  I95.222.7.I95.223.7.  195.223.8.263.250.1. 


I  .The  following  shall  he  called  the  Johnson  Amendment  II 
2.Delinition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannaliis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannahis  sativa.  cannabis 

indica,  cannabis  nnleralis.  or  any  variety  of  eannahis.  includinp  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract.  Mower. 

leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  "hemp":  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rone,  stout  fabrics,  lihcrlioard.  and 

pa  per,  the  sister  plant  of  cannahis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  lo  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

c)  “F.xpnnpcahlc  marijuana  olTense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

0  "cannahis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for 

use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing.  harvesting,  manufacturing. 

compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging, 

storing,  or  containing  cannahis.  or  lor  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing 

cannahis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body, 

g)  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannahis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannahis  testing  facility,  a  cannahis  product 

manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannahis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures, 

packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannahis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 
t.  Missouri  Controlled  Substance  relating  to  marijuana  schedule  list  shall  change  to  reflect  that  cannahis  ns  defined 

in  Section  I  .a)  are  permitted  lor  personal  use  for  persons  2 1  of  age  or  older  and  shall  he  available  with  a  doctor's 

recommendation  without  an  aue  limit.Thc  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under 

Missouri  law  or  he  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannahis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older, 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or 
possessing  cannahis.  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannahis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the 
person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will.be 
required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging. 
distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic  fond  or  food  product. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation, 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannahis  therapy  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any 

patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  lo  patients  under  the  age  ot  twenty^ 

one  with  Ihe  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian 
and  a  licensed  physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  he  penalized  lor,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical 
purposes  to  any  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  he  a  criteria  lor 
the  licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  he  subject  lo  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as 
a  result  of  recommending  or  tipproving  medical  cannahis  therapy. 

c )  Any  individual  who  i s  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  he  granted  Ihe  same  tights  and 
privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  cannahis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  he  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis, 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  lo  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannahis, 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  tiny  transportation  device  of  vehiclejiy 
anyone  who  is  impaired  hv  marijuana,  cannahis  or  tiny  other  controlled  substance., 
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c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  vounper  than  twenty-one  years  of 

fa.  Forbid  tiny  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education 

institutions  from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  medical 

treiilniciit 

7.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1 .  following  the  election  that  placed  litis 
Initiative  before  the  people. 

8.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  ol~  Probation 
anti  Parole  for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  tire  no  lonpcr  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  nntler  this  Act 

shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  till  non-violent 

cannabis  only  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

th)  Within  60  Jays  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a 

Icual  tlocnmenl  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 
Missouri  ami  for  any  offense  covered  by  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  he  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court 
clerks  within  the  State. 

0.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  slate  I'uncls  shall  he  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal 
cannabis  laws  involving  ads  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  tinder  this  amendment. 

It),  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor, 

1 1 .  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  he  subject  to  tiny  special  zoning 
requirement,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is 
relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

12.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  eonllictinn  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation 
anti  possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  he  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conlcrretl  by 
article  III  anti  VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

1 3.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  sclf-cxeculine  ami  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text 
of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or 
resolution. 
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Jason  Kander 

James  C.  Kirkpatrick 

State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 

Secretary  or  State 
State  or  Missouri 

Erections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

December  7.  20 1 6 

RECBVBP 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

DEC  o  1  $$ 

State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  X  (20 18-085) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  7.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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( 'miniy 
l»;ii »i-  No. 

i  «  i.i^N  \  uiisik'uu.*;inin  punish. ihlc.  nnlw  ilhstaiuliiu*  lh*.-  pimisions  ol  mviuui  5MMI2I.  I'SMo.  i»»  ilio  contrary.  ! < »r  .1 
K  im  «>t  nii|>iis. .iiHK-n(  1 1* •  i  t»i  lAcwh!  mie  year  111  ilie  coiuiiy  tail  «»r:i  I iiii -  iiiii  i«»  exceed  i*_*i »  ihousnml  dollars  or  hmh.  lor  iiinimc  to 
i“n  . ii i \  untuiii v v*  petition  w  nit  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowinply  lo  sii»n  his  or  her  name  more  Ilian  once  lor  ilie 
aiue  measiiu-  lot  ilie  same  eleeimn.  m  to  mi*ii  a  petition  u  hen  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  retiisiere«l  voter. 

INI  1 1  MIVI  IM  II I  ION 

I.*  1 1 ix*  I  loam  able  Jason  kamler.  Secret. u\  ol  State  lor  the  stale  ol  Missoni  i 

•A  e.  lhe  mnlei Mpned.  registered  voters  « >1  the  slate  ol  Missouri  atul  (ounty  Cor  City  ol  St  I  oui*).  rcspeetlully 

niiK’i  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  lhe  eonstiitiiion  shall  he  submitted  to  lhe  volets  ol  the  stale  ol  Missouri,  lor  their 
.ippo  >\ .  1 1  t»i  t  i«-  imi.  .a  the  eeneial  election  to  he  held  on  the  <»ih  day  ol  Movemlvr.  N.  atul  eaeh  lor  himsell  or  I  terse  1 1  says:  I  have 
peisonnlly  stoned  this  petit  ion:  I  am  a  rcL'istcivd  voter  of  the  state  ol  Missouri  atul  County  CorC  ity  ol  St. 

I  otiis).  itiv  u  Msu  ivi!  voim*' avhlress  ami  the  name  of  lhe  cily.  low  n  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  alter  im  name. 


|(  Mlicinl  Itnllol  lil!e| 


<  IIU  I  I  \  ICHCS  Al  I  IDAVII 


lin  Mlsst  il  UL  t  ol  \\\  i  »I 


RECEIVED 

DEC  0  7  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


tost  dub  suotn  ^.iv  tpnui  oi  t\ j'e  tuttr.c s « »t  signet* » 


\  \MI 
i  Signature) 

1  )ale 
Signed 

RliCiISfl  Kt  D  VOTING  \  1 )  1  )KI  ss 
iSikvi.  No  P< >  lloxes)  |Ciiy.  1  own  or  \  ’illagc) 

/ip 
(  *iulc 

Cong. 

Disi. 

N  AMI 

I  Primed  or  typed) 

1 

■> 

1 

s 

s 

in 

s,‘  ’ !  h'iI  lin-  page  ol  1 1  io  lorcuoing  petition.  ami  o.toli  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  I  hereto  in  my  presenee:  I  believe  lliut  eaeh  has 
siaie.l  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  aiul  eily.  town  or  \  illagc  correctly.  ami  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol  the 
Mate  ol' Missouri  ami  £. ‘’'inly. 


I  I  K  |  III  RM<  )KI  I  III  Kl  HV  SWI  AR  OR  Al  I  IRM  UNI)!  R  I’lNAI  IV  Ol  l‘l  RJURV  IllAl  Al  I  ST  All-Mi  NIS  MADI 
in  Ml  \  R I  |  Kill  ANDC'OKRTT  I  AND  IllAl  I  1 1  AVI  Nl  A  I  R  Itl.lN  CONVKI  I  I)  Ol  .  I  (KIND  (iU'll  lVOI.ORPI.il) 
(,|||  |V  |o  WVOIIINSI  INVOI  VINCi  lORtiIRV. 


I  am  at  least  IS  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not 


(cheek  one)  expect  lo  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


( Name  ol  payer  I 


Signature  of  Affiant  ( Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Primed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Slate  »N  /.ip  Code) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  day  ol 


.  A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  t  Street.  City.  Stale  .N  /ip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Mv  commission  expires 
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This  measure  amends  Article  X  section  26  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  deleting  all  matters 
within  the  enclosed  brackets  and  adding  all  the  underlined  matters  as  required  pursuant  to 
Section  116.050  RSMo. 

Prohibition  on  new  or  local  sales,  use,  or  other  similar  transaction-based  tax  not  [subject  to  such 
tax  as  of  January  1 , 201 51approved  by  voters.  Mandate  voter  approval  before  funding  or 
financing  sport  facilities. 

A.  Section  26.  In  order  to  prohibit  an  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on  the  citizens  of  Missouri 
without  voter  approval,  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  (or  any  similar  transaction-based 
tax)  shall  not  be  expanded  to  impose  taxes  on  any  service  or  transaction  that  was  [not 
subject  to  sales,  use  or  similar  transaction-based  tax  on  January  1,  2015.]  approved  by 
voters. 

B.  Prohibit  funding  of  sports  and  entertainment  stadiums,  centers  recreation  center  or  facilities 

without  voter  approval. 

C.  Prohibit  expansion,  extending,  modifying,  or  amending  current  or  future  bonds,  tax  credits. 


James  c.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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A'f  AUDITOR'S  UH-" 

cvnj  i£y  p  nn  n 

J  DEC  0  6  2018 

fln^nii  U  W) 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6, 20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  1 2  (20 1 8-084) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  ot 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

[Official  Ballot  title] 

DEC  0  5  20 is 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


|, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ _ _  County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERIURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer)  Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ _  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  w  hichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  w  age  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  1  .abor  or  its  successor  agency  ,  w  ith  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  Except  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I  )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 . 2019.  everv  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  vvaecs  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  waucs  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2023.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waire  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  watte  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  watte  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  auenev.  ol'licer.  bureau.  di\ision.  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  ol  the  stale,  ora  cit\.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  1 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiect  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I.  |  No  |  I  xecpl  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  ol  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  pcrcentauc  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  11  ft\  -one  percent,  e fleet iv c  Januan  1 . 2019: 

(2)  llflv -three,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  fifty- five  percent,  effective  Januan  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  llft\ -seven  percent,  effective  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  fiflv-eiuht  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  Januan  1 . 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  bcinu  made  up  b\  the  employer. 

3.  f  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  cit\.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employ  er  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subiect  to  that  subsection  at 
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the  percentage  sol  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsections  I  I  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

200.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherw  ise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  200.530. 

|2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  dilference  between  the  lair  market  value  ol  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  I  he  fair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  | equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |tu'o|  three  years  ol 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  ol  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  anv  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530  that  can  be  uiven  ellect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-084) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as  a 
proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  amends 
Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 


4 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  nc 

calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
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skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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Graves  Garrett  nc 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 


3 


I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 


8 


benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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2001. 
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Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 


9 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $4.4  million  decrease  to  a  $222  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


18-083 


r  DEC  H  2013 


u 


IT.ections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  1 1  (2018-083) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65  ioi 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


cE/V£d 

L  0  5  2016 


10. 


of 


STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  I:\cepl  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  1. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  w  hichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  1  he  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  liv  ing  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  banters  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  l  J.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  1  xccpi  as  ma\  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  Januar\  1. 2019.  cverv  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailinn  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  ncr  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 . 2023.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wauc  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wauc  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  hut  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wauc  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  slate  or  a  political 

subdiv  ision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev.  olTiecr.  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  or  a  cilv.  counl\.  town,  villane.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subicct  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  1 .  |  No  |  Lxccpi  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  bv  the  employer. 

2.  Beninninu  January  1 . 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pav  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wauc  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290, 500  to  290.530: 


( 1 )  lift\-li\e  percent,  effective  Januar\  1. 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  sixiv-fivc  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  seventv-llve  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2023: 

(6)  eiuhtv  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2024: 

(7)  eiuhtv -live  percent,  effective  January  1. 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1. 2026: 

(9)  ninety -liv  e  percent:  effective  January  1. 2027: 

( 1 0)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1. 2028: 

however,  in  all  eases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wauc  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  bcinu  made  up  bv  the  employer. 
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3.  I- or  purposes  ofihis  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department.  aeenc\.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  citv.  count\.  tow  n,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  annl\  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  watte  rate  specified  in  subsections  <  I  )  and  (2)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 

1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sen  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  tw  ice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-083) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  amends 
Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


8 


Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 


28 


Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $4.4  million  decrease  to  a  $224  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


S'’’ ATE  AUDITOR'S  OFF"' 

[aniftnnnnnr, 

^  DEC  0  6  2016 

myon  u  qe/ 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  1 0  (20 1 8-082) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  *  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 

Administrative-:  riii.es  •  business  services  •  emotions  ■  Publications  •  Securities  •  State  archives  •  state  library  •  woi  fner  library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502.  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


290.502.  I .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  1 . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employ  ee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  w  hichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 


2.  I  he  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  I.  2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  liv  ing.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ot 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  l  J.S.  Department  of  I  .abor  or  its  successor  agency  ,  w  ith  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 


3.  Except  as  ma\  be  otherwise  prov  ided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I.  2019.  ever\  employ  er  shall  pa\  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  hv 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  I.  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2024.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wasrc  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  Iona  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  slate,  includinu  a  department,  aacncv.  oflicer.  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  eil\.  county,  town,  v illauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  applv  to  a  public  emphner  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhicct  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |  No  |  Except  as  pro\  ided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  ol  any  employ  ee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  w  ages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wat>es  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  ol' section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  sped  lied  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  llftv-onc  percent,  effective  January  1. 2019: 

(2)  liftv -three,  effective  .human  1 . 2020: 

(3)  11 1 1\  -live  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  filtv-seven  percent,  effective  Januan  I.  2022: 

(5)  lilh-eieht  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixl\  percent,  effective  January  1.2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  sped  lied  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  bciim  made  up  b\  the  employer. 

3.  1  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  applv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  An\ 

public  emphner  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  suhseclioiyat 
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the  pcrccntaue  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

200.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  lo  200.530. 

[2. |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receiv  e  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  v  alue  of  the  goods  and  serv  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  lair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two  |  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-082) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 


2 


allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 


1 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  nc 

effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
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skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 


24 


Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
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its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 
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undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 
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His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $6.7  million  decrease  to  a  $279  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 


18-081 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
1573)751-4936 


Secretary  op  State  elections  division 

State  of  Missouri  <573)75 1-2301 


December  6,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  9  (20 18-081) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


DECEIVED 

DEC  0  5  2016 


mo.seci 


lETAf 


Y  OF  STATE 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  1  xccpt  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 . 
2007.  even  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employ  ee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  pro\  isions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years.  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Tamers  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
b\  the  l  J.S.  Department  of  Tabor  or  its  successor  agency,  w  ith  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  I -xccpt  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I )  oflhis  section,  effective  January  1. 2019.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rale  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher,  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2024.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  watze  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  Tor  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau.  di\ision.  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  ora  cilv.  county.  town,  \illaue.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  1  I  )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subiect  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |  No  |  I  xccpt  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beginning  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below'  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pav  wages  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specilled  in  sections  290.500  to  290,530: 

( 1 )  llfl\-tivc  percent.  cffccliyc  January  T  2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3 )  sixt\  -li\  e  percent,  effccti vc  Januan  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5 )  seventy-live  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2023: 

(6)  eighty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

(7)  eighty  -live  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1. 2026: 

(9)  ninety -live  percent:  effective  January  1. 2027: 

( 1 0)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  I.  2028: 

hoyyever.  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employ  ee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  yvage  spcciticd  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  yvhere  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otheryvise  specilled  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 
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3.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  agency.  oflicer.  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  ol'lhe  state,  or  a  citv.  counts,  town,  village.  school  district.  or  other  political  subdi v  ision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  ( 2 )  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  speeilied  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290. 5U0  to  290.530. 


1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherw  ise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  ot  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 
clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  he  given  el  led  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-081) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $13.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
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skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
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MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
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Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $6.7  million  decrease  to  a  $282  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  8  (20 1 8-080) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street -Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


Received 

DEC  0  5  ?niR 


Wo,  SECRETARY 


OF  STATE 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

.A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1.  l:\cept  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  I  he  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  I.  2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  li\  ing.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Hamers  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  l I.S.  Department  of  I  .abor  or  its  successor  agency .  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  I  xcepl  as  ma\  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  Januan  1.  2019.  even,  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1.00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  five  years,  until  it  reaches  $14.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 . 2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2025.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  watze  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  watze  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  limber  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  ora  cil\.  counl\.  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  appl\  it)  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1  )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiccl  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |  No  |  H.xeepl  as  proxided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  w  ages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Bcuinniim  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below'  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uratuitics  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  waues  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  spccilied  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290, 500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  llftv-one  percent,  effective  Januar\  1. 2019: 

(2)  liftv -three,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  llltv-fivc  percent,  effective  Januan  1. 2021: 

(4)  liftv-seven  percent,  effective  Januan  1 . 2022: 

(5)  llftv-eiuht  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wane  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  w  here  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherw  ise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  beinu  made  up  hv  the  employer. 

3.  I  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  includini’  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  or  a  citv.  count\.  town,  vilkmc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  annh  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  emphner  that  is  suhiccl  to  subsection  ( 1 )  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 
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the  pcrcenUmc  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  200.530. 

1 2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  ser\  ices,  (lie 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  serv  ices  and  the 
minimum  w  age  otherw  ise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly'  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  ol  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employ  ee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  w  hich  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  lor  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  w  ithin  [two  |  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  hv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  he  tiiven  elfect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-080) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $14.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 


2 


allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 

3 


losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 


10 


The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 


12 


(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $9.5  million  decrease  to  a  $343  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Sta  te  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  op  state 
State  of  Missouri 


18-079 

pi  ,-,-re  aubitor's  ofeiop 

^  DEC  0  6  2016 

libwauune/ 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  7  (20 1 8-079) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  Rules  •  Business  Services  •  Elections  •  publica  tions  •  securities  •  state  archives  •  State  Library  •  wolfner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Received 

DEC  0  5  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


|, _ _ _ j  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502.  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  i .  I  xcept  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1 . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  y  ear,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
C  onsumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Tamers  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  l  I.S.  Department  of  Tabor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  1  xcept  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I  )  of  this  section,  effectiv  e  January  I.  2019.  ev  ery  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employ  ee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  live  years,  until  it  reaches  $14.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1, 2025.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  but  the  hitthcr  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hitzher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev.  ofllccr.  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  or  a  cilv.  countv.  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiect  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |  No  |  I  xcept  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receiv  es  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employ  er. 

2.  Beuinniim  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentaue  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pav  wastes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  sped  lied  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  specilied  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( I  )  fifty  -live  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2019; 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1.2020: 

(3)  sixty -live  percent,  effective  January  1. 2021 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  seventy -live  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  eiehlv  percent,  effective  January  1, 2024: 

(7)  ciuhlv-livc  percent,  effective  January  1. 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1, 2026: 

(9)  ninety  -liv  e  percent:  effective  January  1 . 2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1. 2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specilied  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  specilied  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  bciim  made  up  hv  the  employer. 
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3.  l  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includin'.’  a  department,  a  none  v.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  suite,  or  a  citv.  countv.  town.  \  illauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  annlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  nercentauc  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  watte  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( I  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  dillerence  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  lair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  |equal]  amount  etiual  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  anv  provision,  includiim  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  cllect  w  ithout  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-079) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $14.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2024.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2028  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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1 


I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 
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OF 
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B.S.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Current  Positions 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics,  Trinity  University,  2009- 
Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Previous  Positions 

Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU  2004-2009. 

Director,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  2003-2009. 

Abba  P.  Lemer  Professor  of  Economics,  FSU,  2000-2009. 

Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1996-2009. 

Director  of  Research,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1995-2000. 
Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1993-1996. 
Research  Associate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1993-2001, 2003- 
2009. 

Visiting  Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1992- 
1993. 

Research  Affiliate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1992-1993,  2001- 
2003. 

Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1991-1993. 

Assistant  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1987-1991. 

Research  Areas 

Labor  Economics,  Labor  Market  Aspects  of  Pensions,  Labor  Unions,  Racial  and  Gender 
Differences  in  the  Labor  Market,  Minimum  Wage,  Deregulation. 
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Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007 ,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006,  125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005 ,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 
630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001 ,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 

714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 


26 


Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


June  2014 


The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $9.5  million  decrease  to  a  $347  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  ok  State 
State  ok  Missouri 


STATC  AnniTOP'S  OFF'^*= 

... j_/  •  i  .1  i i » uOP 

DEC  0  6  2015 
j  UD  W DU  FDD 


K. lections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  6  (2018-078) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


received 

DEC  0  5  2016 
10.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


j  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ _ ,  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502.  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  1. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 


2.  I  lie  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  I  ot  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  liv  ing  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 


3.  I  xccpl  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1  )  of  this  section,  effectiv  e  Januarv  1. 2019.  cverv  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wattes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wattes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevail iim  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  Januarv  1  of  each  of  the  next  eiuht  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 . 2027.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  Januarv  1. 2028.  and  on  Januarv  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  watte  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  hut  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  by  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  Lor  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

suhdiv  ision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  cilv.  countv.  town,  v  illauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 
stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiect  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  1.  |No|  Except  as  prov  ided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  ol  any  employee  who 
receiv  es  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithslandinu 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 11  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wattes  is  required  to  pav  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,530: 

( 1 )  fifty -one  percent,  effectiv  e  Januarv  1. 2019: 

(2)  fifty-three,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3 )  fiflv -live  percent,  effective  Januarv  1. 2021 : 

(4)  11  ft v -seven  percent,  effective  Januarv  I.  2022: 

(5)  llftv -eiuht  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1.2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specilicd  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  sped  lied  in  sections 
290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  bcinu  made  up  hv  the  employer. 

3.  f  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  slate  or  a  political 
suhdiv  ision  of  the  slate,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  ora  citv.  countv.  town,  v  illauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employ  er  that  is  subiccl  to  subsection  ( 1 )  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiect  to  that  subsection  .at 
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the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  sped  tied  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherw  ise  specified  in  sections  200.500  to  29().;<30. 


1 2.]  4.  1 1' an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receiv  e  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  ol  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  Me  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equalj  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  given  ellect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-078) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  amends 
Sections  290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2027.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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Graves  Garrett  nc 

effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 


9 


suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
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133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 


4 


RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $5.8  million  decrease  to  a  $388  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATG  AUDITOR'S  OFF'^F 


J3U5U3UQMQP 
DEC  0  6  2016 
□  \w/bu  U  He) 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  5  (2018-077) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  *  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  Rules  •  business  services  •  elections  •  Publications  •  securities  •  state  Archives  •  state  Library  •  Woltner  Library 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OE  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Mi 


E/\/£c> 

■'  '' 1  0  5  !0K 

18 :ECRErA^OF  state 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  ot¬ 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  20 1 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Ixcept  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  ! . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  prov  isions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  w  hichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  w  age  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  Jarman  I.  2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  liv  ing.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  banters  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  IJ.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  I'.xcepl  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  nolwilhsiandinu 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I.  2019.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  bv 

$.75  per  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  eiuht  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1. 2027.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2028.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lonu  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waue  reuuired  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  Lor  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdiv  ision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  div  ision,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  ora  citv.  county,  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 
slate.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subicct  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I.  |  No  |  f.xcepl  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstandinu 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  annuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pav  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherw  ise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fifty  -liv  e  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2020: 

(3 )  sixty  -liv  e  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  seventy -five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  eiuhtv  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

(7)  eiuhtv-live  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  I.  2026: 

(9)  ninety -live  percent:  effective  January  1 . 2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  I.  2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  beinu  made  up  bv  the  employer. 
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3.  for  mu-poses  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  slate  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department.  auenc\.  officer,  bureau.  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  ol'lhe  slate,  or  a  eitv.  comm,  town,  v illaue.  school  district,  or  other  political  suhdiv  ision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  annlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  rale  speeilied  in  subsections  ( I  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections  290.500  to  290.X.30. 


1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sen  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  betw  een  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherw  ise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  I  he  fair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  w'age  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includinu  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  w  ithout  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-077) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.00  per  hour,  beginning 
Jan*uary  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.75  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2027.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 


2 


allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 


11 


E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research ,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Lnsurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 


“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001 . 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 


28 


Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53-2005 -C  A-003 612-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 

25.  Christina  Whipple  versus  R.E.S.A,  Inc. 

Atty:  Susan  Haney;  Bexar  County,  Texas;  gave  deposition;  business  damages; 
2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 

Atty:  Michael  Pitt;  Wayne  County,  Michigan;  gave  deposition;  age 
discrimination;  2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  1 1-007645-CL 

27.  Johnny  Cash  versus  State  Farm 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2012;  Case  No.:  Case  No.  I O-CA-2429 


June  2014 


The  Impact  of  a  $10.10  Minimum 
Wage  on  Jobs  and  Taxpayer 
Costs  in  Missouri 


ABOUT  THE  MISSOURI  RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 


With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 

5 


RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 


9 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $5.8  million  decrease  to  a  $396  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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Secretary  op  State 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  4  (20 1 8-076) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  Decembers,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  M ain  Street  •  Jf.fi  erson  City  65101 

ADMINISTRATIVE  RULES  •  BUSINESS  SERVICES  •  F.LECTIONS*  PUBLICATIONS  •  SECURITIES  •  STATE  ARCHIVES  •  STATE  LIBRARY  •  WOLfNEK  LIBRARY 


18-076 


County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title]  RE  EIVED 

DEC  0  5  2016 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
he  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  1-xcept  as  may  be  otherwise  pro\  ided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  I . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  I  he  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  I.  2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 

y  ears,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Hamers  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  I  abor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  I'xcept  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 . 2019.  cverv  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9,05  ncr  hour,  or  uaacs  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.85  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1, 2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 . 2027,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  am  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waize  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waize  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wane  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hiizher  than  the  state  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

suhdi\  ision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  aizencv.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  or  a  cil\.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  cmplowr  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiect  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |  No  |  I  xccnt  as  pro\  ided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beizinnintz  January  1, 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  waizes  is  required  to  pav  waues  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waize  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 


( 1 )  fi fix  -one  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2019: 

(2)  fifty-three,  effective  Januan-  1. 2020: 

(3)  filtv- five  percent,  effective  Januar\  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  fifty-seven  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  fifty -eiszhl  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waize  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290. 502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  heintz  made  up  hv  the  employer. 

3.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  aizenc\.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  ora  citv.  eounl\.  town,  vi  Maize.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

stale.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  appK  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  suhicct  to  subsection  ( I )  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subicct  to  that  subsection  at 
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the  percentauc  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( I  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

200.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  200.500  to  200.330. 


[2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  sen  ices  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sen  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  ol  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employ  ee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  euual  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-076) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.05  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.85  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 


6 


Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 


7 


https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 


12 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


Prepared  for 

Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich 
Circuit  Court  of  Cole  County,  Missouri 


Prepared  by 


David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 
125  Park  Drive 
San  Antonio,  TX  78212 


March  26, 2012 


EXHIBIT 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


1 


I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 
March  26,  2012 
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Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
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133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 
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with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 
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Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-Malki,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $9  million  decrease  to  a  $401  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


ofpce 


ini  DEC  0  6  2016 

1)  lb\iv'au  u 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  3  (2018-075) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

DEC  0  5  2016 

0.  SECRFTAPv  nr 

OF  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502.  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  hxcept  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  w  hichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  y  ear,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Harners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency  ,  w  ith  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  I  xeent  as  max  be  otherwise  nro\  ided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1. 2019.  every  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  waucs  at 

the  rale  of  not  less  than  $9.05  per  hour,  or  wattes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$.85  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 . 2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 , 2027.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  watte  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  watze  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  watte  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  Lor  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includinu  a  department,  aitcncv.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  ora  cit\.  countv.  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

slate.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  emphner  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subieet  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I.  |  No  |  I  xeepl  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  ofthis  section,  no  emphner  ol  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  (illy  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beuinninu  January  1 . 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 1  ofthis  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pav  waues  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  waue  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fifty-five  percent,  effective  Januar\  1. 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2020: 

(3)  sixiv-fivc  percent,  effective  Januar\  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  scvcnlx  percent,  effective  ,lanuar\  I.  2022: 

(5)  seventy-five  percent,  effective  .lanuan  1. 2023: 

(6)  ciuhl\  percent,  effective  JanuaiA  1,2024: 

(7)  ciulm-livc  percent.  effceti\c  January  I.  2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  Januar\  1. 2026: 

(9)  nincl\-fivc  percent:  effective  January  1. 2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1. 2028: 

however,  in  all  eases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  speeilied  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rate  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  hciim  made  up  bv  the  employer. 
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3.  l  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  includiim  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  ora  citv.  comm,  town.  \illaee.  school  district,  or  oilier  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  appK  to  a  public  employer  w  ith  respect  to  its  employees,  An\ 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rale  specified  in  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  2C>().5()()  to  290.530. 


[2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  ol  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  w  age  otherw  ise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  tw  ice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rale  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  he  given  effect  w  ithout  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-075) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $9.05  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $0.85  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015,  Missouri  had 
57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal  minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 

•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 
http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 
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1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 

9 

skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 


12 


(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 


13 


David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 
March  26,  2012 


Appendix  A 


Resume  and  Testimony  of 
David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 


15 


DAVID  A.  MACPHERSON 


3/2012 


Home  Address 


Office  Address 


125  Park  Drive 

San  Antonio,  TX  78212 

(210)-863-4808 


Department  of  Economics 
Trinity  University 
One  Trinity  Place 
San  Antonio,  TX  78212 


Citizenship:  U.S. 

E-mail:  David.Macpherson@trinitv.edu: 

davemacpherson  1  @vahoo  .com 
Webpage:  http :// www. davemacpherson. com 

Ph.D.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

B.S.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Current  Positions 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics,  Trinity  University,  2009- 
Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004- . 

Previous  Positions 

Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU  2004-2009. 

Director,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  2003-2009. 

Abba  P.  Lemer  Professor  of  Economics,  FSU,  2000-2009. 

Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1996-2009. 

Director  of  Research,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1995-2000. 
Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1993-1996. 
Research  Associate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1993-2001, 2003- 
2009. 

Visiting  Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1992- 
1993. 

Research  Affiliate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1992-1993,  2001- 
2003. 

Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1991-1993. 

Assistant  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1987-1991. 

Research  Areas 

Labor  Economics,  Labor  Market  Aspects  of  Pensions,  Labor  Unions,  Racial  and  Gender 
Differences  in  the  Labor  Market,  Minimum  Wage,  Deregulation. 


16 


Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition,  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2011,  130th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648,  650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642, 644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006, 125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647,  649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 

630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brue.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 lh,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 


17 


Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations ,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  40 1  (k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  182-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 


18 


“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review ,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 


19 


"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources ,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 


20 

"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Insurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Sirmans  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  2010,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Simians. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 

“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements :  Global  Perspectives,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001. 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review.  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 
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National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Flousing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401  (k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings,  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $9  million  decrease  to  a  $407  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


BTATg  AUDITOR-8  OFF'CE 

nU3/^nnn/TQc\ 

A  A  AA4A  I  I 


PS 


DEC  0  6  2016 


O^nUUD'E/ 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  2  (2018-074) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  M ain  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 

°EC  0  5  2016 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 


StCrxt;// 


OF  STATE 


_,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502.  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I. 
2007.  even  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  I.  2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  li\  ing.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  ol'the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
b>  the  l  J.S.  Department  of  labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Cxcept  as  ma\  be  otherw  ise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( I  )  of  this  section,  effective  Jarman  1 . 2019.  every  employer  shall  pax  to  each  employee  wattes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rale  or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  hv 

$1.00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  I.  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waue  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2027,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waue  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wage  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  hut  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  long  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  yvaue  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

sulxliy  ision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  dix  ision.  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  oflhc  state,  ora  cit\,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol'the 

stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhicel  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |  No  |  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  yvho 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  yvages  is  required  to  pay  yvages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  ol’the  minimum  yvage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employ  er. 

2.  Beginning  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employ  er  of  anv  employee  yvho  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  yvages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in  excess  ol'the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  ol'the  minimum  yvage  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  yyhcrc  applicable,  the  minimum  yyage  rale  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections  290, 500  to  290,530: 

( 1 )  filly -one  percent,  effective  January  1. 2019: 

(2)  fifty-three,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  filly -five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2021 : 

(4)  11  fly -seven  percent,  efl'eeliye  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  filly -eight  percent,  efl'eeliye  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1.2024: 

hoyvever.  in  all  eases,  total  compensation  for  such  employ  ee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  yvage  speeilied  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  yvage  rale  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

3.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

sulxliy  ision  ol'the  state,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  ol'the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

stale.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employ  er  yyilh  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subicct  to  subsection  ( 1 )  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subicct  to  that  subsection  at 
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the  pcrccntai’c  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wauc  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( 1  )  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  200.500  to  290,530. 

[2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  sen  ices  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  serv  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  1  he  lair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  I  le  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  arc  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  ol 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  waees  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  parauraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530  that  can  he  uiven  ellect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  because  public  employers  are  exempt. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  departmet's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  51%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  until  January  1,  2024  when  tipped 
employees  should  be  paid  60%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in  Section  290.502, 
RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 
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•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 


5 


1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1 .68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
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skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 
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calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http  ://www.  labor.mo,  gov/DLS/minim  um  wane,/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,182. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  from  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Cost*  =  ($8.25  —  current  waget )  *  weekly  hoursi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 
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C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --a25~  current  waged  #  ejastjcjty 

Current  Waget  J 1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  $  1 09.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.gOv/DES/Claim.s/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8  I  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

AT ax  Revenuet  =  (Tax_Afteri  —  Tax_Beforei)  —  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_After;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
TaxBefore;  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSj  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
hours  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,110.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9, 243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tax  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,105; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 
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13 


David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 
March  26,  2012 


Appendix  A 


Resume  and  Testimony  of 
David  A.  Macpherson,  Ph.D. 


15 


DAVID  A.  MACPHERSON 


3/2012 


Home  Address 


Office  Address 


125  Park  Drive 

San  Antonio,  TX  78212 

(210)-863-4808 


Department  of  Economics 
Trinity  University 
One  Trinity  Place 
San  Antonio,  TX  78212 


Citizenship:  U.S. 

E-mail:  David.Macpherson@trinitv.edu: 

davemacpherson  1  @vahoo  .com 
Webpage:  http://www.davemacpherson.com 

Ph.D.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

B.S.,  Economics,  The  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Current  Positions 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics,  Trinity  University,  2009- 
Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Previous  Positions 

Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU  2004-2009. 

Director,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  2003-2009. 

Abba  P.  Lemer  Professor  of  Economics,  FSU,  2000-2009. 

Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1996-2009. 

Director  of  Research,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1995-2000. 
Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1993-1996. 
Research  Associate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1993-2001, 2003- 
2009. 

Visiting  Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Florida  State  University,  1992- 
1993. 

Research  Affiliate,  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy,  FSU,  1992-1993,  2001- 
2003. 

Associate  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1991-1993. 

Assistant  Professor,  Department  of  Economics,  Miami  University,  1987-1991. 

Research  Areas 

Labor  Economics,  Labor  Market  Aspects  of  Pensions,  Labor  Unions,  Racial  and  Gender 
Differences  in  the  Labor  Market,  Minimum  Wage,  Deregulation. 


16 


Teaching  Areas 

Principles  of  Microeconomics  and  Macroeconomics,  Intermediate  Microeconomics, 
Money  and  Banking,  Econometrics  (undergraduate  and  graduate),  Labor  Economics  and 
Labor  Relations  (undergraduate  and  graduate). 

Books 

Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition.  Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013, 
with  James  Gwartney,  Richard  Stroup,  and  Russell  Sobel.  Co-author  on  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Instructor’s  Manual  for  Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice,  14th  edition, 
Southwestern:  Cincinnati,  OH,  2013.  Author  for  instructor’s  manual  for  10th,  11th,  12th, 
and  13th  editions  as  well. 

Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the  Current  Population 
Survey  (2011  Edition),  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Previous  Editions:  Union  Membership  and  Earnings  Data  Book:  Compilations  from  the 
Current  Population  Survey  (Washington:  Bureau  of  National  Affairs,  1994-2010). 

Tables  derived  from  the  Data  Book  are  included  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  201 1,  1 30th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  201 1), 
Tables  663,  665;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2010,  129th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2010),  Tables  648, 650;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States 
2009,  128th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2009),  Tables  642,  644;  Statistical  Abstract  of 
the  United  States  2008,  127th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2008),  Tables  642,  644; 
Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2007,  126th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  2006), 
Tables  645,  647;  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  2006, 125th  Edition 
(Washington:  GPO,  2005),  Tables  647, 649;  Statistical  Abstract  2004-2005,  Tables  638, 
640;  Statistical  Abstract  2003,  Tables  656,  658;  Statistical  Abstract  2002,  Tables  628, 

630;  Statistical  Abstract  2001,  Tables  637,  639;  Statistical  Abstract  2000,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1999,  Tables  718,  720;  Statistical  Abstract  1998,  Tables  712, 
714;  Statistical  Abstract  1997,  Tables  688,  690;  Statistical  Abstract  1996,  Tables  681, 
683;  Statistical  Abstract  1995,  Tables  695, 697;  and  in  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
State  and  Metropolitan  Area  Data  Book,  1997-98,  5th  Edition  (Washington:  GPO,  1998), 
Table  A-22. 

Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  9th  edition,  McGraw-Hill:  New  York,  NY,  2010,  with 
Campbell  McConnell  and  Stanley  Brae.  Co-author  on  5th,  6 th,  7th,  and  8th  editions  as 
well. 

Pensions  and  Productivity,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research:  Kalamazoo, 
MI,  1998,  with  Christopher  Cornwell  and  Stuart  Dorsey. 
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Journal  Publications  (Economics) 

“Computing  Lost  Profits  in  Business  Interruption  Litigation:  A  General  Model,”  Journal 
of  Business  Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis ,  forthcoming,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson  and  Gauri  Prakash-Canjels. 

“Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  forthcoming,  April  2012,  with  William  Even. 

“Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2010,  pp.  190- 
208,  Industrial  Relations,  with  William  Even. 

“Managing  Risk  Caused  by  Pension  Investments  in  Company  Stock,”  National  Tax 
Journal,  September  2009,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 

“Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance, 
March  2008,  pp.  67-93,  with  William  Even. 

“Defined  Contribution  Plans  and  the  Distribution  of  Pension  Wealth,”  Industrial 
Relations ,  July  2007,  pp.  551-581,  with  William  Even. 

“Lost  Profits  Damages  to  New  Businesses:  Adjusting  for  Survival,”  Journal  of  Business 
Valuation  and  Economic  Loss  Analysis,  October  2006,  pp.  1-12,  with  Stanley 
Stephenson. 

“Determinants  and  Effects  of  Employer  Matching  Contributions  in  401(k)  Plans,” 
Industrial  Relations,  July  2005,  pp.  525-549,  with  William  Even. 

"When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  July  2004,  pp.  1 82-200,  with  William  Even. 

“Company  Stock  in  Pension  Funds,"  National  Tax  Journal,  June  2004,  pp.  299-313,  with 
William  Even. 

“Wages,  Sorting  on  Skill,  and  the  Racial  Composition  of  Jobs,”  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2004,  pp.  189-210,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Wealth,”  Research  in  Labor  Economics,  2003, 
pp.  203-226,  with  William  Even. 

“Do  Terminated  Employees  Catch  Up?  Evidence  From  the  Displaced  Worker  Survey,” 
Journal  of  Forensic  Economics,  Spring/Summer  2003,  pp.  185-199,  with  Michael  Piette. 
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“Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Database  from  the  Current  Population  Survey:  Note,” 
Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  January  2003,  pp.  349-354,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

“The  Wage  and  Employment  Dynamics  of  Minimum  Wage  Workers,”  Southern 
Economic  Journal,  January  2003,  pp.  676-690,  with  William  Even. 

“State-Level  Estimates  of  Union  Density,  1964  to  Present,”  Monthly  Labor  Review,  July 
2001,  pp.  51-55,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Wayne  Vroman  (accompanying  data  online). 

"The  Changing  Distribution  of  Pension  Coverage,"  Industrial  Relations ,  April  2000,  pp. 
199-227,  with  William  Even. 

"Occupational  Age  Structure  and  Access  for  Older  Workers,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  2000,  pp.  401-418,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Melissa  Hardy. 

"Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  January  2000,  pp.  125-155,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Estimating  Wage  Differentials:  When  Does  Cost-of-Living  Matter?"  Economic  Inquiry, 
October  1999,  pp.  577-598,  with  Mike  DuMond  and  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Worker's  Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  Industrial  and 
Labor  Relations  Review,  January  1997,  pp.  213-236,  with  Barry  Hirsch  and  Michael 
DuMond. 

"Pensions  and  Training,"  Industrial  Relations,  January  1997,  pp.  81-96,  with  Stuart 
Dorsey. 

"The  Consequences  of  Indexing  Minimum  Wages,"  Contemporary  Economic  Policy, 
October  1996,  pp.  67-77,  with  William  Even. 

"Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  July  1996,  pp.  707-728,  with  William  Even. 

“The  Consequences  of  Non-FICA  Status  in  State  and  Local  Pensions,”  Proceedings  of 
National  Tax  Association  Meetings,  1996,  with  William  Even. 

"Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  Journal  of  Labor 
Economics,  July  1995,  pp.  426-471,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

"Employer  Size  and  Compensation:  The  Role  of  Worker  Characteristics,"  Applied 
Economics,  September  1994,  pp.  897-907,  with  William  Even 

"Gender  Differences  in  Pensions,"  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Spring  1994,  pp.  555- 
587,  with  William  Even. 


"Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?",  Industrial  and  Labor 
Relations  Review,  April  1994,  pp.  439-453,  with  William  Even. 
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"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
pp.  427-438,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"The  Decline  of  Private-Sector  Unionism  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  Journal  of  Human 
Resources ,  Spring  1993,  pp.  279-296,  with  William  Even. 

"Union  Membership  and  Coverage  Data  Available  From  the  Current  Population  Surveys: 
Note."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1993,  pp.  574-578,  with  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"Employer-Provided  Retiree  Health  Insurance:  Who  is  Covered?"  Economics  Letters, 
May  1992,  pp.  95-99. 

"Union  Wage  Differentials  and  the  Effects  of  Industry  and  Local  Union  Density: 

Evidence  from  the  1980s,"  Journal  of  Labor  Research,  Fall  1991,  pp.  419-427,  with 
Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
pp.  87-91,  with  William  Even. 

"A  Note  on  Ownership  and  Performance  in  Manufacturing  Firms,"  Southern  Economic 
Journal,  April  1991,  pp.  1164-1169,  with  Timothy  Dunne. 

"Union  Membership  and  Contract  Coverage  in  the  United  States,  1983-1988,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  October  1990,  pp.  5-33,  with  Michael  Curme  and  Barry 
Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
1990,  pp.  259-265,  with  William  Even. 

"The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  Industrial 
and  Labor  Relations  Review,  April  1990,  pp.  434-446,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  Economics  Letters,  April  1990,  pp.  393-398, 
with  William  Even. 

"Trade  Unions  and  Labor's  Share  in  U.S.  Manufacturing  Industries,"  International 
Journal  of  Industrial  Organization,  March  1990,  pp.  143-51. 
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"The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female  Immigrants," 
Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Business ,  Autumn  1989,  pp.  57-72,  with  James 
Stewart. 

"The  Labor  Supply  and  School  Attendance  of  Black  Women  in  Extended  and 
Nonextended  Households,"  American  Economic  Review  Papers  and  Proceedings,  May 
1989,  pp.  71-74,  with  James  Stewart. 

"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
284. 

"Unionism  and  the  Dispersion  of  Wages  Among  Blue-Collar  Women,"  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“The  Use  of  Post-Loss  Assessments  in  Catastrophic  Financing,”  Risk  Insurance  and 
Management  Review,  forthcoming,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen 
McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Meta  Analysis  of  Selling  Price  and  Time  on  the  Market,”  Journal  of  Housing 
Research,  Issue  2010,  pp.  139-152,  with  Stacy  Simians  and  Lynn  MacDonald. 

“A  Comparison  of  Hurricane  Loss  Models,”  Journal  of  Insurance  Issues,  Spring  20 1 0,  pp. 
31-53,  with  Kathleen  McCullough  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“A  Review  of  the  Development  of  Residual  Market  Mechanisms  in  Florida,”  Journal  of 
Insurance  Regulation,  Summer  2009,  pp.  55-80,  with  Patrick  Maroney,  Charles  Nyce, 
Kathleen  McCullough,  James  W.  Newman  Jr.,  and  Cassandra  Cole. 

“The  History  of  Property  Tax  Capitalization  in  Real  Estate,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Simians. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Title  Insurance  Industry:  Examining  a  Decade  of  Growth,”  Journal  of  Insurance 
Regulation,  Summer  2007,  pp.  23-51,  with  Randy  Dumm  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“The  Value  of  Housing  Characteristics:  A  Meta  Analysis”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Finance  and  Economics,  November  2006,  pp.  215-240,  with  Stacy  Sirmans,  Lynn 
MacDonald,  and  Emily  Zeitz. 

"The  Composition  of  Hedonic  Pricing  Models,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue 
1  2005,  pp.  3-43,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
133-155,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Affinity  Programs  and  Real  Estate  Brokerage,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Research , 
November-December  2001,  pp.  337-351,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Neighborhood  Diversity  and  House  Price  Appreciation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Finance 
and  Economics,  January  2001,  pp.  81-97,  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

“Forecasting  Seniors  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Portfolio 
Management,  1999,  pp.  259-74,  with  G.  Stacy  Sirmans. 


Publications  in  Books 

“Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  with  William  Even,  in  Overcoming 
Barriers  to  Entrepreneurship,  ed.  Diana  Furchtgott-Roth,  Rowman  &  Littlefield,  2008. 

“Measuring  Union  and  Nonunion  Wage  Growth:  Puzzles  in  Search  of  Solutions”  with 
Barry  Hirsch  and  Edward  Schumacher,  in  Changing  Role  of  Unions:  New  Forms  of 
Representation,  Phanindra  Wunnava,  M.E.  Sharpe,  2004. 

“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
Movements:  Global  Perspectives ,  ed.  Deborah  M.  Figart,  Routledge,  2004. 

“Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  with  William  Even,  in  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of 
Tomorrow,  eds.  Olivia  S.  Mitchell,  David  S.  Blitzstein,  Michael  S.  Gordon,  and  Judith  F. 
Mazo,  University  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  2003. 

"Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings,"  with  William 
Even,  in  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States,  eds.  Susan 
Houseman  and  Alice  Nakamura,  W.E.  Upjohn  Institute,  2001. 

“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 

“The  Effect  of  a  Job  Loss  on  the  Employment  Experience,  Benefits,  and  Retirement 
Savings  of  Bank  Officers,”  with  Jill  Quadagno  and  Jennifer  Keene,  in  Ensuring  Health 
and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 
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"Gender-Related  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even,  in  Women  and 
Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review.  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal ,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 

National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow, 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Plousing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401  (k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings,  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review ,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics, 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical.  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award"  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993-Spring  1995, 

Fall  1998-Fall  1999,  Fall  2001,  Fall  2006-. 

Comprehensive  Examination  Committees: 

Member,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1994. 

Member,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1992,  Spring  1994,  Fall  1994, 
Fall  1995,  Fall  1996,  Spring  1997,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Masters  Comprehensive  Exam  Committee,  Fall  1994,  Spring  1998. 

Chair,  Ph.D.  Labor  Field  Exam  Committee,  Spring  1993-Fall  1993,  Spring  1995, 
Spring  1996,  Spring  2000,  Spring  2001,  Fall  2001. 


Miami  University 

Computing  Task  Force,  Department  of  Economics,  1991-92. 

Recruiting  Committee,  Department  of  Economics,  1990-92. 

Economics  Club  Advisor,  1988-1991. 

Research  Associate,  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  1988-92. 
Delta  Sigma  Pi  Chapter  Advisor,  1988-89. 

Student  Finance  Committee,  Student  Affairs  Council,  1988-89. 

Omicron  Delta  Epsilon  Advisor,  1987-88. 

Theses,  Extended  Papers,  and  Dissertations 

Undergraduate  Honors  Thesis: 

Chair,  Leela  Hebbar,  1995 

Member,  Nicole  Cubies,  2006 
Member,  John  Stutts,  2006 
Member,  Todd  Crannell,  2000 
Member,  Mark  Plotnick,  2000 
Member,  Bobby  Pittman,  1998 

MS  Thesis  and  Extended  Paper: 

Chair,  Maria  Arce-Trigatti,  2009 
Chair,  George  Holescko,  2000 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1994 


Member,  Shael  Wolfson,  2000 


Member,  Lehr  Eliason,  2000 
Member,  Steve  Muri,  2000 
Member,  Ken  Meier,  1998 
Member,  Tarteshia  Williams,  1995 
Member,  Richard  Page,  1994 

PhD  Dissertation: 

Chair,  James  Farrell,  2009 
Chair,  Mark  Keightley,  2008 
Chair,  Ali  Al-MalW,  2007 
Chair,  Carter  Doyle,  2005 
Chair,  Edward  Wolpert,  1998 
Chair,  J.  Michael  DuMond,  1997 

Member,  Bogdan  Daraban,  2007 
Member,  Russell  Engel,  2007 
Member,  Li  Feng,  2006 
Member,  Chuck  Skipton,  2003 
Member,  Nicole  Yurgin,  2003 
Member,  Jennifer  Troyer,  1999 
Member,  Josefina  Tranfa,  1999 
Member,  Shaliesh  Bandarhi,  1998 
Member,  James  Freeman,  1998 
Member,  Brian  Nottage,  1998 
Member,  Ben  Shippen,  1995 
Member,  Ed  Schumacher,  1994 

Outside  Member,  Stephanie  Burge,  Sociology,  2006 
Outside  Member,  Reg  Albritton,  Special  Education,  2005 
Outside  Member,  Kim  Shuey,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Andrea  Willson,  Sociology,  2001 
Outside  Member,  Phyllis  Keys,  Finance,  1998 
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David  A.  Macpherson 

Depositions  and  Trial  Testimony:  2008  to  2012 

1 .  Angela  Speed  and  Adrian  Speed  vs.  Hertz  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Brevard  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2008;  Case  No:  05-2005-CA-065447 

2.  Patricia  Morrison  vs.  Anthony  Mork  and  Microspine  Surgery 

Atty:  Steven  Andrews;  Walton  County,  Florida;  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury; 
2008;  Case  No:  06000249CA. 

3.  James  Tomaselli  vs.  State  of  Florida,  Department  of  Corrections 

Atty:  Gordon  Leech;  Martin  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
termination;  2008;  Case  No:  01-554-CA. 

4.  Russell  Martin,  et  al.  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  et  al. 

Atty:  Andrew  Coffman;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
5Division;  gave  deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2008;  Case  CA  File  No:  1 :07- 
cv-00326-BBM 

5.  McCabe,  et  al.  v.  Harmon  Fruit,  et  al. 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Polk  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death;  2008; 
Case  53 -2005-C  A-003 6 1 2-0000-00 

6.  Thomas  Faulkner  v.  Michael  Chertoff  and  Department  of  Homeland  Security 

Atty:  John  Davis;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  termination;  2009;  Case  4:08CV341-SPM/WCS 

7.  Matthew  Debord  and  Tabitha  Debord  vs.  G  &  S  Material  Service  et  al. 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  3:07cv365-LAC/MD 

8.  Jessica  Loveday  vs.  USA 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  U.S.  District  Court;  Northern  District  of  Florida;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2009;  Case  1 :08cv205/SPM 

9.  Julia  Keyes  vs.  AIG 

Atty:  Larry  Perry;  Jackson  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  injury; 
2009;  Case  08706CA 

10.  Estate  of  Linda  DePuy  vs.  Broeseker  et  al. 

Atty:  Steve  Andrews;  Leon  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition;  wrongful  death; 
2009;  Case  2007  CA  2509 
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11.  Oliver  and  Sollman  vs.  VSoft  Inc. 

Atty:  Larry  Pankey;  U.S.  District  Court,  Northern  District  of  Georgia,  Atlanta 
Division;  gave  deposition;  age  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  1:09-CV- 
0185 

12.  Yolanda  Young  vs.  Covington  and  Burling,  LLP 

Atty:  Latif  Damon;  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia;  gave 
deposition;  racial  discrimination;  2009;  Case  CA  File  No:  L09-CV-0464  RBW 

13.  Deborah  Suboh  vs.  Mark  Bergeson  et  al. 

Atty:  Stephanie  Wright  and  Charlotte  Perrell;  Georgia,  Dekalb  County;  Case 
07A77585-5,  gave  deposition;  legal  malpractice;  2010. 

14.  Rolando  Simmons  vs.  Davis  and  Peterson 

Atty:  Hubert  Brown;  Florida,  Calhoun  County;  Case  2008-01 50-CA,  gave 
deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  medical  malpractice;  2010. 

15.  Lorie  J.  Marshall,  et  al.  vs.  H  &  R  Block  Tax  Services,  Inc. 

Atty:  Allan  Steyer;  U.S,  U.S.  District  Court 

Southern  District  of  Illinois;  Case  No.  3:08-CV591-MJR;  gave  deposition; 
consumer  damages;  2010. 

16.  Daren  Davis  vs.  Joseph  Austin  and  Terry  Roberts  Work  Site 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Osceola  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2006  CA  002997  AN 

17.  David  Darrow  vs.  Adventist  Health  Systems/Sunbelt  Inc. 

Atty:  Anthony  Caggiano;  Florida,  Orange  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  48-2009-CA-004897-0 

18.  Samuel  Gonzalez  vs.  Gurdev  Singh  Nijjar  et  al. 

Atty:  Ramon  Rodriguez;  Texas,  El  Paso  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  2007-01 1 

19.  John  Davis  vs.  Devereux  Foundation. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Brevard  County;  gave  deposition;  wrongful 
injury;  2010;  Case  99-15992-CA-F 

20.  Al  Kowalski  vs.  et  al.  YellowPages.Com,  LLC 

Atty:  Peter  Pearlman;  U.S.  District  Court  Southern  District  of  New  York;  Case 
No.  10-7318  (PGG);  gave  deposition;  consumer  damages;  2011. 

21.  Christina  Glover  and  Jason  Glover  vs.  Publix  Super  Markets 

Atty:  Phelicia  Steill;  Florida,  Leon;  Case  No.  08  CA  2695;  gave  deposition; 
wrongful  injury;  2011. 


22.  Lissette  Cartagena  and  William  Cartagena  vs.  Bracero  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Orange  County;  Case  No.  07-CA-2645  DIV  34; 
gave  deposition  and  testified  at  trial;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

23.  Lillie  Conyers  and  James  Conyers  vs.  Werner  Enterprises  et  al. 

Atty:  Thomas  Brown;  Florida,  Jackson  County;  Case  No.  09-1 174-CA;  gave 
deposition;  wrongful  injury;  2011. 

24.  Shannon  McCants  vs.  Wackenhut  Corporation 

Atty:  Dawn  Pompey  Whitehurst;  Duval  County,  Florida;  gave  deposition  and 
testified  at  trial;  wrongful  death;  2011;  Case  No:  16-2008-CA-014834 
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2011;  Case  No.:  2009-CI-17074 

26.  Daniel  Plouffe,  et  al.  versus  General  Motors,  LLC 
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With  origins  dating  back  to  1916,  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association  (MRA)  is  a  statewide  trade  association 
representing  over  1,500  member  establishments.  The  associations  membership  is  diverse,  and  includes  full 
service,  fast  casual,  and  quick  service  restaurants,  cafeterias,  hotels,  schools,  institutions,  contract  feeders, 
and  ancillary  foodservice  providers  such  as  theme  parks.  The  association  has  been  successful  in  securing 
support  from  virtually  every  segment  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry. 

MRA  includes  seven  chapters  as  extensions  of  the  parent  organization,  each  with  its  own  Officers,  Board 
of  Directors,  and  limited  budget.  The  association  is  governed  by  a  Board  of  Directors  comprised  of  five 
Officers,  33  Directors,  and  each  President  of  the  seven  affiliated  chapters. 

MRA  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  needs  of  the  foodservice  and  hospitality  industry,  enhancing  and 
improving  its  growth  and  development,  assisting  and  educating  its  members  in  operating  more  effectively, 
improving  the  political  and  social  environment  in  which  the  industry  conducts  business,  for  the  benefit  of 
its  members,  patrons,  employees,  and  the  well-being  of  the  community. 


David  A.  Macpherson  is  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University.  He  received 
undergraduate  and  doctoral  degrees  in  economics  from  Pennsylvania  State  University. 

Dr.  Macpherson  has  published  over  60  articles  in  leading  economics  and  real  estate  journals 
including  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  and  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Economics  and  Finance. 
His  research  has  been  funded  by  a  variety  of  entities  including  the  National  Science  Foundation, 
Florida  Legislature,  and  the  National  Association  of  Realtors.  He  is  co-author  of  the  undergraduate 
labor  economics  text,  Contemporary  Labor  Economics,  as  well  as  the  principles  of  economics  text, 
Economics:  Private  and  Public  Choice.  He  is  included  in  Who’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition, 
which  includes  the  1,200  most  frequently  cited  economists. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $9  million  decrease  to  a  $401  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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Secretary  of  State 
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DEC  0  6  2016 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  6,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  1  (2018-073) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  December  5, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 

DEC  0  5  2016 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

.A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  he  otherwise  pro\  ided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  1. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 

y  ears,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  1  i \  ing.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  l  Than  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  I  abor  or  its  successor  agency .  w  ith  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  I  xcepl  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I.  2019.  even,  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  watzes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $8.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevail iim  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  waste  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  Januan  1  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 . 2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1. 2027.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wage  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  hut  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  watte  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  ‘'public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumcntalilN  of  the  state,  or  a  citx.  county,  town.  \  illattc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subiect  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I.  |  No  |  Except  as  pro\  ided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beginning  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pav  wages  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fitl\ -fixe  percent,  effective  Januan  I.  2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  sixty  -fix  e  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  sex' entv -llv e  percent,  effective  January  1 .  2023: 

(6)  eighty  percent,  effective  January  1, 2024: 

(7)  cighlv-fixe  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1. 2026: 

(9)  ninety -fixe  percent:  effective  January  I.  2027: 

( 10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  I.  2028: 

howev  er,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  bv  the  employer. 
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3.  l  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  auenew.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  cilv.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  annh  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  An\ 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 )  ol  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhiect  to  that  subsection  at 

the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  rale  specified  in  subsections  ( 1  >  and  (2)  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  sneeilled  in  sections  290.500  to  290. s3(). 

[2. |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  sen  ices  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  an\  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sen  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherw  ise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  w  ages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  1  le  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employ  ee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  given  el  lect  w  ithout  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-073) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  December  6,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  290  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  information  as  an  opponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  defer  to 
the  Office  of  Administration  regarding  any  costs  associated  with  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department,  as  public  employers  are  exempt  from 
the  new  provisions. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  this  proposal 
would  have  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on  their  department  since  government  employees  are 
exempt  from  its  provisions.  However,  employees  of  certain  entities  that  receive  funding 
through  the  department's  budget  would  be  impacted,  such  as  Medicaid  Home  and 
Community  Based  Services  vendors/providers  and  Area  Agencies  on  Aging. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  it  appears  Sections 
290.502.4  and  290.512.3  would  exclude  public  employers  from  the  provisions  of  290.502 
subsection  (3)  and  290.512  subsection  (2).  They  are  a  part  of  the  definition  of  public 
employers.  Therefore  they  assume  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  petition  will  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  -  Budget  and 


Planning  Division  for  a  statewide  response  on  how  this  petition  may  impact  state 
revenues. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department.  They  defer  to  the  Office  of  Administration  for  response  to  this  fiscal  note 
request. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  cost  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  proposal  amends  Sections 
290.502,  290.512,  290.527,  RSMo  and  adds  Section  290.529,  RSMo. 

Section  290.502,  RSMo,  increases  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.00  per  hour,  beginning 
January  1,  2019  and  by  another  $1.00  per  hour  each  year  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour 
beginning  January  1,  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  will  be  adjusted  annually 
based  on  the  increase/decrease  in  the  cost  of  living. 

Section  290.512,  RSMo,  increases  the  base  salary  for  tipped  employees.  Effective 
January  1,  2019,  employers  must  pay  at  least  55%  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  to  tipped 
employees.  Each  year  thereafter  the  rate  increases  by  five  percent  until  January  1,  2028 
when  tipped  employees  should  be  paid  100%  of  the  minimum  wage  as  established  in 
Section  290.502,  RSMo. 

The  proposal  exempts  public  employers  from  both  requirements;  therefore,  there  would 
be  no  cost  to  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Because  no  tax  rates  are  affected,  there  is  no  direct  impact  on  general  and  total  state 
revenues.  However,  these  proposals  may  have  several  indirect  affects  which  could 
impact  revenue  collections  by  an  unknown  amount,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Increased  wages  for  certain  employees.  According  to  the  US  BLS,  in  2015, 
Missouri  had  57,000  hourly  employees  earning  wages  at  or  below  the  federal 
minimum  wage;1 

•  Increased  consumption  by  those  employees; 


http://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/minimum-wage/2015/home.htm 


•  Lower  overall  employment  (if  employers  choose  to  hold  costs  steady); 

•  Lower  business  investment  (if  employers’  payrolls  increase); 

•  Increased  prices  as  firms  pass-through  labor  costs. 

This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  for  their  office  as  it  would 
be  exempt  from  the  provisions  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  excluded  from  operation  of  the  proposal. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  there  would  be  no  direct  fiscal  impact  on 
employee  salaries.  However  there  would  be  a  potential  increase  cost  in  the  capital 
projects.  We  have  no  way  of  predicting  that  value. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  we  do  not  see  an  impact  on  the 
University  of  Missouri  System. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  there  will  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
university  for  this  fiscal  note. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  the  proposed  statutory 
amendment  will  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  24,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit(5)auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor.mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions 

Proposal  1  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  2  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  3  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  4  $15  by  2026  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  5  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  6  $15  by  2027  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  7  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  8  $14  by  2024  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  9  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  10  $13  by  2023  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 

Proposal  11  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  100%  by  2028 

Proposal  12  $12  by  2022  and  Tipped  Minimum  Wage  at  60%  by  2024 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above- 
referenced  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  fiscal 
impact  information  to  assist  your  office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve 
proposed  Minimum  Wage  Initiative  Petitions. 

The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of  the  initiative  in  the  final  phase-in  year  is 
summarized  in  the  right-most  column  of  Table  2  below.  The  estimated  net  fiscal  impact  for  each  version  of 
the  initiative  for  2019  and  2020  -  the  first  two  fiscal  years  of  implementation  -  is  summarized  in  Table  3 
below. 

Our  analysis  estimates  the  impact  of  each  of  the  twelve  proposed  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales 
and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  follow  the  process  that  has  been  used  in  the  past  to 
estimate  the  impact  of  minimum  initiative  petitions  on  state  and  local  sales  and  personal  income  tax,  with 
some  refinements.  We  also  address  certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  from  the  minimum  wage  increases  public  workers  employed  by  the  state 
or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are  not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll 
costs.  Accordingly,  we  do  not  include  in  our  analysis  any  such  estimates. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide  and  the  Impact  on  Their  Wages 


Table  1.  Summary  of  the  Number  of  Affected  Workers  and  Aggregate  Wage  Increases  for  the  Final  Year  of 
Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Year  of 

Peak 

Minimum 
Wage  (MW) 

Proposed  Peak 
MW 

Tipped  MW  in 
Peak  MW  Year 

Workers  Affected 
by  MW  Increase 

Aggregate  Annual  Wage 
Increase  in  Nominal  Dollars 

1 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

2 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

3 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

4 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,117,399 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

5 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

1,097,200 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

6 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

1,096,645 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

7 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

1,044,718 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

8 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

1,043,118 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

9 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

949,801 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

10 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

944,495 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

11 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

867,022 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

12 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

858,952 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Data  from  2014. 


Across  the  twelve  proposals  analyzed,  the  total  aggregate  wage  increase  for  workers  in  Missouri  ranges  from  a  low  of 
$4,517  billion  (Proposal  12)  to  a  high  of  $8,294  billion  under  Proposals  1  and  3.  While  some  proposals  have  the  same 
final  impact  numbers,  they  have  different  impacts  in  the  initial  years  (not  listed)  based  on  the  relative  pace  of  increases 
in  earlier  years.  A  full,  year-by-year  impact  analysis  is  presented  in  Appendix  Tables  1  through  12  below. 

The  wage  impact  of  an  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  is  calculated  using  the  following  procedure.  The 
American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  Public  Use  Micro  Sample  for  the  most  recent  year  available  (2014)  for  the  State  of 
Missouri  was  downloaded  from  the  US  Census  Bureau.  The  ACS  was  chosen  over  the  Current  Population  survey  because 
the  ACS  has  a  significantly  larger  sample.  We  followed  the  method  of  Perry,  Thomason,  and  Bernhardt  (2016)  for 
calculating  an  hourly  wage  rate  from  the  ACS  based  on  observed  total  annual  wage  income,  typical  hours  worked  each 
week  and  weeks  worked  per  year.  Since  ACS  income  figures  are  clustered  around  whole-numbers,  we  smoothed  the 
wage  distribution  by  randomly  adding  or  subtracting  $0.25  from  each  wage  figure. 

Wage  adjustments  were  made  only  for  those  individuals  earning  less  than  the  proposed  minimum  wage,  or  proposed 
tipped  minimum  wage.  We  did  not  make  additional  adjustments  for  the  "ripple  effect"  of  minimum  wage  increases  on 
workers  earning  slightly  above  the  new  threshold.  Recent  evidence  suggests  that  workers  earning  up  to  15%  above  of 
the  minimum  wage  also  receive  small  increases  in  response  to  a  minimum  wage  increase.  (See  Wicks-Lim  (2006)  and 
Dube,  Giuliano  and  Leonard  (2015)).  Thus,  the  estimated  impacts  listed  above  are  likely  to  be  smaller  than  the  actual 
impact  of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  level. 

All  wage  earners  are  included  in  this  calculation.  To  be  consistent  with  past  estimates,  public  employees  should  have 
been  excluded.  Employees  in  the  public  sector  were  included  because  the  ACS  does  not  have  a  published  variable  that 
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allows  for  identification  of  public  employees.  This  inclusion  of  public  employees  will  have  a  minimal  impact  on  our 
results.1 

All  wages  from  the  2014  survey  were  adjusted  upward  to  account  for  inflation  between  the  time  of  the  survey  and  the 
time  of  measurement  of  the  impact.  Actual  inflation  was  to  adjust  wages  to  2015.  For  all  subsequent  years  between 
2016  and  2028,  baseline  wages  were  inflated  by  the  annual  average  rate  of  change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Workers  (CPI-U)  for  the  Midwest  region.  The  2015  and  2016  Missouri  Minimum  wage  of  $7.65  was  adjusted  by 
the  same  factor  prior  to  measuring  the  impact  of  a  change  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage  in  2019. 

After  these  adjustments,  the  resulting  hourly  wage  of  all  employees  was  compared  to  the  proposed  minimum  wage.  A 
total  of  twelve  proposals  were  analyzed.  For  each  proposal,  we  constructed  a  baseline  wage  scenario  which  used  only 
basic  wage  changes  from  expected  inflation  rates  to  predict  each  ACS  respondent's  hourly  wage  rate  in  each  year 
between  2019  and  2028.  We  then  constructed  a  counterfactual,  or  "proposed"  wage  distribution  for  each  worker  under 
all  twelve  minimum  wage  proposed  scenarios.  Since  the  minimum  wage  proposals  offered  six  different  paths  for  raising 
the  minimum  wage  for  all  non-tipped  private  sector  workers,  and  two  different  wage  paths  for  tipped  workers  (for  each 
proposal),  we  create  separate  minimum  wage  changes  for  tipped  and  non-tipped  workers.  Specifically,  we  used 
information  on  a  worker's  occupation  and  observed  wage  levels  to  separately  identify  tipped  workers  and  assign  them 
the  proposed  tipped  minimum  wage  in  each  year,  rather  than  the  higher  non-tipped  minimum  wage.2 

If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  less  than  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  of  an  employee,  then  no  impact  was 
calculated.  If  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  more  than  the  hourly  earnings  on  an  employee,  then  the  difference 
between  the  inflation-adjusted  hourly  earnings  (i.e.  baseline)  and  the  proposed  minimum  wage  was  calculated.  That 
difference  was  multiplied  by  the  number  of  hours  the  employee  worked  in  the  year  to  calculate  the  annual  impact  for 
that  employee.  The  result  was  then  multiplied  by  a  weighting  factor  for  that  employee  in  the  population.  The  total 
impact  for  the  State  of  Missouri  was  then  summed  across  all  affected  workers  to  generate  a  total  estimated  increase  in 
wage  income  in  the  state. 


II.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Employment 

Next  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  the  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  employment.  Opponents  often 
claim  that  minimum  wage  increases  may  reduce  employment  in  a  state.  If  that  were  true,  then  those  employment 
reductions  would  result  in  reductions  in  state  income  and  sales  tax  revenue  or  increases  in  unemployment-related  costs 
to  the  state. 

However,  as  explained  in  greater  detail  below,  review  of  the  most  credible  recent  empirical  research  on  the  minimum 
wage  shows  that  increases  have  had  no  discernible  impact  on  aggregate  employment  levels.  Larger  $15  minimum  wage 
increases,  such  as  those  adopted  recently  in  New  York,  California,  Seattle  and  other  jurisdictions,  have  not  yet  been 
studied  to  determine  whether  the  same  holds  true  for  them.  While  it  is  possible  that  there  may  be  some  employment 


1  For  Missouri's  state  employees,  this  can  be  validated  by  viewing  the  earnings  of  all  state  employees  at: 

http://mapvourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Employees/.  Larger  counties  and  cities  will  also  have  almost  all  public  employees  earning  more 
than  the  highest  proposed  minimum  wage.  Local  public  employees  in  small  counties  and  towns  may  have  some  public  employees 
who  earn  less  than  the  highest  proposed  minimum. 

2  We  defined  tipped  workers  as  those  employed  in  occupations  that  typically  receive  a  large  share  of  income  as  tips.  These 
occupations  were  'Bartenders',  'Waiters  and  Waitresses',  'Food  Servers,  Non-restaurant'  and  'Miscellaneous  food  preparation  and 
serving  related  workers  including  dining  room  and  cafeteria  attendants  and  bartender  helpers.' 
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losses  from  such  larger  minimum  wage  increases  as  the  result  of  increased  use  of  automation  or  other  factors,  we  offset 
this  potential  negative  effect  by  not  also  calculating  the  positive  potential  job  growth  stemming  from  multiplier  effects 
of  the  spending  of  minimum  wage  workers  who  receive  substantial  raises.  There  is  substantial  research  to  indicate  that 
increases  in  the  minimum  wage  have  multiplier  effects  that  increase  the  direct  effects.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
the  likely  increases  in  wages  to  individuals  who  earn  above  the  proposed  minimum  wages,  the  wage  and  tax  impacts 
summarized  in  the  table  are  considered  conservative  estimates  relative  to  the  total  impact  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  increasing  the  minimum  wage  to  the  proposed  levels. 

Economists  have  conducted  hundreds  of  studies  of  the  employment  impact  of  the  minimum  wage.  A  meta-study— a 
formal  statistical  study  of  studies— by  Doucouliagos  and  Stanley  (2009)  reviewed  all  the  research  conducted  over  the 
last  three  decades  on  the  employment  impact  of  minimum  wage  increases  on  teenagers  in  the  United  States.  The 
researchers  concluded  that  the  bulk  of  the  studies  find  that  higher  minimum  wages  have  had  little  or  no  discernible 
effect  on  the  employment  prospects  of  low-wage  workers.  Their  study  followed  a  rigorous,  peer-reviewed  procedure 
and  has  the  advantage  of  using  a  set  of  predetermined,  objective  criteria  for  weighing  the  validity  of  statistical  findings 
across  studies  with  different  results.  (Source:  Doucouliagos,  Hristos  and  T.  D.  Stanley.  2009.  “Publication  Selection  Bias 
in  Minimum-Wage  Research?  A  Meta-Regression  Analysis."  British  Journal  of  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  47,  no.  2,  pp.  406- 
28.) 

Recent  theoretical  and  empirical  research  emphasizes  several  explanations  for  the  consistently  negligible  employment 
impacts  of  moderate  increases  in  the  minimum  wage.  First,  relative  to  total  wage  costs,  minimum  wage  increases  are 
small.  Second,  employers  and  workers  appear  to  respond  to  minimum-wage  increases  in  many  ways  that  reduce  the 
direct  cost  to  employers  and  substantially  reduce  or  eliminate  the  need  to  cut  employment. 

Probably  the  most  important  economic  response  to  a  higher  minimum  wage  is  a  reduction  in  turnover.  At  higher  wages, 
employers  fill  vacancies  faster  and  retain  employees  longer,  boosting  total  employment  and  average  productivity  per 
worker  while  reducing  direct  and  indirect  training  costs.  Dube,  Lester,  and  Reich  (2012),  for  example,  examined  the 
effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  labor  turnover  among  teens  and  restaurant  workers.  They  find  "...striking  evidence  that 
separations,  new  hires,  and  turnover  rates  for  teens  and  restaurant  workers  fall  substantially  following  a  minimum  wage 
increase..."  (p.  2)  Their  findings,  using  nationally  representative  data,  are  consistent  with  local  case  studies  of  the 
minimum  wage  and  related  "living  wage"  laws,  including  Dube,  Naidu,  and  Reich's  (2007)  analysis  of  the  San  Francisco 
city-wide  minimum  wage;  Fairris's  (2005)  study  of  local  government  contractors  in  Los  Angeles;  Howes  (2005)  on 
homecare  workers  in  California;  and  Reich,  Hall,  and  Jacobs  (2005)  on  workers  at  the  San  Francisco  airport. 

(Sources:  Dube,  Arindrajit,  T.  William  Lester,  and  Michael  Reich.  2012.  "Minimum  Wage  Shocks,  Employment  Flows  and 
Labor  Market  Frictions."  Berkeley,  CA:  Institute  for  Research  on  Labor  and  Employment. 

http://escholarship.org/uc/item/76p927ks;  Dube,  Arindrajit,  Suresh  Naidu,  and  Michael  Reich.  2007.  "The  Economic 
Effects  of  a  Citywide  Minimum  Wage."  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations  Review,  vol.  60,  no.  4,  pp.  522-543;  Fairris,  David. 
2005.  "The  Impact  of  Living  Wages  on  Employers:  A  Control  Group  Analysis  of  the  Los  Angeles  Ordinance."  Industrial 
Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp.  84-105;  Howes,  Candace.  2005.  "Living  Wages  and  the  Retention  of  Home  Care  Workers  in 
San  Francisco."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  5  no.  1,  pp.  139-63;  Reich,  Michael,  Peter  Hall,  and  Ken  Jacobs.  2005.  "Living 
Wage  Policies  at  the  San  Francisco  Airport:  Impacts  on  Workers  and  Businesses."  Industrial  Relations,  vol.  44,  no.  1,  pp. 
106-138.) 

Employers  also  appear  to  respond  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  by  taking  measures  to  boost  productivity.  Hirsch, 
Kaufman,  and  Zelenska's  (2011)  study  of  the  impact  of  the  federal  minimum  wage  increase  on  81  fast-food  restaurants 
in  Georgia  and  Alabama,  for  example,  asked  fast-food  managers  about  the  scope  for  efficiency  improvements  in 
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response  to  the  minimum-wage  rise.  About  90%  of  managers  indicated  that  they  planned  to  respond  to  the  minimum 
wage  increase  with  increased  performance  standards  such  as  "requiring  a  better  attendance  and  on-time  record,  faster 
and  more  proficient  performance  of  job  duties,  taking  on  additional  tasks,  and  faster  termination  of  poor  performers." 
(p.  27)  Roughly  the  same  share  of  managers  said  that  they  sought  to  "boost  morale"  by  presenting  the  minimum  wage 
increase  as  a  "challenge  to  the  store"  and  using  this  as  a  way  "to  energize  employees  to  improve  productivity."  (pp.  28- 
29)  Based  on  their  interviews  with  store  managers,  the  researchers  concluded  that  a  minimum  wage  increase  may 
function  as  a  "catalyst  or  shock  that  forces  managers  to  step  out  of  the  daily  routine  and  think  about  where  cost  savings 
can  occur."  (p.  29)  (Source:  Hirsch,  Barry  T.,  Bruce  Kaufman,  and  Tetyana  Zelenska,  "Minimum  Wage  Channels  of 
Adjustment."  IZA  Discussion  Paper  No.  6132.  Germany:  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor. 
http://www2.gsu.edu/~ecobth/IZA_HKZ_MinWageCoA_dp6132.pdf) 

A  higher  minimum  wage  may  also  motivate  workers  to  work  harder,  independently  of  any  actions  by  employers  to 
increase  productivity.  According  to  "efficiency  wage"  theory,  wages  above  the  competitive-market  rate  may  elicit 
greater  work  effort  for  several  reasons.  As  Carl  Shapiro  and  Joseph  Stiglitz  (1984)  have  argued,  higher  pay  increases  the 
cost  to  workers  of  losing  their  job,  potentially  inducing  greater  effort  from  workers  in  order  to  reduce  their  chances  of 
being  fired.  George  Akerlof  (1982),  arguing  from  a  more  sociological  point  of  view,  has  suggested  that  workers  may  see 
higher  wages  as  a  gift  from  employers,  leading  workers  to  reciprocate  by  working  harder.  (Sources:  Shapiro,  Carl  and 
Joseph  E.  Stiglitz.  1984.  "Equilibrium  unemployment  as  a  worker  discipline  device."  American  Economic  Review,  vol.  74, 
no.  3,  pp.  433-44;  Akerlof,  George  A.  1982.  "Labor  contracts  as  partial  gift  exchange."  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics, 
vol.  97,  no.  4,  pp.  543-69.) 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  would  have  no  discernible  impact  on 
the  employment  levels  of  low-wage  workers.  Note  too,  we  conclude  the  same  as  to  small  businesses.  In  fact,  the 
proposed  increases  will  not  affect  some  small  businesses  as  the  state  minimum  wage  law  exempts  individuals  employed 
by  any  retail  or  service  business  that  has  a  gross  volume  of  sales  made  or  business  done  of  less  than  $500,000  annually. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  factor  in  reductions  in  employment,  or  any  resulting  decrease  in  sales  tax  or  income  tax.  We  also 
do  not  project  any  increased  unemployment  insurance  costs— both  because  we  do  not  project  any  resulting  job  losses, 
and,  additionally,  because  unemployment  insurance  costs  are  paid  for  by  employer  premiums,  and  so  are  ultimately  not 
a  cost  to  the  state. 

III.  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  Impact  of  Raising  the  Minimum  Wage 

Based  on  the  wage  impact  figures  calculated  above,  and  the  understanding  that  the  minimum  wage  increases  would  be 
unlikely  to  result  in  offsetting  job  losses,  we  next  calculate  the  impact  of  the  projected  wage  increases  on  state  and  local 
sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  in  Missouri.  We  project  only  the  direct  impact  of  the  twelve  minimum  wage 
increase  scenarios  on  such  tax  revenue.  We  do  not  attempt  to  project  the  additional  impact  through  a  GDP  multiplier 
effect,  or  the  potentially  higher  sales  taxes  generated  if  employers  offset  wage  increases  with  slightly  higher  prices 
(which  would  be  taxable).  Studies  are  mixed  as  to  whether  businesses  increase  prices  by  even  small  amounts  when  the 
minimum  wage  increases. 

Increase  in  Personal  Income  Tax  Revenue  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue  Due  to  Increased  Wages.  In  order  to  determine  the 
projected  increase  in  personal  income  tax  revenues  that  would  result  directly  from  the  increased  wages,  we  had  to 
develop  assumptions  about  the  effective  income  tax  rates  of  the  affected  workers.  We  made  the  following  assumptions 
with  respect  to  the  effective  tax  rate: 


5 


1.  That  25%  of  affected  workers  can  be  claimed  as  a  dependent  on  another  party's  Missouri  income  tax  return  and, 
as  a  result,  would  pay  an  effective  tax  rate  of  6.0%  on  the  increase  in  income; 

2.  That  50%  of  the  affected  workers  would  file  as  single  taxpayers,  would  claim  one  deduction  of  $2,100,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  a  standard  deduction  of  $5,800.  This  would  result  in  an  effective  tax  rate  of  2.47%; 

3.  The  remaining  25%  would,  we  assumed,  pay  no  additional  Missouri  income  tax.  In  light  of  these  assumptions, 
the  increased  Missouri  income  tax  revenue  for  each  petition  version  can  be  calculated  as  follows:  (total  wage 
increase  *  25%  *  6.0%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *  50%  *  2.47%)  +  (total  wage  increase  *25%  *  0%). 


Sales  Tax  Revenue.  The  State  of  Missouri  imposes  a  4.225%  state  sales  tax  on  those  items  that  are  not  exempt  from  the 
sales  tax  base.  In  addition,  the  average  local  sales  tax  rate  is  2.95%.  As  a  result,  the  average  Missouri  net  sales  tax  rate  is 
7.175%.  To  estimate  the  share  of  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  and  services  that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes,  we  used 
data  from  the  2015  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey  (CES)  for  the  US  to  estimate  the  share  of  income  spent  on  categories 
that  are  subject  to  sales  taxes.  The  CES  summary  tables  list  average  spending  per  consumer  across  20  different 
categories  (e.g.  housing,  transportation,  food  away  from  home)  and  we  categorized  each  spending  item  as  taxable  or 
non-taxable  and  then  calculated  the  share  of  spending  that  was  taxable.3  The  resulting  rate  was  30.3%. 

Based  upon  the  above  assumptions,  and  the  total  wage  increase  calculations  for  each  version  of  the  petition,  we 
estimate  that  the  increase  in  state  and  local  sale  tax  revenue,  and  in  state  income  tax  revenue,  resulting  from  the 
increased  wages  would  be  as  follows  for  the  final  year  of  the  minimum  wage  phase-in,  for  each  of  the  twelve  versions  of 
the  initiative: 


Table  2.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  Final  Year 
of  Full  Minimum  Wage  Phase-In. 


Proposal 

Final  Year  of 

Minimum 

Wage 

Phase-In 

State  &  Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue  Increase 

Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue 

Total  Sales  and  Personal 

Income  Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

1 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

3 

2026 

$  180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

4 

2026 

$  177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

5 

2027 

$  175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

6 

2027 

$  171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

7 

2024 

$  153,625,630 

$  193,216,787 

$  346,842,417 

8 

2024 

$  151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

9 

2023 

$  124,857,814 

$  157,035,161 

$  281,892,975 

10 

2023 

$  123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

11 

2022 

$  99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

12 

2022 

$  98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

3  Specifically,  the  categories  we  assumed  to  be  subject  to  state  and  local  sales  taxes  are:  food,  household  furnishings 

and  equipment,  vehicle  purchases,  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  entertainment,  and  all  other  expenditures.  We  assumed  that  50%  of  the 

spending  on  the  category  "apparel  and  services"  was  taxable. 
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Note:  Author's  Analysis  of  American  Community  Survey  (ACS)  data  from  2014  and  fiscal  impact  assumptions  described  above.  All 
dollars  are  in  nominal  figures. 

As  described  in  Table  2  above,  the  final  fiscal  impact  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increases  varies  based  on  the 
ultimate  level  of  the  minimum  wage  and  the  degree  of  tipped  minimum  wage  phase-out.  The  estimates  of  the  total 
fiscal  benefit  range  from  $221  million  to  $407  million  annually. 

Section  23.140,  RSMo.,  indicates  that  the  fiscal  note  shall  address  the  cost  of  the  proposed  legislation  to  the  state  for 
the  first  two  fiscal  years— which,  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  initiatives,  will  be  2019  and  2020.  Table  3  below 
summarizes  our  projected  total  sales  and  personal  income  tax  revenue  increases  for  years  2019  and  2020  for  each  of  the 
twelve  versions  of  the  initiative: 

Table  3.  Summary  of  the  Impact  of  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  State  and  Local  Sales  and  Income  Taxes  in  2019  & 
2020 


Proposal  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax  Total  Sales  and  Personal  Income  Tax 

Revenue  Increase— 2019  Revenue  Increase— 2020 


12  $  91,328,763  $  127,305,194 


Complete  year-by-year  summaries  of  the  fiscal  benefits  for  all  twelve  versions  of  the  proposed  initiative  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  tables  1  through  12. 

Please  also  consider  the  following  with  reference  to  section  23.140,  RSMo.  The  proposed  measures  will  not  establish  a 
program  or  agency  that  will  duplicate  an  existing  program  or  agency.  There  is  not  a  federal  mandate  for  the  proposed 
measures  (although  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  currently  supports  minimum  wage  increases).  The  proposed 
measures  will  not  have  significant  direct  fiscal  impact  upon  political  subdivisions  of  the  state  because  the  measures 
exclude  employees  of  public  employers.  And,  the  proposed  measures  do  not  require  new  physical  facilities.  We 
reference  the  economic  impact  of  the  proposed  measures  on  small  businesses  in  Section  II  above. 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  you  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 
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Respectfully  submitted, 


Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 
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Appendix 


Table  A.  Summary  of  Minimum  Wage  Proposals  and  Rates  by  Year,  2015-2028 


Proposal  1  &  2 

Proposal  3  &  4 

Proposal  5  &  6 

Proposal  7  &  8 

Proposal  9  &  10 

Proposal  11  &  12 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2026 

$15  by  2027 

$14  by  2024 

$13  by  2023 

$12  by  2022 

Year 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Min 

Tipped 

Tipped 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MW  B 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

Wage 

MW  A 

MWB 

2015 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2016 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$  3.83 

$  3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

3.83 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

3.83 

$  3.83 

2017 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$  3.88 

$  3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

3.88 

$ 

7.76 

$ 

3.88 

$  3.88 

2018 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$  3.94 

$  3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

3.94 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

3.94 

$  3.94 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

$ 

4.08 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

$ 

4.62 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$  4.95 

$  4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$ 

4.59 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

$  4.59 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

$ 

4.77 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

$ 

5.25 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

$ 

5.17 

$ 

10.00 

$  6.00 

$  5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$ 

5.30 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

$  5.30 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

$ 

5.50 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

$ 

5.91 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

$ 

5.78 

$ 

11.00 

$  7.15 

$  6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$ 

6.05 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

$  6.05 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

$ 

6.27 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

$ 

6.61 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

$ 

6.41 

$ 

12.00 

$  8.40 

$  6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

6.84 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

$  6.84 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

$ 

7.22 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

6.96 

$ 

13.00 

$  9.75 

$  7.54 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

7.54 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

$  6.96 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

$ 

7.98 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

$ 

7.65 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.20 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

$  7.20 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

$ 

8.40 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

$ 

8.49 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

$ 

8.10 

$ 

14.00 

$  11.90 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

$  7.20 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

$ 

8.55 

$ 

14.00 

$  12.60 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

$  7.20 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  13.30 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

$  7.20 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

14.00 

$  14.00 

$  8.40 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

$  7.20 

Note:  Assumed  minimum  wage  rates  under  existing  law  between  2015  and  2018  listed  in  grey  shading.  2017  and  2018  MW  rates  assumed  to 
increase  according  to  annual  average  increase  in  the  CPI-U  for  the  Midwest  Region  between  2010-2016. 


Table  Al.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  1, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.40 

2,864,237 

421,788 

14.7% 

$ 

1,222,264,515 

$ 

15,651,147 

$ 

10,928,020 

$ 

26,579,166 

$  33,428,934 

$  60,008,101 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

5.40 

2,881,586 

530,380 

18.4% 

$ 

1,799,927,399 

$ 

23,048,143 

$ 

16,092,787 

$ 

39,140,930 

$  49,228,014 

$  88,368,944 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.50 

2,899,041 

631,957 

21.8% 

$ 

2,517,558,520 

$ 

32,237,439 

$ 

22,508,981 

$ 

54,746,420 

$  68,855,226 

$  123,601,646 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.70 

2,916,602 

745,172 

25.5% 

$ 

3,377,968,920 

$ 

43,255,029 

$ 

30,201,736 

$ 

73,456,766 

$  92,387,450 

$  165,844,216 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$ 

71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$  152,528,227 

$  273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$ 

87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$  187,733,566 

$  336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

37.2% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A2.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  2, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

8.00 

$ 

4.08 

2,864,237 

420,743 

14.7% 

$ 

1,219,709,970 

$ 

15,618,436 

$ 

10,905,180 

$ 

26,523,616 

$  33,359,068 

$  59,882,683 

2020 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.77 

2,881,586 

528,273 

18.3% 

$ 

1,793,594,927 

$ 

22,967,056 

$ 

16,036,169 

$ 

39,003,225 

$  49,054,821 

$  88,058,046 

2021 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.50 

2,899,041 

627,965 

21.7% 

$ 

2,503,864,976 

$ 

32,062,093 

$ 

22,386,550 

$ 

54,448,643 

$  68,480,707 

$  122,929,350 

2022 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.27 

2,916,602 

738,066 

25.3% 

$ 

3,351,722,654 

$ 

42,918,945 

$ 

29,967,074 

$ 

72,886,019 

$  91,669,615 

$  164,555,633 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$ 

70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$  150,581,554 

$  270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$ 

86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$  400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A3.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  3, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.98 

2,864,237 

548,462 

19.1% 

$ 

1,900,499,300 

$ 

24,335,971 

$ 

16,991,980 

$ 

41,327,950 

$  51,978,656 

$  93,306,606 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.94 

2,881,586 

636,153 

22.1% 

$ 

2,512,986,014 

$ 

32,178,888 

$ 

22,468,099 

$ 

54,646,987 

$  68,730,167 

$  123,377,155 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

6.99 

2,899,041 

729,185 

25.2% 

$ 

3,223,130,691 

$ 

41,272,319 

$ 

28,817,359 

$ 

70,089,679 

$  88,152,624 

$  158,242,303 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

8.12 

2,916,602 

824,162 

28.3% 

$ 

4,059,707,011 

$ 

51,984,713 

$ 

36,297,019 

$ 

88,281,732 

$  111,032,987 

$  199,314,719 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

9.34 

2,934,269 

893,537 

30.5% 

$ 

4,990,737,937 

$ 

63,906,602 

$ 

44,621,178 

$ 

108,527,780 

$  136,496,683 

$  245,024,462 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

10.64 

2,952,043 

959,658 

32.5% 

$ 

6,000,441,052 

$ 

76,835,891 

$ 

53,648,729 

$ 

130,484,620 

$  164,112,063 

$  294,596,683 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

12.03 

2,969,924 

1,040,572 

35.0% 

$ 

7,099,877,251 

$ 

90,914,217 

$ 

63,478,565 

$ 

154,392,782 

$  194,181,643 

$  348,574,425 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

13.50 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,294,071,138 

$ 

106,205,918 

$ 

74,155,611 

$ 

180,361,529 

$  226,842,846 

$  407,204,375 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$ 

100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A4.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  4, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.05 

$ 

4.62 

2,864,237 

547,296 

19.1% 

$ 

1,897,164,012 

$ 

24,293,262 

$ 

16,962,159 

$ 

41,255,422 

$  51,887,436 

$ 

93,142,857 

2020 

$ 

9.90 

$ 

5.25 

2,881,586 

633,553 

22.0% 

$ 

2,504,529,330 

$ 

32,070,600 

$ 

22,392,490 

$ 

54,463,090 

$  68,498,877 

$ 

122,961,967 

2021 

$ 

10.75 

$ 

5.91 

2,899,041 

724,839 

25.0% 

$ 

3,206,008,487 

$ 

41,053,069 

$ 

28,664,273 

$ 

69,717,342 

$  87,684,332 

$ 

157,401,674 

2022 

$ 

11.60 

$ 

6.61 

2,916,602 

816,188 

28.0% 

$ 

4,028,411,748 

$ 

51,583,976 

$ 

36,017,214 

$ 

87,601,190 

$  110,177,061 

$ 

197,778,251 

2023 

$ 

12.45 

$ 

7.22 

2,934,269 

886,538 

30.2% 

$ 

4,936,926,743 

$ 

63,217,547 

$ 

44,140,063 

$ 

107,357,610 

$  135,024,946 

$ 

242,382,557 

2024 

$ 

13.30 

$ 

7.98 

2,952,043 

955,827 

32.4% 

$ 

5,926,500,505 

$ 

75,889,080 

$ 

52,987,641 

$ 

128,876,721 

$  162,089,789 

$ 

290,966,510 

2025 

$ 

14.15 

$ 

8.49 

2,969,924 

1,038,903 

35.0% 

$ 

6,999,334,098 

$ 

89,626,757 

$ 

62,579,629 

$ 

152,206,387 

$  191,431,788 

$ 

343,638,174 

2026 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,987,914 

1,117,399 

37.4% 

$ 

8,165,764,211 

$ 

104,562,942 

$ 

73,008,445 

$ 

177,571,387 

$  223,333,651 

$ 

400,905,039 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$ 

388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$ 

376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A5.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  5 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$ 

23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.85 

2,881,586 

616,817 

21.4% 

$ 

2,383,644,943 

$ 

30,522,670 

$ 

21,311,687 

$ 

51,834,357 

$  65,192,689 

$  117,027,046 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

6.83 

2,899,041 

689,691 

23.8% 

$ 

2,975,549,883 

$ 

38,102,037 

$ 

26,603,789 

$ 

64,705,826 

$  81,381,289 

$  146,087,116 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

7.88 

2,916,602 

784,685 

26.9% 

$ 

3,651,492,961 

$ 

46,757,516 

$ 

32,647,259 

$ 

79,404,775 

$  99,868,332 

$  179,273,108 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$ 

56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

10.20 

2,952,043 

904,578 

30.6% 

$ 

5,237,058,923 

$ 

67,060,752 

$ 

46,823,484 

$ 

113,884,236 

$  143,233,562 

$  257,117,798 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

11.48 

2,969,924 

959,850 

32.3% 

$ 

6,114,487,630 

$ 

78,296,262 

$ 

54,668,396 

$ 

132,964,659 

$  167,231,237 

$  300,195,895 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

12.83 

2,987,914 

1,026,895 

34.4% 

$ 

7,054,339,607 

$ 

90,331,105 

$ 

63,071,423 

$ 

153,402,528 

$  192,936,188 

$  346,338,716 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

14.25 

3,006,013 

1,097,200 

36.5% 

$ 

8,058,515,525 

$ 

103,189,619 

$ 

72,049,556 

$ 

175,239,175 

$  220,400,400 

$  395,639,574 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

15.00 

3,024,222 

1,066,522 

35.3% 

$ 

7,830,620,671 

$  100,271,416 

$ 

70,011,994 

$ 

170,283,410 

$  214,167,475 

$  384,450,885 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A6.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  6, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$ 

23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

9.75 

$ 

5.17 

2,881,586 

614,272 

21.3% 

$ 

2,375,579,835 

$ 

30,419,396 

$ 

21,239,578 

$ 

51,658,975 

$  64,972,108 

$  116,631,083 

2021 

$ 

10.50 

$ 

5.78 

2,899,041 

684,908 

23.6% 

$ 

2,959,643,079 

$ 

37,898,350 

$ 

26,461,570 

$ 

64,359,920 

$  80,946,238 

$  145,306,158 

2022 

$ 

11.25 

$ 

6.41 

2,916,602 

777,265 

26.6% 

$ 

3,623,087,338 

$ 

46,393,781 

$ 

32,393,291 

$ 

78,787,071 

$  99,091,439 

$  177,878,510 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$ 

55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$  119,432,088 

$  214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.75 

$ 

7.65 

2,952,043 

899,272 

30.5% 

$ 

5,168,339,574 

$ 

66,180,798 

$ 

46,209,078 

$ 

112,389,876 

$  141,354,087 

$  253,743,963 

2025 

$ 

13.50 

$ 

8.10 

2,969,924 

956,019 

32.2% 

$ 

6,020,031,489 

$ 

77,086,748 

$ 

53,823,883 

$ 

130,910,631 

$  164,647,861 

$  295,558,492 

2026 

$ 

14.25 

$ 

8.55 

2,987,914 

1,024,719 

34.3% 

$ 

6,932,879,471 

$ 

88,775,803 

$ 

61,985,472 

$ 

150,761,275 

$  189,614,254 

$  340,375,529 

2027 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,006,013 

1,096,645 

36.5% 

$ 

7,908,877,243 

$ 

101,273,494 

$ 

70,711,671 

$ 

171,985,165 

$  216,307,793 

$  388,292,957 

2028 

$ 

15.00 

$ 

9.00 

3,024,222 

1,065,577 

35.2% 

$ 

7,659,733,161 

$ 

98,083,194 

$ 

68,484,124 

$ 

166,567,318 

$  209,493,702 

$  376,061,020 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A7.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  7, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.20 

2,952,043 

1,044,718 

35.4% 

$ 

7,064,599,152 

$  90,462,479 

$ 

63,163,151 

$ 

153,625,630 

$ 

193,216,787 

$ 

346,842,417 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

11.90 

2,969,924 

1,021,637 

34.4% 

$ 

6,864,115,755 

$  87,895,281 

$ 

61,370,670 

$ 

149,265,951 

$ 

187,733,566 

$ 

336,999,516 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

12.60 

2,987,914 

997,728 

33.4% 

$ 

6,669,196,152 

$  85,399,328 

$ 

59,627,933 

$ 

145,027,260 

$ 

182,402,515 

$ 

327,429,775 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

13.30 

3,006,013 

971,739 

32.3% 

$ 

6,480,542,208 

$  82,983,606 

$ 

57,941,216 

$ 

140,924,822 

$ 

177,242,829 

$ 

318,167,652 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

14.00 

3,024,222 

950,955 

31.4% 

$ 

6,298,798,887 

$  80,656,376 

$ 

56,316,286 

$ 

136,972,661 

$ 

172,272,150 

$ 

309,244,811 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A8.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  8, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$  50,876,851 

$  91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$  70,918,375 

$  127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$  94,933,331 

$  170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$  123,554,783 

$  221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$  155,419,086 

$  278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,952,043 

1,043,118 

35.3% 

$ 

6,985,083,230 

$  89,444,274 

$ 

62,452,215 

$ 

151,896,490 

$  191,042,026 

$  342,938,516 

2025 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,969,924 

1,019,055 

34.3% 

$ 

6,764,972,241 

$  86,625,744 

$ 

60,484,247 

$ 

147,109,992 

$  185,021,991 

$  332,131,983 

2026 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,987,914 

994,829 

33.3% 

$ 

6,550,573,334 

$  83,880,358 

$ 

58,567,350 

$ 

142,447,708 

$  179,158,181 

$  321,605,889 

2027 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,006,013 

968,537 

32.2% 

$ 

6,342,493,856 

$  81,215,891 

$ 

56,706,954 

$ 

137,922,845 

$  173,467,207 

$  311,390,052 

2028 

$ 

14.00 

$ 

8.40 

3,024,222 

947,055 

31.3% 

$ 

6,141,467,687 

$  78,641,743 

$ 

54,909,619 

$ 

133,551,363 

$  167,969,141 

$  301,520,504 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A9.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  9, 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$ 

50,967,245 

$ 

91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$ 

71,157,633 

$ 

127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$ 

95,433,970 

$ 

171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$ 

124,515,937 

$ 

223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

9.75 

2,934,269 

949,801 

32.4% 

$ 

5,741,687,801 

$  73,522,545 

$ 

51,335,268 

$ 

124,857,814 

$ 

157,035,161 

$ 

281,892,975 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

10.40 

2,952,043 

931,807 

31.6% 

$ 

5,576,900,426 

$  71,412,436 

$ 

49,861,938 

$ 

121,274,374 

$ 

152,528,227 

$ 

273,802,601 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.05 

2,969,924 

909,631 

30.6% 

$ 

5,416,478,901 

$  69,358,232 

$ 

48,427,641 

$ 

117,785,874 

$ 

148,140,698 

$ 

265,926,572 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

11.70 

2,987,914 

893,063 

29.9% 

$ 

5,260,207,202 

$  67,357,167 

$ 

47,030,448 

$ 

114,387,615 

$ 

143,866,667 

$ 

258,254,282 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

12.35 

3,006,013 

876,584 

29.2% 

$ 

5,106,957,524 

$  65,394,799 

$ 

45,660,274 

$ 

111,055,072 

$ 

139,675,288 

$ 

250,730,360 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

13.00 

3,024,222 

857,479 

28.4% 

$ 

4,956,685,598 

$  63,470,560 

$ 

44,316,723 

$ 

107,787,283 

$ 

135,565,351 

$ 

243,352,634 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A10.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  10, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.54 

2,934,269 

944,495 

32.2% 

$ 

5,682,599,137 

$  72,765,913 

$ 

50,806,969 

$ 

123,572,881 

$ 

155,419,086 

$ 

278,991,968 

2024 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,952,043 

926,989 

31.4% 

$ 

5,505,724,102 

$  70,501,021 

$ 

49,225,565 

$ 

119,726,586 

$ 

150,581,554 

$ 

270,308,140 

2025 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,969,924 

904,418 

30.5% 

$ 

5,327,596,215 

$  68,220,086 

$ 

47,632,959 

$ 

115,853,045 

$ 

145,709,756 

$ 

261,562,802 

2026 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

2,987,914 

887,266 

29.7% 

$ 

5,153,689,112 

$  65,993,198 

$ 

46,078,091 

$ 

112,071,290 

$ 

140,953,397 

$ 

253,024,687 

2027 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,006,013 

870,278 

29.0% 

$ 

4,982,946,968 

$  63,806,838 

$ 

44,551,520 

$ 

108,358,359 

$ 

136,283,600 

$ 

244,641,958 

2028 

$ 

13.00 

$ 

7.80 

3,024,222 

850,799 

28.1% 

$ 

4,815,248,660 

$  61,659,455 

$ 

43,052,164 

$ 

104,711,618 

$ 

131,697,051 

$ 

236,408,669 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  All.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  11. 


Total  Sales  and 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Year 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.95 

2,864,237 

543,523 

19.0% 

$ 

1,863,519,013 

$  23,862,437 

$ 

16,661,346 

$ 

40,523,783 

$  50,967,245 

$  91,491,028 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

6.00 

2,881,586 

647,118 

22.5% 

$ 

2,601,741,610 

$  33,315,407 

$ 

23,261,645 

$ 

56,577,052 

$  71,157,633 

$  127,734,685 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

7.15 

2,899,041 

767,907 

26.5% 

$ 

3,489,359,063 

$  44,681,385 

$ 

31,197,653 

$ 

75,879,038 

$  95,433,970 

$  171,313,008 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

8.40 

2,916,602 

867,022 

29.7% 

$ 

4,552,685,065 

$  58,297,317 

$ 

40,704,636 

$ 

99,001,953 

$  124,515,937 

$  223,517,889 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.00 

2,934,269 

846,151 

28.8% 

$ 

4,415,685,325 

$  56,543,030 

$ 

39,479,749 

$ 

96,022,779 

$  120,768,994 

$  216,791,772 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

9.60 

2,952,043 

831,622 

28.2% 

$ 

4,281,776,630 

$  54,828,324 

$ 

38,282,498 

$ 

93,110,822 

$  117,106,591 

$  210,217,413 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.20 

2,969,924 

813,271 

27.4% 

$ 

4,150,695,234 

$  53,149,821 

$ 

37,110,526 

$ 

90,260,347 

$  113,521,515 

$  203,781,862 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

10.80 

2,987,914 

799,427 

26.8% 

$ 

4,022,314,218 

$  51,505,897 

$ 

35,962,697 

$ 

87,468,594 

$  110,010,294 

$  197,478,888 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

11.40 

3,006,013 

772,796 

25.7% 

$ 

3,898,371,841 

$  49,918,810 

$ 

34,854,554 

$ 

84,773,363 

$  106,620,470 

$  191,393,833 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

12.00 

3,024,222 

748,806 

24.8% 

$ 

3,780,440,095 

$  48,408,689 

$ 

33,800,150 

$ 

82,208,839 

$  103,395,037 

$  185,603,875 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Table  A12.  Summary  of  Affected  Workers  and  Fiscal  Impacts  for  Proposal  12, 


Total  Sales  and 


Year 


Proposed 

Proposed 

Total 

Workers 

Share  of 

Aggregate  Annual 

Total  Sales  Tax 

Personal  Income 

Minimum 

Tipped 

Employed 

Affected  by  MW 

Workforce 

Wage  Increase  in 

State  Sales  Tax 

Local  Sales  Tax 

Revenue 

Personal  Income 

Tax  Revenue 

Wage 

Wage 

Workers1 

increase 

Affected 

Nominal  Dollars 

(4.225%) 

Revenue  (2.95%) 

Increase 

Tax  Revenue 

Increase 

2019 

$ 

9.00 

$ 

4.59 

2,864,237 

542,576 

18.9% 

$ 

1,860,213,946 

$  23,820,115 

$ 

16,631,796 

$ 

40,451,911 

$ 

50,876,851 

$ 

91,328,763 

2020 

$ 

10.00 

$ 

5.30 

2,881,586 

644,738 

22.4% 

$ 

2,592,993,599 

$  33,203,388 

$ 

23,183,431 

$ 

56,386,819 

$ 

70,918,375 

$ 

127,305,194 

2021 

$ 

11.00 

$ 

6.05 

2,899,041 

762,637 

26.3% 

$ 

3,471,054,141 

$  44,446,989 

$ 

31,033,992 

$ 

75,480,982 

$ 

94,933,331 

$ 

170,414,312 

2022 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.84 

2,916,602 

858,952 

29.5% 

$ 

4,517,542,341 

$  57,847,313 

$ 

40,390,432 

$ 

98,237,745 

$ 

123,554,783 

$ 

221,792,528 

2023 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

6.96 

2,934,269 

837,760 

28.6% 

$ 

4,366,803,942 

$  55,917,102 

$ 

39,042,710 

$ 

94,959,812 

$ 

119,432,088 

$ 

214,391,900 

2024 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,952,043 

824,019 

27.9% 

$ 

4,221,332,779 

$  54,054,338 

$ 

37,742,082 

$ 

91,796,420 

$ 

115,453,451 

$ 

207,249,871 

2025 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,969,924 

805,089 

27.1% 

$ 

4,074,348,740 

$  52,172,201 

$ 

36,427,927 

$ 

88,600,128 

$ 

111,433,438 

$ 

200,033,567 

2026 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

2,987,914 

790,442 

26.5% 

$ 

3,930,187,607 

$  50,326,212 

$ 

35,139,012 

$ 

85,465,224 

$ 

107,490,631 

$ 

192,955,855 

2027 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,006,013 

763,507 

25.4% 

$ 

3,790,569,472 

$  48,538,396 

$ 

33,890,714 

$ 

82,429,110 

$ 

103,672,075 

$ 

186,101,185 

2028 

$ 

12.00 

$ 

7.20 

3,024,222 

739,084 

24.4% 

$ 

3,657,027,733 

$  46,828,389 

$ 

32,696,745 

$ 

79,525,133 

$ 

100,019,709 

$ 

179,544,842 

1)  Total  employed  workers  in  2014  from  the  ACS  was  estimated  to  be  2,795,876.  This  figure  was  inflated  to  each  subsequent  year  based  on  the 
population  projections  in  the  State  of  Missouri  between  2020  and  2030  (CAGR  =  0.6%) 


Robert  Bonney,  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the  Missouri  Restaurant  Association 

provided  the  following  information  as  an  opponent  of  this  initiative  petition. 
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Graves  Garrett  llc 


Edward  D.  Greim 
edgreim@  gravesgarrett.com 

Phone:  (816)  256-3181 
Fax: (816) 817-0863 

December  14,  2016 


Via  Electronic  Mail 

Mr.  Jon  Halwes 

Missouri  State  Auditor’s  Office 

Truman  State  Office  Building 

301  West  High  Street,  Rm  880,  P.O.  Box  869 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri  65102 

Re:  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084 

Dear  Mr.  Halwes, 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Robert  Bonney.  Mr.  Bonney  is  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  of  the 
Missouri  Restaurant  Association.  Please  consider  this  letter  and  the  accompanying  studies  as  his 
fiscal  impact  statement  as  an  opponent  of  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-084  (the 
“Initiative  Petitions”).  If  passed,  any  of  these  twelve  initiatives  would  have  a  substantial  negative 
impact  on  state  and  local  governments,  as  well  as  Missouri  small  businesses.  Those  effects  are 
both  direct  (as  noted  in  Section  1)  and  secondary  (as  noted  in  Sections  2  through  5).  The  direct 
effects  stem  from  higher  labor  and  contracting  costs  that  the  state  and  its  political  subdivisions 
will  incur,  despite  the  Initiatives’  effort  to  exclude  government  workers  from  the  mandate. 

The  indirect  effects  will  present  a  debate  this  Office  has  seen  before.  The  proponents  of 
the  Initiative  Petitions  will  once  again  rely  on  data  sourced  from  political  activist  groups  who 
claim  increases  in  the  minimum  wage  only  serve  to  create  new  taxable  income.  The  reality  is  that 
such  groups  approach  this  issue  with  political  bias.  Their  analysis  is  one-sided  because  it 
completely  ignores  the  fact  that  a  wage  increase  does  not  “create”  income  from  thin  air;  instead, 
it  is  an  economic  transfer  from  Missouri  businesses  to  workers.  Missouri  businesses  must  pay  the 
new  wages  “created”  by  the  increases.  Political  activists’  models  fail  to  account,  then,  for  two 
specific  manifestations  of  the  “debit”  side  of  this  transfer:  reductions  in  employment,  and  the 
reduction  in  corporate  income  tax  paid  based  upon  business  done  in  Missouri. 

The  failure  to  account  for  any  employment  effect  at  any  proposed  wage  increase — even  a 
near  doubling  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $15 — is  particularly  puzzling,  because  Missouri’s  most 
populous  areas  border  Illinois  and  Kansas.  These  states,  respectively,  have  minimum  wages  of 
$8.25  and  $7.25.  Neither  state  adjusts  the  minimum  wage  for  inflation.  Likewise,  the  second 
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effect — loss  of  corporate  income  tax  revenues — is  a  mathematical  certainty.  Missouri  businesses 
will  be  the  source  of  the  wage  increase,  which  will  lower  their  own  taxable  income.  Assuming  a 
one-to-one  substitution  of  “created”  wages  for  lost  corporate  income,  the  difference  in  the  rates 
at  which  these  two  types  of  income  are  taxed  will  result  in  a  net  decrease  in  state  revenue.  A 
dollar  from  increased  wages  is  taxable  by  state  government  in  Missouri  at  6%  or  substantially 
less,  whereas  Missouri’s  corporate  income  tax  rate  is  6.25%. 

On  top  of  these  two  types  of  negative  outcomes — lower  employment  and  lower  state  tax 
revenues — there  may  be  second-order  effects  to  small  businesses  because  they  lack  the  access  to 
capital  to  weather  price  fluctuations;  they  may  not  survive  at  all  because  they  may  not  have  the 
flexibility  to  simply  cut  employment,  shifting  their  reliance  to  capital  instead  of  labor  resources, 
or  suffering  a  decrease  in  production  and  revenue. 

In  short,  much  of  the  fiscal  impact  regarding  the  current  crop  of  wage-related  ballot 
measures  is  secondary:  they  cause  transfers  of  wealth  within  (or  out  of)  the  state  economy,  and 
those  transfers  of  wealth  then  create  second-order  effects  for  state  and  local  governments  via 
their  collection  of  tax  revenues  and  provision  of  welfare  services  for  the  unemployed  or  less- 
employed.  Because  these  fiscal  notes  call  for  the  Auditor  operate  in  the  area  of  secondary  effects, 
it  is  critical  that  she  treat  both  sides  of  the  wealth  transfer  equally,  and  refrain  from  assessing 
only  one  half  of  the  wage  increase  equation. 

1.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

As  noted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  Office  previously  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson,  a  nationally 
prominent  labor  and  economics  expert,  there  are  two  ways  to  measure  labor  cost  on  state  and 
local  government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  fiscal  note  responses 
from  state  and  local  government  entities.  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  fiscal  notes  provide  an 
incomplete  and,  therefore,  too-low  estimate  of  labor  cost.  Few  state  and  local  government 
entities  respond  to  requests  for  a  fiscal  note  response,  and  those  that  do  respond  often  ignore 
important  effects. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  can  be 
used  to  calculate  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri.  To 
combat  this  time-honored  analysis,  and  in  a  blatant  attempt  to  manipulate  the  fiscal  note  process, 
the  Initiative  Petitions  provide  that  they  will  raise  the  minimum  wage  for  private  workers,  but  not 
for  workers  employed  by  state  or  local  governmental  entities.  No  conceivable  justification  exists 
for  solely  raising  the  minimum  wage  on  private  businesses.  Whatever  the  disparity  between  the 
value  of  total  compensation  at  a  private  business  and  at  a  government  employer,  that  disparity 
does  not  approach  the  wage  adjustments  at  issue  here,  ranging  from  an  inflation  adjusted  wage 
increase  of  68.54%  (($15-$8.90)/$8.90)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-076  to  a 
wage  increase  of  42.01%  (($  15-$8.45)/$8.45)  in  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084. 

Moreover,  it  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  on  a  sustained  basis  public  employers,  as 
defined  in  the  Initiative  Petitions,  would  be  able  to  maintain  dramatically  lower  wage  levels  than 
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private  businesses.  Public  employers  would  lose  staff  employable  at  higher  rates  in  the  private 
market,  imposing  substantial  costs  on  government  productivity.  Using  the  method  traditionally 
employed  by  labor  economists  and  followed  by  the  Auditor’s  office,  one  can  calculate  the  annual 
wage  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities,  based  on  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state 
and  local  government  worker  in  the  ORG  CPS,  as  detailed  on  page  6  of  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012 
report,  as  well  as  in  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2014  report,  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  and  Exhibit  B. 
Even  if  the  auditor  finds  that  a  specific  estimate  of  costs  is  not  determinable,  the  auditor  should 
note  that  the  initiative  is  “likely  to  result  in  significant  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental 
entities”  through  the  form  of  higher  wage  costs  and  higher  contracting  costs. 

The  proponents  of  the  Initiative  Petitions  may  argue  that  the  Auditor  should  abandon  any 
state  and  local  cost  estimates  altogether.  The  proponents  will  argue  that  provisions  they  have 
inserted  in  the  statute  would  mean  that  state  and  local  government  entities  will  not  have  to  pay 
higher  wages  to  their  employees.  Setting  aside  unjustifiable  discrimination  against  private 
employers  (and  “public  employees”),  the  provision  is  of  uncertain  legal  effect  and 
constitutionality.  A  “public  employer,”  defined  in  the  initiatives  as  “the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  state”  still  incurs  substantial  costs  for  wages  of  individuals  that  are  “private 
employees,”  rather  than  “public  employees.”  Cleaning  services,  food  service,  and  other  essential 
services  often  rely  on  state  contracts  with  outside  vendors.  Sometimes,  a  contract  rate  may  vary 
depending  on  the  cost  of  labor.  Even  if  the  contract  rate  is  fixed,  it  must  be  re-bid  periodically, 
and  that  bidding  process  would  take  into  account  the  new  minimum  wage.  Plainly,  the  initiative 
would  impose  higher  costs  for  state  and  local  governments  in  contracting  with  any  private  entity 
and  its  employees.  As  a  matter  of  law,  it  would  be  insufficient  and  unfair  for  the  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  or  summary  to  simply  assume  that  these  costs  to  state  and  local  governmental  entities  do  not 
exist. 

2.  Cost  of  Unemployment  Benefits 

a)  The  effect  of  inflation  on  Missouri’s  minimum  wage 

CPS-ORG  data  show  that  between  2007  and  2015,  median  nominal  wages  for  adult  (25- 
59  years  old)  workers  in  the  U.S.  grew  by  1.68  percent  a  year.  However,  Missouri’s  minimum 
wage  is  currently  adjusted  using  “the  percentage  increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July 
over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  for 
Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W).”  Section  290.502,  RSMo.  Coincidentally 
(or  perhaps  not),  the  CPI-W,  over  the  period  from  2006  to  2016,  also  increased  at  an  average  rate 
of  1.68  percent  a  year. 


Year 

CPI-W 

Observed 
inflation  % 

2006 

199.2 

2007 

203.7 

0.022590361 

2008 

216.304 

0.061875307 
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2009 

210.526 

-0.0267124 

2010 

213.898 

0.016017024 

2011 

222.686 

0.041085003 

2012 

225.568 

0.01294199 

2013 

230.084 

0.02002057 

2014 

234.525 

0.019301646 

2015 

233.806 

-0.00306577 

2016 

234.771 

0.004127353 

Using  Missouri’s  current  inflation-adjusted  minimum  wage  rate  and  an  assumed,  constant 
1.68  percent  increase  in  the  CPI-W,  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  be  as  follows: 


Year 

Estimated 

Minimum 

Wage 

2016 

$7.65 

(observed) 

2017 

$7.70 

(observed) 

2018 

$7.85 

2019 

$8.00 

2020 

$8.15 

2021 

$8.30 

2022 

$8.45 

2023 

$8.60 

2024 

$8.75 

2025 

$8.90 

2026 

$9.05 

2027 

$9.20 

b)  Calculating  job  loss  attributable  to  increased  minimum  wage 

At  least  one  outside  economist,  James  Sherk,  has  already  provided  an  estimate  for  job 
loss  in  Missouri  based  on  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  effect  of  a  $15 
minimum  wage  implemented  in  2021.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  accounted  for  inflation  by  estimating 
the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021,  rather  than  estimating  an  absolute  figure  for  wage  inflation 
in  Missouri.  Mr.  Sherk  calculated  the  present  value  of  $15.00  in  2021  to  be  $13.57,  per  hour, 
based  on  wage  inflation  of  1.68  percent.  Mr.  Sherk  evaluated  the  change  from  $7.65  per  hour  to 
$13.57  per  hour  (a  77.39%  increase),  exclusive  of  agricultural  workers.  Cumulatively,  Mr.  Sherk 
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calculated  this  77.39  percent  increase  in  wages  to  reduce  employment  in  the  affected  workforce 
by  (0.7739*0.677)  52.39%. 

Mr.  Sherk  calculated  that  approximately  40.9%  of  Missouri’s  Wage  and  Salary  Workers 
would  be  affected  by  such  a  $15  minimum  wage.  Mr.  Sherk’ s  calculations  reveal  that  a  $15 
minimum  wage  in  2021  would  be  expected  to  reduce  the  number  of  full-time  equivalent  jobs  in 
Missouri  by  approximately  218,000.  Based  on  CPS-ORG  data,  these  figures  reveal  an  affected 
workforce  of  approximately  416,086  workers  impacted  by  a  $15  minimum  wage  increase  in 
2021. 


However,  in  2014,  Dr.  Macpherson  found,  using  more  conservative,  national-level 
Congressional  Budget  Office  data,  that  an  increase  to  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  effective 
January  1,  2015,  would  eliminate  about  15,700  jobs  in  Missouri.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
effect  of  a  Missouri  $10.10  minimum  wage  using  a  model  suitable  to  a  national  analysis.  This 
analysis  predicted  a  loss  of  15,700  Missouri  jobs  based  on  a  wage  increase  from  $7.50  in  2014  to 
$10.10  in  2015  (a  34.67%  increase). 

On  the  whole,  the  analysis  by  Mr.  Sherk  is  more  instructive  here,  since  it  anticipates  a 
state  level  change  to  $15.00.  The  most  accurate  way  to  determine  the  estimate  of  Workers 
Affected  would  be  to  analyze  the  CPS-ORG  data.  However,  without  such  data  readily  available 
in  the  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  fiscal  note  process,  it  is  reasonable  for  estimation  purposes 
to  assume  Mr.  Sherk’ s  figures  are  evenly  distributed.  Assuming  that  worker  data  follows  an 
equal  distribution,  the  Initiative  Petitions  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  following  job  losses: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Wage 

without 

IP 

Wage 
mandated 
by  IP 

Percentage 

increase 

Percentage  of 
affected 
workers  who 
lose  jobs 
(Percentage 
Increase  x 
0.677 
Elasticity) 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

2022 

$8.45 

$12.00 

42.01% 

28.44% 

225,876 

64,244 

2023 

$8.60 

$13.00 

51.16% 

34.64% 

275,076 

95,279 

2024 

$8.75 

$14.00 

60.00% 

40.62% 

322,589 

131,036 

2026 

$9.05 

$15.00 

65.75% 

44.51% 

353,481 

157,334 

2027 

$9.20 

$15.00 

63.04% 

42.68% 

338,952 

144,666 

c)  The  best  estimate  for  a  price  elasticity  of  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  is  -0.677. 

As  noted  by  Mr.  Sherk,  starting  wages  of  $15.00  per  hour  mean  that  full-time  employee 
must  create  at  least  $38,700  a  year  in  value  for  his  or  her  employer  (including  wages,  employer 
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payroll  taxes,  and  mandatory  healthcare  benefits).  High  minimum  wages  and  mandatory  benefit 
costs  make  it  much  harder  for  less-experienced  and  less-skilled  workers  to  find  jobs,  particularly 
full-time  work. 

Recent  labor  economics  scholarship  has  revealed  that,  accounting  for  publication  bias,  a 
state- specific  elasticity  of  demand  for  less-skilled  workers  is,  on  average,  approximately  -0.677, 
though  some  estimates  are  even  higher,  around  -1.0. 1 2  “[  Economists  have  extensively  studied 
how  businesses  respond  to  higher  wages  overall,  not  just  minimum-wage  increases.  On  average 
these  studies  find  a  10  percent  increase  in  labor  costs  causes  firms  to  reduce  employment  of  less- 
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skilled  workers  by  6.8  percent  in  the  long  run.” 

While  these  elasticity  estimates  are  substantial  in  absolute  terms,  there  is  reason  to 
believe  that  such  estimates  might  still  understate  the  impact  of  a  Missouri  state- specific  effort  to 
increase  the  minimum  wage.  This  is  so  for  several  reasons.  First,  traditionally,  labor  economists 
view  labor  as  a  reasonably  difficult  input  to  substitute;  however,  Missouri  businesses  have 
readily  available  options.  There  are  relatively  few  barriers  to  doing  business  in  Missouri’s  border 
states,  and  businesses  can  easily  relocate  across  a  state  line  to  take  advantage  of  more  favorable 
wage  (and  tax  laws).  Additionally,  substantially  raising  the  cost  for  Missouri  labor,  relative  to 
labor  sources  in  other  states  and  other  countries,  is  likely  to  force  many  manufacturing  jobs  in 
Missouri  to  disappear  entirely.  Automation  is  also  a  significant  risk.  The  substitution  of  labor  is 
becoming  increasingly  easy  due  to  technology  advancements  and  the  “sharing”  economy,  where 
fewer  individuals  are  “employees”  covered  by  the  minimum  wage.  Finally,  a  labor  “price  shock” 
may  result  in  significant  decreases  in  the  demand  for  goods  and  services.  People  make 
behavioral  changes  to  avoid  higher  costs,  including  eating  out  less  often  and  generally  decreasing 
consumption  (or  shifting  their  activities  to  consumption  involving  comparatively  low  amounts  of 
labor)  wherever  possible. 

d)  Unemployment  Benefit  Costs 

We  derived  an  average  unemployment  payout  by  calculating  the  expected  weekly 
unemployment  benefit  amount.  Based  on  current  data,  the  expected  unemployment  weekly 
benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $7.65  an  hour,  on  a  40  hour  workweek,  is  $159.30  per  week, 


1  Sherk,  James,  “How  $15-per-Hour  Minimum  Starting  Wages  Would  Affect  Each  State,”  The  Heritage 
Foundation,  http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 

2  “The  coefficients  on  these  estimates  imply  an  elasticity  of  -0.677  for  a  study  published  in  2012 
(the  most  recent  year  in  their  data)  of  long-run  unconditional  labor  demand  for  low-skilled  labor  in  the 
U.S.,  estimated  using  industry-level  administrative  panel  data  and  a  structural  form  model.”  “Estimates 
that  do  not  account  for  publication  bias  tend  to  slow  a  long-run  elasticity  closer  to  -1.0.  See,  for  example, 
George  Borjas,  Labor  Economics,  6th  ed.  (Columbus,  OH:  McGraw-Hill,  2013),  Chapter  4:  ‘The 
evidence  also  suggests  that  the  estimates  of  the  long-run  labor  demand  elasticity  cluster  around  -1,  so  the 
long-run  labor  demand  curve  is  indeed  more  elastic  than  the  short-run  curve.’  ”  Sherk,  available  at 
http://report.heritage.org/ib460 1 . 
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for  20  weeks.1  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $11.99 
an  hour  is  $249.39  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker 
making  $12.99  an  hour  is  $270.19  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment  weekly  benefit 
amount  of  a  worker  making  $13.99  an  hour  is  $290.99  per  week.  The  expected  unemployment 
weekly  benefit  amount  of  a  worker  making  $14.99  an  hour  is  $31 1.79  per  week.  We  assume  that 
workers  will  seek  unemployment  insurance  for  the  full  twenty  weeks  authorized  under  Missouri 
law,  because  unemployment  attributable  to  an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  is  structural.  In  this 
case,  structural  unemployment  occurs  because  workers’  job  skills  do  not  meet  the  established 
“price  floor”  of  labor,  rendering  the  worker’s  skills  unmarketable.  Assuming  an  even  distribution 
of  workers  affected,  the  average  unemployment  benefit  cost  to  the  state  for  a  worker  is  calculated 
as  follows: 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-073  through  2018-078,  [($159.30+$311.79)/2]*20  = 
$4,710.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-079  through  2018-080,  [($159.30+$290.99)/2]*20  = 
$4,502.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-081  through  2018-082,  [($159.30+$270.19)/2]*20  = 
$4,294.90 

•  For  Initiative  Petitions  2018-083  through  2018-084,  [($159.30+$249.39)/2]*20  = 
$4,086.90 

Consistent  with  Dr.  Macpherson’s  2012  report,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Auditor  to  assume 
that  35%  of  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits.  Combining  these  numbers 
leads  to  the  following  estimates: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  Initiative 

Estimated 
Unemployment 
Amount  Per 
Worker 

Estimated  Total 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 

Average  Cost 
of  Annual 
Unemployment 
Benefits  Paid 
by  State 

2022  ($12) 

64,244 

$4,086.90 

$91,895,081.93 

$22,973,770.48 

2023  ($13) 

95,279 

$4,294.90 

$143,224,223.60 

$28,644,844.72 

3  https://labor.mo.gov/DES/Claims/calculator.  A  2015  law  decreased  the  unemployment  benefit  period 
from  20  weeks  to  13  weeks,  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  struck  down  the  law  in  July  2016. 
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2024  ($14) 

131,036 

$4,502.90 

$206,514,130.35 

$34,419,021.73 

2026  ($15) 

157,334 

$4,710.90 

$259,415,324.82 

$32,426,915.60 

2027  ($15) 

144,666 

$4,710.90 

$238,527,470.79 

$26,503,052.31 

3.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 


The  2012  analysis  prepared  by  Dr.  Macpherson  may  also  be  used  as  a  reference  in 
calculating  the  effect  of  the  initiative  petitions  on  state  income  tax  revenue.  Here,  again,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  our  “affected  workers”  are  evenly  distributed,  though  precise  CPS- 
ORG  data  would  also  provide  a  reliable  estimate.  Here,  the  increased  income  tax  revenue  is  the 
additional  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  increase.  There  is  a  loss  of  revenue, 
however,  in  the  form  of  decreased  income  tax  paid  by  workers  whose  wages  decrease  and 
businesses  who  absorb  the  increased  cost  of  labor,  rather  than  passing  it  along  to  customers. 

For  the  purposes  of  these  estimates,  we  assume  that  workers  work  40  hours  a  week  and  52  weeks 
per  year: 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Estimate 

of 

Workers 

Affected 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers 
Unemployed 
by  IP 

Estimate  of 
Missouri 
Workers  with 
Increased 
Wages 

Annual  Increase  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  who  get 
Wage  Increase  in 
Final  Year 

Annual 
Decrease  in 
Wages  Paid  to 
Workers  now 
Unemployed 

2022 

($12) 

225,876 

64,244 

161,632 

$596,746,272.84 

$237,187,559.20 

2023 

($13) 

275,076 

95,279 

179,797 

$822,752,260.32 

$336,905,136.41 

2024 

($14) 

322,589 

131,036 

191,553 

$1,045,881,167.64 

$442,900,455.01 

2026 

($15) 

353,481 

157,334 

196,147 

$1,213,758,000.24 

$482,701,950.51 

2027 

($15) 

338,952 

144,666 

194,286 

$1,171,933,152.00 

$421,267,392.00 

These  net  wage  increases  will  lead  to  corresponding  increases  in  state  income  tax 
collections.  Traditionally,  it  has  been  assumed  that  about  50%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6% 
income  tax,  while  the  other  50%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax.  This  assumption  may  be 
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less  accurate  at  the  higher  wage  increases  contemplated  by  the  Initiative  Petitions.  Accordingly, 
figures  are  also  displayed  assuming  that  about  75%  of  affected  workers  will  pay  6%  income  tax, 
while  the  other  25%  of  workers  pay  no  state  income  tax. 


Annual  Net 
Increase  in 

Wages  Paid  To 
Workers 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (50% 
pay  tax) 

Annual  Income 
Tax  Increase 
from  Wage 
Increase  (75% 
pay  tax) 

$359,558,713.64 

$10,786,761.41 

$16,180,142.11 

$485,847,123.91 

$14,575,413.72 

$21,863,120.58 

$602,980,712.63 

$18,089,421.38 

$27,134,132.07 

$731,056,049.73 

$21,931,681.49 

$32,897,522.24 

$750,665,760.00 

$22,519,972.80 

$33,779,959.20 

Based  on  these  figures,  Missouri  businesses  must  also  decide  whether  to  pass  along  any  increase 
in  wage  costs  (wages  and  mandatory  payments).4 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage  increase 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased  Wage  in 
Final  Year  of 
Increase 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  fully 
absorbed 

Annual 
Decreased 
Corporate 
Income  Tax  if 
cost  is  50% 
absorbed 

2022  ($12) 

$642,397,362.71 

$40,149,835.17 

$20,074,917.58 

2023  ($13) 

$885,692,808.24 

$55,355,800.51 

$27,677,900.26 

2024  ($14) 

$1,125,891,076.96 

$70,368,192.31 

$35,184,096.16 

2026  ($15) 

$1,306,610,487.26 

$81,663,155.45 

$40,831,577.73 

2027  ($15) 

$1,261,586,038.13 

$78,849,127.38 

$39,424,563.69 

Assuming  businesses  absorb  half  of  the  cost  of  increased  wages,  and  75  percent  of  affected 
workers  pay  the  new,  higher  taxes,  the  effect  on  state  income  tax  collections  is  estimated  to  be: 


4  A  healthcare  benefit  cost  estimate  is  not  available  based  on  the  time  limitations  imposed  by  this  fiscal 
note. 
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Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 

Revenue  Loss 

2022 

($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

2023 

($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

2024 

($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

2026 

($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

2027 

($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

4.  Sales  tax  revenue  gain  or  loss 

Projecting  any  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  resulting  from  an  increased  minimum  wage 
would  require  the  auditor’s  office  to  conclude,  based  on  data  separate  and  apart  from  the  sheer 
conjecture  typically  offered  by  political  activist  groups:  (1)  the  net  effect  on  consumer  disposable 
income  and  (2)  the  percentage  of  a  consumer’s  disposable  income  that  is  spent  on  goods  subject 
to  the  sales  tax,  taking  into  consideration  that  the  scope  of  Missouri’s  sales  tax  has  been 
truncated  by  a  voter- approved  constitutional  amendment  from  November  2016. 

Typically,  the  Auditor’s  office  multiplies  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (which 
should  be  adjusted  for  employment  reductions)  and  multiplies  the  result  by  25  percent,  then 
multiplying  that  figure  by  the  Missouri  the  population  weighted  combined  average  state  and 
local  sales  tax  in  Missouri,  7.81%. 5  Based  on  this  estimate,  the  population-weighted  combined 
average  local  sales  tax  is  3.585%. 

However,  it  would  be  deceptive  to  fail  to  account  for  sales  tax  losses  from  workers  whose 
wages  are  eliminated  or  sales  tax  losses  from  reduced  business  profits  (attributable  to  the  higher 
wages  paid),  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners.  The  first  figure  is  calculable  by 
determining  the  total  annual  wages  (adjusted  for  employment  deductions)  for  all  workers  who 
lose  jobs  due  to  a  minimum  wage  hike,  multiplied  by  25  percent.  The  second  number  is 


5  http://taxfoundation.org/sites/taxfoundation.org/files/docs/LOST-2015.png. 


10 


G|G 


Graves  Garrett  nc 

calculable  by  multiplying  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings  (multiplied  by  1.0765  to  account 
for  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  by  approximately  15  percent.6 


Year  of 
final 

prescribed 

wage 

increase 

Annual  Net 
Increase  in 
Wages  Paid 
To  Workers 

New  Wages 
Spent  on 
Sales  Tax 
Items 

Annual  Cost  to 
Business  from 
Increased 
Wage 

Annual 
Business 
Income  No 
Longer 
Included  in 
Sales  Tax  Base 
(50%  passed- 
through) 

2022 

($12) 

$359,558,714 

$89,889,678 

$642,397,363 

($96,359,604) 

2023 

($13) 

$485,847,124 

$121,461,781 

$885,692,808 

($132,853,921) 

2024 

($14) 

$602,980,713 

$150,745,178 

$1,125,891,077 

($168,883,662) 

2025 

($15) 

$731,056,050 

$182,764,012 

$1,306,610,487 

($195,991,573) 

2026 

($15) 

$750,665,760 

$187,666,440 

$1,261,586,038 

($189,237,906) 

Accordingly,  the  annual  net  losses  in  sales  tax  revenue,  and  total  tax  losses  are  as  follows: 


Year  of  final 
prescribed 
wage 
increase 

Annual  Net 
Income  Tax 
Revenue  Loss 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  State 
Sales  Tax 

Total  Annual 
Loss  in  State 
Tax  Revenue 

Annual  Net 
Loss  in  Local 
Sales  Tax 

2022  ($12) 

($3,894,775.47) 

($273,354.37) 

($4,168,129.84) 

($231,946.85) 

2023  ($13) 

($5,814,779.68) 

($481,317.93) 

($6,296,097.61) 

($408,408.23) 

2024  ($14) 

($8,049,964.09) 

($766,350.92) 

($8,816,315.01) 

($650,264.63) 

2026 ($15) 

($7,934,055.49) 

($558,864.44) 

($8,492,919.93) 

($474,208.05) 

2027  ($15) 

($5,644,604.49) 

($66,394.43) 

($5,710,998.92) 

($56,337.05) 

6  This  estimate  would  also  need  to  be  adjusted  to  reflect  certain  employers’  mandate  under  the  Affordable 
Care  Act  to  provide  healthcare  coverage  and  pay  60  percent  of  such  coverage. 
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Graves  Garrett  nc 

5.  Damage  to  small  business 

Additionally,  any  proponent  or  opponent  fiscal  note  submission  is  required,  pursuant  to 
Missouri  law,  to  state  the  impact  of  the  initiative  on  small  businesses.  According  to  analysis  by 
the  Employment  Policies  Institute,  40  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  workforce  is  employed  at 
businesses  with  fewer  than  50  employees.  The  impact  on  extra  costs  to  small  business  may  be 
more  significant  than  even  this  40%  figure  suggests.  Small  businesses  are  more  easily  shut  down 
by  input  price  increases  than  large  businesses,  which  have  greater  access  to  capital  to  weather  the 
storm.  Clearly,  small  businesses  that  do  not  shut  down  due  to  increases  in  the  minimum  wage 
will  pay  higher  costs,  estimated  at  about  40%  of  business’  total  increased  costs,  described  above. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  the  State  Auditor  should  attempt  to  quantify  the  increased  cost  to  be  borne 
by  state  and  local  government  entities  through  increased  contracting  costs  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  to  the  minimum  wage.  This  direct  cost  is  outlined  in  Section  1. 

Indirect  costs  are  outlined  in  Sections  2  through  5,  and  show  a  net  loss.  Although  such 
second-order  effects  more  difficult  to  predict,  a  net  loss  is  easily  the  most  likely  outcome. 
Significantly,  this  result  is  only  obtainable  if  the  Auditor  reviews  both  the  “credit”  and  “debit” 
sides  of  the  transfer  of  wealth  from  businesses  to  workers.  The  Auditor  should  refrain  from 
taking  the  proponents’  likely  invitation  to  consider  and  present  only  the  “credit,”  side,  and  should 
attempt  to  provide  a  complete  picture  of  all  effects  of  a  minimum  wage  increase,  including  the 
loss  of  revenue  to  state  and  local  governments  from  individuals  who  lose  employment.  Only 
conveying  (or  quantifying)  the  potential  for  gain,  without  fairly  conveying  the  likelihood  of  net 
loss,  would  be  deceptive  and  unfair. 

Should  you  desire  further  detail  or  have  any  questions  about  this  fiscal  impact  statement, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


Edward  D.  Greim 
Partner,  Graves  Garrett,  LLC 
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https://www.epionline.org/oped/who-really-employs-minimum-wage-workers/ 
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I.  Introduction 

This  report  was  undertaken  at  the  request  of  counsel  representing  plaintiffs  in  the 
case  of  Victor  Allred  versus  Robin  Carnahan  and  Thomas  Schweich.  As  part  of  the  basis 
of  the  lawsuit,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  fiscal  note  summaries  for  proposed  statutory 
initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  are  insufficient  and  unfair.  I  was  asked  by 
counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084 
and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243,1 05; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
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range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 

The  report  is  organized  as  follows.  My  qualifications  to  prepare  this  report  are 
contained  in  Section  II.  Section  III  describes  the  data  and  records  I  relied  upon  for  this 
report.  Section  IV  reviews  the  estimated  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085.  A  summary  and  my  conclusions  are  provided  in 
Section  VI. 

II.  Qualifications 

I  am  currently  the  E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics  at  Trinity  University  in 
San  Antonio,  Texas.  Previously,  I  was  employed  by  Florida  State  University  as  Director 
of  the  Pepper  Institute  on  Aging  and  Public  Policy  and  the  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent 
Scholar  in  Economics.  I  have  taught  both  undergraduate  and  graduate  Econometrics 
(statistical  analysis  of  economic  data),  and  Labor  Economics.  I  have  published  over  50 
articles  in  peer-reviewed  professional  journals. 

I  am  currently  serving  on  the  editorial  board  of  the  Journal  of  Forensic 
Economics,  which  is  a  peer-reviewed  journal.  I  have  also  served  as  a  reviewer  or  ‘referee’ 
for  24  peer-reviewed  journals,  including  the  Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of 
Labor  Economics,  Quarterly  Journal  of  Economics,  and  the  Review  of  Economics  and 
Statistics.  Based  upon  these  experiences,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  scholarly  and 
professional  research  process  and  the  concept  of  peer  review. 
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I  have  prepared  numerous  analyses  and  reports  that  use  statistical  methods  as 
applied  to  specific  questions.  I  have  been  responsible  for  developing  the  techniques  and 
approaches  required  for  these  analyses.  I  routinely  use  computers  and  statistical  software 
packages  to  assist  me  in  my  analytical  work.  I  have  been  qualified  as  an  expert  witness 
on  statistical  analysis  of  employment  discrimination  and  economic  damages  in  state 
courts  in  Florida  and  Georgia  and  Federal  Courts,  and  I  have  given  expert  testimony.  I 
have  prepared  analyses  and  offered  testimony  on  behalf  of  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants. 

Details  of  my  qualifications  are  reflected  in  my  current  resume  and  legal  cases, 
attached  as  Appendix  A  to  the  report. 

III.  Data  and  Records 

I  reviewed  the  following  materials  in  preparing  this  report. 

•  Plaintiffs  Complaint 

•  Material  cited  in  footnotes  below. 

IV.  Fiscal  Impact 

A.  Overview 

The  proposed  statutory  initiative  petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085  contain  many 
elements  in  common.  Both  initiatives  would  increase  the  Missouri  minimum  wage  to 
$8.25  per  hour,  alter  the  exemption  for  retail  and  service  firms,  raise  the  cash  wage  of 
tipped  workers  from  50%  to  60%  of  the  minimum  wage,  and  increase  the  statute  of 
limitation  from  two  to  three  year  for  underpayment  claims. 

The  initiatives  differ  in  their  linkage  to  the  federal  minimum  wage.  Initiative 
petition  2012-084  requires  that  the  state  minimum  wage  be  automatically  increased  to  the 
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federal  minimum  wage  if  it  is  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage.  Initiative  petition 
2012-085  does  not  have  such  a  linkage.  It  only  requires  that  workers  be  paid  the  higher  of 
the  state  minimum  wage  or  the  federal  minimum  wage.  The  linkage  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage  will  cause  the  state  minimum  wage  to  be  higher  under  initiative  petition 
2012-084  over  time.  This  is  because  the  state  minimum  wage,  in  contrast  to  the  federal 
minimum  wage,  is  adjusted  for  inflation  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

An  increase  in  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  will  affect  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  two  ways.  First,  it  will  directly  increase  the  cost  of  labor  to  state 
and  local  government  entities.  This  will  occur  due  to  the  increase  in  wages  of  state  and 
local  government  workers  earning  between  the  existing  minimum  wage  of  $7.25  and  the 
new  minimum  wage  of  $8.25.'  In  addition,  workers  laid  off  due  to  the  minimum  wage 
increase  can  collect  unemployment  benefits.  The  state  government  will  bear  the  cost  of 
unemployment  benefits  of  these  workers  for  the  first  20  weeks.  Second,  state  and  local 
government  may  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  and  sales  taxes  paid 
by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  state  and 
local  government  will  suffer  reduced  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost 
lowers  profits  of  businesses. 

The  following  sections  estimate  the  cost  and  revenue  effects  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  of  the  proposed  minimum  wage  increase. 


1  Information  about  the  minimum  wage  in  Missouri  is  available  at 
http://www.labor.mo.gov/DLS/minimumwape/. 
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B.  Direct  Labor  Cost  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Government  Budgets 

There  are  two  possible  ways  to  measure  the  direct  labor  cost  on  state  and  local 
government  budgets.  First,  one  can  use  the  information  included  in  the  fiscal  notes 
prepared  by  the  State  Auditor  regarding  the  proposed  initiatives.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  fiscal  notes  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  estimate  of  the  direct  labor 
cost.  The  fiscal  notes  indicate  that  the  Office  of  Administration’s  (OA)  Division  of 
Personnel  reported  that  as  of  September  2011  there  were  834  state  workers  who  would  be 
affected  by  an  increase  of  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  and  the  “approximate  annual  cost” 
would  be  more  than  $540,000. 

This  OA  estimate  excludes  seasonal  workers  such  as  State  Fair  employees,  State 
Parks  Employees,  and  tax  season  staff.  The  Division  of  Revenue  noted  its  labor  cost 
would  rise  by  $40,000.  The  Division  of  Natural  Resources  stated  they  have  over  500 
workers  who  would  be  affected  by  the  increase,  but  did  not  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost.  The  State  Fair  hired  745  workers  that  would  be  affected,  but  no  cost  estimate  was 
provided. 

Thus,  the  cost  to  state  government,  based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  would  be  more  than 
$580,000. 

The  fiscal  notes  also  provide  an  incomplete  and  thus  too  low  measure  of  the  cost 
to  local  government  and  public  educational  institutions.  Many  cities  and  educational 
institutions  did  not  respond  to  Office  of  Auditor’s  survey  or  provide  an  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  the  higher  minimum  wage.  The  City  of  Columbia,  City  of  Jefferson,  City  of 
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Joseph,  Linn  State  Technical  College,  and  Metropolitan  Community  College  did  provide 
such  an  estimate.  The  total  cost  to  these  five  institutions  is  $772,1 82. 

Based  on  the  fiscal  notes,  the  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  of  the 
increase  in  the  minimum  wage  to  $8.25  will  be  more  than  $1,352,182. 

Second,  data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau’s  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  cost  of  the  increased  labor  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  entities  in  Missouri.  Using  the  data  ffom  January  2010  to  December  201 1 
Outgoing  Rotation  Group  (ORG)  CPS,  I  calculated  that  17,089  state  and  local 
government  workers  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  increase.  I  defined  affected 
workers  as  those  individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.  Though  the 
minimum  wage  was  $7.25  per  hour  during  this  period,  I  also  included  those  workers 
reporting  earnings  of  $7.00  to  $7.24  since  some  individuals  may  round  their  wage  rate.  I 
calculated  the  annual  wage  cost  for  each  state  and  local  government  worker  (i)  in  the 
ORG  CPS  as: 

Annual  Wage  Costt  =  ($8.25  -  current  wage *  weekly  hourSi  *  52.2 
The  average  annual  wage  cost  increase  was  $870. 1  summed  the  cost  over  each  worker  (i) 
to  obtain  the  total  wage  cost  to  state  and  local  government  entities  in  Missouri  of 
$14,866,430. 

The  increased  wage  cost  is  not  the  only  labor  cost  to  state  and  local  government 
entities  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  Employers  are  required  to  pay  7.65%  of  their 
wage  costs  in  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes.  Thus,  the  total  labor  cost  of  the 
minimum  wage  increase  will  be  1.0765  times  $14,866,430  or  $16,003,712. 


2 1  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning  $7.25 
per  hour. 


7 


C.  Unemployment  Benefit  Impact 

The  higher  minimum  wage  will  cause  firms  to  reduce  their  level  of  employment.3 
As  a  result,  the  number  of  unemployed  workers  will  increase.  Thus,  another  important 
fiscal  cost  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  is  the  cost  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
benefits  for  the  workers  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  minimum  wage  increase. 

To  calculate  the  cost  to  the  unemployment  benefits  program,  I  first  calculated  the 
number  of  workers  laid  off.  To  do  so,  I  calculated  a  probability  of  job  loss  for  each 
affected  Missouri  worker  (i)  in  the  January  2010  to  December  201 1  ORG  CPS: 
Probability  Job  Loss  t  =  --8  25~  current  waged  #  elasticity  i. 

Current  Waget  J  1 

I  used  the  preferred  employment  elasticity  (i.e.,  sensitivity  of  employment  to  wage 
changes)  contained  in  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010),  which  was  -0.6  for  individuals  aged 
16  to  29  without  a  high  school  degree  and  -0.2  for  all  other  individuals.  The  sole 
exception  was  for  state  and  local  government  workers,  where  I  assumed  an  elasticity  of 
zero.4  The  sum  across  all  affected  workers  yielded  an  estimated  job  loss  of  5,745  jobs. 

The  next  step  was  to  calculate  the  weekly  benefit  for  the  average  unemployed 
worker.  Using  the  benefits  calculator  on  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits  web  site 
and  the  wage  income  of  average  private-sector  affected  worker  ($10,937),  yields  an 
average  weekly  benefit  of  S109.365.  The  state  of  Missouri  pays  the  first  20  weeks  of 
benefits.6  Thus,  each  eligible  unemployed  worker  could  receive  a  total  of  $2,187.20  in 

3  For  a  survey  of  research  regarding  the  effect  of  the  minimum  wage  on  employment,  see  David  Neumark 
and  William  L.  Wascher,  Minimum  Wages  (Cambridge,  MA:  MIT  Press,  2008). 

4  Joseph  J.  Sabia  and  Richard  V.  Burkhauser,  “Minimum  Wages  and  Poverty:  Will  a  $9.50  Federal 
Minimum  Wage  Really  Help  the  Working  Poor?”  Southern  Economic  Journal  (January  2010):  592-623. 

5  http://www.labor.mo.eov/DES/C1aims/calculator.asp 

6  See  http://www.labor.mo.eov/DES/Claims/ 
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benefits  paid  for  by  the  state  of  Missouri.  These  jobs  are  permanently  eliminated  and  so  it 
is  appropriate  to  calculate  the  full  amount  of  benefits  for  each  worker. 

Unemployment  insurance,  however,  does  not  cover  all  unemployed  workers.  For 
example,  it  does  not  cover  people  who  leave  a  job  voluntarily,  people  looking  for  their 
first  job,  and  re-entrants  who  previously  left  the  labor  force  voluntarily.  Furthermore, 
some  individuals  don’t  apply  for  benefits  even  though  they  are  eligible.  I  assume  that 
35%  of  the  unemployed  workers  will  receive  unemployment  benefits  based  on  analysis 
by  Wenger  (2001).7 

The  last  step  is  to  calculate  the  total  cost  to  the  Missouri  unemployment  benefits 
program.  This  done  by  multiplying  the  number  of  jobs  lost  (5,745)  times  the  average 
benefit  amount  ($2,187.20)  times  the  percent  of  unemployed  individuals  collecting 
benefits  (35%).  This  calculation  yields  a  figure  of  $4,397,510.  This  cost  would  be  borne 
only  during  the  first  year  of  the  minimum  wage  increase.  The  inflation  adjustments  in  the 
minimum  wage  will  also  yield  costs  to  the  unemployment  insurance  program,  but  it  is  not 
possible  to  estimate  the  amount. 

D.  Impact  on  State  Income  Tax  Revenue 

The  state  of  Missouri  will  gain  increased  revenue  through  higher  income  tax  taxes 
paid  by  workers  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  who  remain  employed.  However,  it  will 


7  Jeffery  Wenger.  “Divided  We  Fall:  Deserving  Workers  Slip  through  America’s  Patchwork 
Unemployment  Insurance  System.”  Economic  Policy  Institute,  200 1 .  Sabia  and  Burkhauser  (2010)  make 
the  same  assumption  in  their  calculation  of  the  amount  of  unemployment  benefits  generated  by  a  minimum 
wage  increase. 
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suffer  reduced  corporate  income  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  the  higher  wage  cost  lowers 
profits  of  businesses. 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  individual  income  tax  revenue,  I  again  used  data  from 
January  2010  to  December  2011  ORG  CPS.  I  defined  affected  workers  as  those  Missouri 
individuals  earning  between  $7.00  and  $8.24  per  hour.8 1  used  the  following  formula  to 
estimate  the  change  in  income  tax  revenue: 

1ST  ax  Revenue  i  =  (Tax_Afteri  -  TaxJ3efore{)  -  Prob  Job_Lossi  *  Tax_Beforei, 
where  Tax_Afterj  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase. 
Tax  Beforej  is  the  income  tax  paid  by  worker  i  after  the  minimum  wage  increase,  and 
Prob_Job_LosSi  is  the  probability  of  job  loss  for  worker  i.  The  first  term  shows  the 
change  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  assuming  no  job  loss  and  the  second  term  shows 
the  loss  in  tax  revenue  due  to  the  employment  loss  caused  by  the  minimum  wage 
increase. 

The  income  tax  calculations  were  based  on  two  assumptions.9  First,  the  50% 
percent  of  affected  workers  who  were  under  the  age  25  who  were  assumed  to  be 
dependents  on  another  person’s  tax  return.  As  a  result,  it  was  assumed  that  the  affected 
workers’  earnings  were  taxable  at  the  maximum  Missouri  income  tax  rate  of  6%  both  and 
after  the  minimum  wage  increase.10  Second,  all  persons  age  25  and  older  were  assumed 
to  be  paying  little  or  no  income  tax  after  exemptions  and  deductions.  Thus,  about  50%  of 
the  earnings  increase  will  be  taxed  at  a  rate  of  6%. 

8 1  again  assume  that  persons  reporting  an  hourly  wage  rate  between  $7.00  and  $7.24  are  actually  earning 
$7.25  per  hour.  The  annual  earnings  level  was  calculated  as  the  worker’s  wage  rate  times  usual  weekly 
horns  worked  times  52. 

9  The  same  assumptions  are  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

10  This  assumption  will  overstate  the  revenue  increase  as  20%  of  affected  workers  under  the  age  25  are 
living  by  themselves  and  some  of  these  individuals  will  not  be  a  dependent  on  another  person’s  tax  return. 
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The  tax  calculations  reveal  an  increase  in  income  tax  revenue  increase  to  the  state. 
Assuming  no  workers  were  laid  off  by  the  minimum  wage  increase,  income  tax  revenue 
would  rise  by  $6,043,534.  However,  the  state  will  lose  $1,965,446  in  income  tax  revenue 
due  to  the  lost  earnings  of  private-sector  workers  no  longer  employed  due  to  the 
minimum  wage  hike.11  Thus,  the  net  increase  in  individual  income  tax  revenue  is 
$4,078,088. 

Businesses  have  three  options  to  respond  to  the  higher  labor  costs  of  a  higher 
minimum  wage.  They  can  reduce  their  profits,  raise  prices,  or  lay  off  workers.  Based  on 
the  2010-201 1  ORG  CPS  data,  the  minimum  wage  increase  will  raise  private-sector  labor 
costs  by  $192,620,900  if  employment  levels  are  not  reduced.  However,  labor  costs  will 
be  lowered  by  $55,240,790  due  to  the  reduction  in  employment.  Thus,  labor  costs  will, 
on  net,  rise  by  $137,380,1 10.  These  increased  labor  costs  may  be  either  passed  on  to 
consumers  through  higher  prices  or  reduced  profits  or  more  likely  some  combination  of 
higher  prices  and  reduced  profits.  Assuming  that  businesses  absorbed  all  of  the  higher 
costs  through  reduced  profits,  the  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  the 
Missouri  corporate  income  tax  of  6.25%  times  the  rise  in  labor  costs  of  $137,380,110  * 
1.0765  (to  account  for  employer-paid  Social  Security  and  Medicare  taxes)  or 
$9,243, 106. 12  Alternatively,  if  half  of  the  higher  labor  costs  were  passed  on  to  consumers, 
then  corporate  income  tax  revenue  would  fall  by  $4,621,553. 


11  The  probability  of  job  loss  was  calculated  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  prior  section. 

12  The  corporate  income  tax  for  Missouri  is  available  at:  http://dor.mo.gov/business/corDorate/ 
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E.  Impact  on  State  and  Local  Sales  Tea  Revenue 

To  calculate  the  impact  on  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  the  following 
approach  was  undertaken.13  First,  the  total  increase  in  worker  earnings,  adjusted  for 
employment  reductions,  was  calculated  using  the  2010-2011  ORG  CPS.  This  figure  was 
$152,246,540.  Second,  the  increase  in  Missouri  taxable  sales  was  calculated  as  25%  of 
the  earnings  increase  or  $38,061,635.  Third,  the  increase  in  sales  tax  revenue  was 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  taxable  sales  change  times  the  average  state  and  local  rate 
of  7.67%  or  $2,919,327.14 

The  higher  minimum  wage  may  decrease  sales  tax  revenue  to  the  extent  that  it 
reduces  business  profits,  which  will  lower  spending  by  business  owners. 

VI.  Summary'  and  Conclusions 

I  was  asked  by  counsel  to  evaluate  the  fiscal  impact  of  proposed  statutory  initiative 
petitions  2012-084  and  2012-085. 

The  results  of  my  analysis  indicate: 

(1)  labor  costs  to  state  and  local  government  entities,  based  on  state  auditor 
fiscal  notes,  will  rise  by  more  than  $1,352,182.  A  more  inclusive  estimate 
indicates  that  state  and  local  government  labor  costs  will  increase  by 
$16,003,712; 

13  The  same  general  approach  is  used  in  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  notes  for  the  initiatives. 

14  The  average  rate  comes  from  http://taxfoundation.org/news/show/27023.html 
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(2)  unemployment  benefit  costs  will  rise  by  $4,397,510  during  the  first  year 
of  the  minimum  wage  increase; 

(3)  individual  income  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $4,078,088; 

(4)  the  loss  in  corporate  income  tax  revenue  could  be  as  high  as  $9,243, 1 05; 

(5)  state  and  local  sales  tax  revenue  will  rise  by  at  most  $2,919,327; 

(6)  during  the  first  year:  state  and  local  governments  will  incur  increased  costs 
of  $20,401,222;  the  change  in  state  and  local  government  revenue  will 
range  from  -$2,245,690  to  +$6,997,415;  and  the  net  state  and  local 
government  fiscal  impact  will  range  from  -$22,646,912  to  -$13,403,807. 


FISCAL  ANALYSIS 
OF 

PROPOSED  STATUTORY  INITIATIVE  PETITIONS  2012-084  AND  2012-085 
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19 


"Unionism  and  Gross  Employment  Flows,"  Southern  Economic  Journal,  January  1994, 
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Michael  Curme. 

"The  Effects  of  Extended  Families  and  Marital  Status  on  Housing  Consumption  by 
Black  Female-Headed  Households,"  Review  of  Black  Political  Economy,  Winter/Spring 
1991,  pp.  65-84,  with  James  Stewart. 

"The  Impact  of  Unionism  on  Fringe  Benefit  Coverage,"  Economics  Letters,  May  1991, 
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Hirsch. 

"The  Gender  Gap  in  Pensions  and  Wages,"  Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  May 
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"Self-Employment  and  Married  Women,"  Economics  Letters,  December  1988,  pp.  281- 
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Research,  Fall  1987,  pp.  395-405,  with  James  Stewart. 


Journal  Publications  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 
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Literature,  Issue  3  2008,  pp.  327-343,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Simians. 

“Horizontal  and  Vertical  Inequity  in  Real  Property  Taxation,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate 
Literature,  Issue  2  2008,  pp.  167-180,  with  Dean  Gatzlaff  and  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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"The  State  of  Affordable  Housing,”  Journal  of  Real  Estate  Literature,  Issue  2  2003,  pp. 
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“Living  Wage  Laws  and  the  Case  for  a  Targeted  Wage  Subsidy,”  in  Living  Wage 
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“Downsizing  and  Life  Course  Consequences  of  Job  Loss:  The  Effect  of  Age  and  Gender 
on  Employment  and  Income  Security,”  with  Jill  Quadagno,  Jennifer  Reid,  and  Lori 
Parham,  in  Restructuring  Work  and  the  Life  Course,  eds.  Victor  Marshall,  Walter  Heinz, 
Helga  Krueger,  and  Anil  Verma,  University  of  Toronto  Press,  2001. 
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and  Income  Security  for  an  Aging  Workforce,  ed.  Peter  P.  Budetti,W.E.  Upjohn  Institute, 
2001. 

"Earnings  and  Employment  in  Trucking:  Deregulating  a  Naturally  Competitive  Industry," 
with  Barry  Hirsch,  in  Regulatory  Reform  and  Labor  Markets,  ed.  James  Peoples,  Kluwer 
Publishers,  1998. 


22 
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Work:  A  Handbook,  Garland  Publishing,  New  York,  NY,  1996. 

"The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers",  with  William  Even,  in  Pension 
Coverage  Issues  for  the  '90s,  eds.  Richard  Hinz,  John  Turner,  and  Phyllis  Fernandez, 
U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C,  1994. 


Working  Papers  (Economics) 

“Deferred  Compensation  vs.  Efficiency  Wages:  An  Experimental  Test  of  Effort  Provision 
and 

Self-Selection,”  with  Tim  Salmon  and  Kislaya  Prasad,  under  review,  Journal  of  Business 
and  Economic  Organization 

“What  Do  Unions  Do  to  Pension  Performance?”  with  William  Even,  September  2011, 
under  revision 

“Teacher  Salaries,  State  Collective  Bargaining  Laws,  and  Union  Coverage”  March  2011, 
with  Barry  Hirsch  and  John  Winters. 

“The  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases  on  Teen  Employment,” 
with  William  Even,  under  revision,  July  2010. 

“Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  April  2006,  with  William  Even, 
under  revision. 

“Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  September  2004,  with  William  Even,  under 
revision. 

Working  Papers  (Real  Estate  and  Insurance) 

“An  Empirical  Analysis  of  Socio-Demographic  Factors  and  the  Mispricing  of 
Homeowners  Insurance  in  Florida,”  under  review  Journal  of  Financial  Services 
Research,  with  Ronald  Cheung,  Charles  Nyce,  Kathleen  McCullough,  and  Cassandra 
Cole. 

“The  Impact  of  No-Fault  Legislation  on  Automobile  Insurance  Premiums,”  revised  and 
resubmitted  to  North  American  Actuarial  Journal,  with  Cassandra  Cole,  Kevin  Eastman, 
Patrick  Maroney,  and  Kathleen  McCullough. 


Funded  Projects 


Employment  Policies  Institute,  5/2010-7/2010,  $16,500  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Employment  Effects  of  the  2007-2009  Federal  Minimum  Wage  Increases,”  with 
William  Even. 


23 


National  Science  Foundation,  9/2009-8/2012,  $125,866  (Trinity  University  portion), 
“Incentives  in  the  Workplace:  An  Experimental  Examination  of  How  Wage  Differences 
Across  Time  and  Among  Peers  Affect  Productivity  and  Self-Selection,”  with  Tim 
Salmon,  Kislaya  Prasad,  and  Hyejin  Ku. 

Florida  Legislature,  10/2007-6/2009,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Legislature  (through  University  of  Florida),  12/2006-9/2007,  $223,000,  "Analysis 
of  Save  our  Homes  Amendment,"  with  Dean  Gatzlaff. 

U.S.  Administration  on  Aging  (through  University  of  South  Florida),  5/2005-9/2007, 
$175,000,  “Employment  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry:  The  Importance  of 
Recruitment  and  Retention,”  with  William  Even. 

Florida  Legislature,  2/2003-8/2004,  $175,000,  "Child  Support  Guidelines,"  with  Stefan 
Norrbin  and  Thomas  McCaleb. 

Florida  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  6/2002-2/2003,  $94,157,  “Affordability 
Index,”  with  Stefan  Norrbin  and  William  Serow. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/2000-11/2000,  $10,000,  “Minority  Homeownership  in 
South  Carolina,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1999-6/1999,  $21,739, 
“Forecasting  Housing  Demand  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

University  of  South  Carolina,  4/1999-1 1/1999,  $10,000,  “Forecasting  Housing  Demand 
in  South  Carolina,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  State  University,  6/1999-8/1999,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Based  Course.” 

TIAA-CREF,  8/1998-8/1999,  $23,000,  “Determinants  of  Savings  in  Supplemental 
Pension  Plans:  A  Case  Study  of  Pension  Choices  in  Higher  Education,”  with  Melissa 
Hardy  and  Larry  Hazelrigg. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1998-6/1998,  $16,638, 
“Forecasting  Seniors’  Demand  for  Housing  in  Florida,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  12/1997-6/1998,  $18,472, 
“Housing  Price  Appreciation  in  Orlando  and  Tampa,”  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 
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Florida  State  University,  6/1998-8/1998,  $7,500,  “Support  for  Preparing  ECO  2000  as  a 
Web-Assisted  Course.” 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  3/1997-6/1997,  $17,898, 
“Minority  Homeownership  in  Florida,"  with  Stacy  Simians. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  12/1996-8/1997, 
$20,000,  "The  Impact  of  Rising  401(k)  Pension  Coverage  on  Retirement  Income,"  with 
William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1996-6/1997, 
$15,000,  "The  Determinants  of  401(k)  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  Department  of  Business  and  Professional  Regulation,  4/1996-6/1996,  $22,702, 
"Forecasting  the  Number  of  New  Florida  Real  Estate  Licensees,"  with  Stacy  Sirmans. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  3/1995-6/1996, 
$15,000,  "Explaining  the  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  of  Less  Educated  Workers,"  with 
William  Even. 

Florida  State  University  COFRS  Grant,  6/1994-8/1994,  $8,000,  "The  Relative 
Compensation  and  Quality  of  Public  and  Private  Sector  Workers." 

W.E.  Upjohn  Institute  for  Employment  Research,  3/1994-12/1995,  $35,000,  "Pensions 
and  Productivity,"  with  Stuart  Dorsey  and  Christopher  Cornwell. 

Florida  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,  1/94-12/1995,  $100,000,  "Worker's 
Compensation  Recipency  in  Union  and  Nonunion  Workplaces,"  part  of  a  service  contract 
titled  "Research  Partnership  with  the  Division  of  Workers'  Compensation,"  co¬ 
investigator  (one  of  several). 

University  of  Wisconsin  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty  Small  Grant  Program,  7/1993- 
6/1994,  $15,000,  "Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,"  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  7/1993-6/1993, 
$10,000,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Family  Pension  Coverage,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration,  6/1992-5/1993, 
$10,000,  "The  Pension  Coverage  of  Young  and  Mature  Workers,"  with  William  Even. 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  Pension  Welfare  and  Benefit  Administration  and  American 
Society  of  Pension  Actuaries,  6/1991-5/1992,  $10,000,  "A  Conference  on  Current 
Pension  Policy  Issues,"  with  William  Even. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1991-8/1991,  $4,000,  "Projected  Growth  in 
Retiree  Health  Insurance  Liabilities." 
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Ohio  Board  of  Regents  Research  Challenge  Grant,  1/1990-12/1990,  $4,980,  "Proposal  to 
Enhance  the  Data  Library  of  the  Center  of  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,"  with 
William  Even  and  Samuel  Williamson. 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1990-8/1990,  $4,000,  "The  Role  of  Firm 
Size  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Options." 

Miami  University  Faculty  Research  Grant,  6/1989-8/1989,  $4,000,  "Declining  Unionism 
and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  National  Meetings 

Panel  Discussant,  American  Real  Estate  and  Urban  Economics  Association/ASSA 
meetings,  January  2008. 

Presented,  “Employee  Turnover  in  the  Long-Term  Care  Industry,”  at  Academy  Health 
Annual  Research  Meetings,  June  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  International 
Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at 
International  Atlantic  Economic  Society  meetings,  October  2005. 

Presented,  “Replacing  Earnings  After  Termination:  Evidence  from  the  Displaced  Worker 
Survey,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science  Association/National  Association  of  Forensic 
Economics,  January  2002. 

Presented,  “Labor  Market  Transitions  of  Older  Workers,”  at  the  Allied  Social  Science 
Association/Society  of  Government  Economists  meetings,  January  1999. 

Presented,  "Why  has  the  Loss  in  Pension  Coverage  Accelerated  Among  Less  Educated 
Workers?"  at  the  American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1995. 

Presented,  "Wages  and  Gender  Composition:  Why  Do  Women's  Jobs  Pay  Less?"  at  the 
American  Economic  Association  Meetings,  1994,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Pensions,  Labor  Turnover,  and  Employer  Size"  at  the  American  Economic 
Association  Meetings,  1993,  with  William  Even. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  American 
Economic  Association  meetings,  1992,  with  William  Even. 


Participation  in  Regional  Meetings 
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Presented  “Unions  and  Pension  Performance:  The  Role  of  Pension  Design,”  at  Southern 
Economics  Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Panel  member,  “Recent  Federal  Reserve  Policy:  An  Evaluation”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Topics  in  Health  Economics,”  at  Southern  Economics  Association  meetings, 
November  2009. 

Discussant,  “Teacher  Pay,  Principals,  and  Schooling,”  at  Southern  Economics 
Association  meetings,  November  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2009. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Eastern  Economic  Association  meetings,  February  2009. 

Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  2008. 

Chair  “Pensions  and  Retirement”  Session  at  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  2007. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2007. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2006. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2005. 

Presented,  “Do  Pensions  Impede  Phased  Retirement?”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “When  Will  the  Gender  Gap  in  Retirement  Income  Narrow?”  at  the  Southern 
Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2003. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401(k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  2002. 
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Presented,  “Racial  Composition,  Wages,  and  Quality  Sorting,”  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1999. 

Presented,  “Racial  and  Ethnic  Differences  in  Pension  Coverage  and  Benefit  Levels,”  at 
the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1998. 

Presented,  "Factors  Influencing  Participation  and  Contribution  Levels  in  401(k)  Plans,"  at 
the  Western  Economics  Association  meetings,  July  1998. 

Presented,  "Aging  at  Work:  Employment  Determination,  Firm  Strategies,  and  Public 
Policy  in  the  United  States,"  at  the  Western  Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1994. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Western 
Economic  Association  meetings,  July  1992. 

Presented  "Plant  Size  and  the  Decline  of  Unionism,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  1989,  with  William  Even. 

Panel  Discussant,  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1989. 

Presented  "The  Labor  Force  Participation  and  Earnings  Profiles  of  Married  Female 
Immigrants,"  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Presented  "Pensions,  Screening,  and  the  Gender  Wage  Gap,"  at  the  Southern  Economic 
Association  meetings,  November  1988. 

Session  Chair  and  Panel  Discussant  at  the  Southern  Economic  Association  meetings, 
November  1988. 

Participation  in  Invited  Seminars,  Conferences,  and  other  Presentations 

Presented,  “Teaching  Macroeconomics  During  Troubled  Times,”  at  Creative  Ideas  for 
Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State  University,  February  2012. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pension  Plans,”  at 
Pennsylvania  State  University,  April  2010. 

Presented,  “The  Parallels  Between  the  Japanese  Economic  Crisis  of  the  1990s  and  the  US 
Today”  at  Creative  Ideas  for  Your  Basic  Economics  Course  Conference  at  Florida  State 
University,  February  2010. 

Chair  “Minimum  Wage  &  EITC”  Session  at  Society  of  Labor  Economists  meetings.  May 
2009. 

Presented  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Lehigh  University, 
April  2009. 
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Presented  “Is  Bigger  Still  Better?:  The  Decline  of  the  Wage  Premium  at  Large  Firms,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2009. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Trinity  University,  October  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Georgia  State  University,  April  2008. 

Presented  “The  Growth  of  Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Pensions,”  at 
Association  of  Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2008. 

Presented,  “Improving  Pension  Coverage  at  Small  Firms,”  at  Hudson  Institute,  May 
2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Society  of  Labor 
Economics  meetings,  May  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  Association  of 
Private  Enterprise  Education  meetings,  April  2006. 

Presented,  “Participant  Direction  in  Defined  Contribution  Plans,”  at  University  of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee,  April  2006. 

Invited  Panel  Participant  for  Pepper  Foundation  and  Center  Symposium  on  pension 
reform,  Washington,  DC,  February  2006. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  West 
Virginia  University,  April  2005. 

Presented,  “The  Risk  and  Return  of  Pension  Investments  in  Employer  Stock,”  at  the 
University  of  Kentucky,  November  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Atlanta,  April  2004. 

Presented,  “The  Causes  and  Consequences  of  Company  Stock  Holdings  in  Pension 
Funds,”  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma,  February  2004. 

Presented,  “Tracking  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages  in  the  U.S.:  Can  the  Evidence  be 
Reconciled?”  at  the  Middlebury  Annual  Conference  on  Economic  Issues,  April  2002. 

Presented,  “How  Will  the  Growth  of  DC  and  401  (k)  Plans  Affect  Pension  Income?”  at 
the  Miami  University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  June 
2001. 

Presented,  “Benefits  and  Worker  Productivity,”  Benefits  for  the  Workplace  of  Tomorrow 
Conference,  Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2001. 
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Participant,  Innovations  in  Managing  the  Financial  Risks  of  Retirement  Conference, 
Wharton  School,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  May  2000. 

Presented  “Using  Hi-Tech  in  Large  Lectures,”  at  Association  of  Private  Enterprise 
Education  meetings,  April  2000. 

Presented  “Employee  Participation  in  401(k)  Plans,”  at  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee,  October  1999. 

Presented  “Gender,  Race,  and  Ethnicity  in  the  Labor  Market,”  as  part  of  the  Smith  Chair 
course  in  Labor  Economics  at  Brigham  Young  University,  September  1999. 

Presented,  "The  Decline  in  Pension  Coverage  Among  Less  Educated  Workers,"  at  the 
Florida  State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Children’s  Effects  on  Women’s  Labor  Market  Attachment  and  Earnings"  at 
the  Conference  on  the  Changes  in  Working  Time  in  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
Canadian  Employment  Research  Forum,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Ohio 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1996. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  at  the  Florida 
State  University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1995. 

Presented,  "Employer  Size  and  Labor  Turnover:  The  Role  of  Pensions,"  at  Syracuse 
University,  1995. 

Presented,  "Earnings,  Rents,  and  Competition  in  the  Airline  Labor  Market"  while  visiting 
scholar  at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland,  1995. 

Presented,  "Trends  in  Individual  and  Household  Pension  Coverage,"  at  the  Miami 
University  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research  Conference,  1994. 

Presented,  "Racial  Composition,  Quality  Sorting,  and  the  Black- White  Wage  Gap"  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  Institute  for  Research  on  Poverty,  Small  Grants  Workshop, 
1993,  with  Barry  Hirsch. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Florida  State 
University  Economics  Department  Seminar  Series,  1992. 

Participant  at  National  Bureau  of  Economic  Research  (NBER)  Labor  Studies  meetings  of 
the  Summer  Institute,  1992. 

Presented,  "Why  Did  Male  Pension  Coverage  Decline  in  the  1980s?"  at  the  Miami 
University  Conference  on  Current  Pension  Policy  Issues,  1992. 
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Organizer  and  participant  at  conference  on  "Contemporary  Issues  in  Pension  Economics," 
hosted  by  the  Center  for  Pension  and  Retirement  Research,  Miami  University,  1990. 

Presented  "The  Effect  of  International  Competition  on  Union  and  Nonunion  Wages,"  at 
the  University  of  Cincinnati  Seminar  Series,  1987. 


Refereeing 

Bulletin  of  Economic  Research ,  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics,  Contemporary 
Economic  Policy,  Eastern  Economics  Journal,  Economic  Development  and  Cultural 
Change,  Economic  Inquiry,  Industrial  Relations,  Industrial  and  Labor  Relations 
Review,  International  Economic  Review,  Journal  of  Economics  and  Business, 
Journal  of  Human  Resources,  Journal  of  Labor  Economics,  Journal  of  Labor 
Research,  Journal  of  Pension  Economics  and  Finance,  Labour  Economics,  Mid¬ 
American  Journal  of  Business,  Policy  Studies  Review,  Quarterly  Journal  of 
Economics,  Quarterly  Review  of  Economics  and  Finance,  Real  Estate  Economics , 
Review  of  Economics  and  Statistics,  Social  Science  Quarterly,  Southern  Economic 
Journal 

Outside  reviewer  for  Department  of  Economics,  UNC-Greensboro,  Georgia  State 
University. 

Promotion  and  tenure  letters  for  candidates  at  Georgia  State  University,  Kansas 
State  University,  Monmouth  University,  Ohio  State  University,  University  of 
Massachusetts,  University  of  Southern  California,  and  University  of  Wisconsin- 
Milwaukee. 


Honors  and  Awards 

Awarded  sabbatical,  Trinity,  Fall  2011. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2005. 

Named  Rod  and  Hope  Brim  Eminent  Scholar  in  Economics,  FSU,  Fall  2004. 

Research  Fellow,  Institute  for  the  Study  of  Labor  (IZA),  Bonn,  2004-. 

Who ’s  Who  in  Economics,  Fourth  Edition,  Mark  Blaug  and  Howard  Vane  (eds), 
Edward  Elgar  Publishing,  2003,  pp.  524  (selection  criteria:  one  of  the  1,200  most 
frequently  cited  economists  in  the  years  1990-2000  using  the  Social  Science 
Citation  Index). 
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Awarded  Abba  Lemer  named  professorship,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Awarded  sabbatical,  FSU,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  2000. 

Received  FSU  Teaching  Incentive  Program  Award,  Fall  1995. 

Nominated  for  FSU  Award  for  Excellence  in  Undergraduate  Teaching,  Spring  1994. 

Nominated  for  Outstanding  Teaching  Award,  Associated  Student  Government, 
Miami  University,  1992. 

Selected  by  the  Miami  University  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  for  a  "Favorite  Professor 
Award”  in  Fall  1990. 

Honorary  Member  of  Golden  Key  National  Honor  Society,  Fall  1989. 

Selected  by  the  Sisters  of  Delta  Gamma  as  "One  of  the  twenty  five  most  outstanding 
faculty  members  at  Miami  University"  in  Fall  1988. 

Service 

Vice  President,  Southern  Economic  Association,  2011- 
Trinity  University 

Dick  and  Peggy  Prassel  Professor  of  Business  Administration  Search  Committee, 

2011 

Faculty  and  Staff  Compensation  Committee,  2010-201 1 
Student  Retention  Committee,  2010 

Florida  State  University 

University  and  College  Committees: 

Member,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Marketing,  Spring  2008. 

Member,  Graduate  Policy  Committee,  Fall  2007-. 

Chair,  GPC  subcommittee  for  Political  Science,  Fall  2006. 

Member,  Title  IV  Admissions  Attendance  Committee,  Fall  2003-Spring  2004. 
Member,  College  of  Social  Sciences  Executive  Committee,  Fall  2003-. 

Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  COSS  Technology,  Spring  2003. 

Member,  Computing  and  Information  Resource  Committee,  Fall  1999-. 

Member,  Academic  and  Policy  Affairs  Committee,  Fall  1996-Spring  1998. 


Economics  Department  Committees: 
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Member,  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Economics  2000  Level  Courses,  Spring  1999. 
Member,  Undergraduate  Economics  Committee,  Fall  1998- 
Member,  Economics  Department  Executive  Committee,  Fall  1994-Spring  1995, 
Fall  1996-Spring  1999,  Fall  2000-. 

Economics  Department  Library  Representative,  Fall  1993-. 
Micro/Macroeconomics  Seminar  Coordinator,  Fall  1993 -Spring  1995, 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Missouri’s  minimum  wage  of  $7.50  is  linked 
to  rise  in  most  years  with  the  inflation  rate. 
But  some  state  legislators  and  labor  unions 
would  like  to  raise  that  figure  even  higher.  For 
instance,  a  recent  labor  union-organized  bus 
tour  in  the  state  promoted  a  $10.10  minimum 
wage  in  St.  Louis. 

Proponents  have  enthusiastically  pointed  to  the 
benefits  of  the  $10.10  policy.  But  there’s  been 
far  less  discussion  of  the  costs  involved  with 
a  $10.10-an-hour  minimum  wage — both  the 
cost  on  employment,  and  the  cost  to  taxpayers. 

In  this  study,  labor  economist  David 
Macpherson  of  Trinity  University  uses 
Census  Bureau  data  to  estimate  the  impact 
on  Missouri’s  labor  market  and  budget  from 
raising  the  minimum  wage  to  $10.10  an  hour. 
He  also  provides  separate  results  for  the  St. 
Louis  metropolitan  area. 


Dr.  Macpherson’s  employment  estimates  follow 
the  methodology  used  by  the  nonpartisan 
Congressional  Budget  Office  in  its  report 
earlier  this  year  estimating  the  impact  of  a 
$10.10  minimum  wage  nationwide,  which  in 
turn  relied  on  60  different  empirical  studies  to 
formulate  its  estimates. 

Statewide,  he  finds  that  over  15,000  jobs  would 
be  lost  at  the  $10.10  wage  level — with  9,300  of 
those  jobs  being  held  by  women.  In  the  St.  Louis 
metropolitan  area,  approximately  4,800  jobs 
would  be  lost  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage. 

The  cost  to  taxpayers  would  be  significant: 
There  are  approximately  40,000  state  and  local 
employees  whose  wages  would  be  affected  by 
the  $10.10  increase  in  Missouri,  for  a  combined 
cost  to  taxpayers  of  $87  million  annually. 

Raising  wages  is  an  admirable  goal,  but  the 
evidence  suggests  that  accomplishing  this  goal 
with  a  blunt  wage  mandate  could  do  more 
harm  than  good. 
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RESULTS 


The  minimum  wage  is  one  of  the  most  hotly-debated  topics 
in  the  political  world.  Some  legislators  claim  that  a  higher 
base  wage  will  stimulate  the  economy;  others  claim  that  it 
will  reduce  jobs  when  affected  employers  can’t  offset  the 
higher  costs  through  higher  prices. 

Economists,  who  have  studied  the  issue  since  the  late  1940s, 
tend  to  take  a  skeptical  view  of  minimum  wage  increases. 
Since  the  early  1990s,  for  instance,  roughly  85  percent  of  the 
most  credible  research  on  the  minimum  wage  points  to  job 
loss  for  less-skilled  groups.  The  nonpartisan  Congressional 
Budget  Office  (CBO),  in  an  evaluation  of  President  Obama’s 
proposed  $10.10  minimum  wage  increase,  reviewed  60 
different  studies  and  concluded  that  the  policy  would 
eliminate  500,000  jobs  if  enacted. 

The  estimates  that  follow,  of  the  employment  impact  of  a 
higher  minimum  wage  on  Missouri’s  labor  market,  were 
performed  by  Dr.  David  Macpherson  of  Trinity  University. 
Dr.  Macpherson  followed  closely  the  methodology  used  by 
the  CBO  in  its  2014  report.  Dr.  Macpherson  also  estimates 
the  taxpayer  costs  of  a  higher  minimum  wage,  as  many  state 
and  local  public  employees  will  see  their  earnings  increase 
when  the  minimum  wage  rises. 

Dr.  Macpherson’s  methodology  is  presented  in  detail  in  a 
technical  appendix. 


Estimated  Employment  Effects  of  a  $10.10 
Minimum  Wage  in  Missouri 

Statewide,  Dr.  Macpherson  finds  that  increasing  the 
minimum  wage  to  $10.10  would  eliminate  over  15,000  jobs — 
approximately  60  percent  ofwhich  are  jobs  held  by  women.  The 
bulk  of  the  j  ob  losses  would  be  concentrated  among  individuals 
with  a  high  school  degree  or  less,  and  among  people  who  work 
in  the  retail  or  leisure  &  hospitality  industries. 


(Note:  Totals  have  slight  discrepancies  due  to  rounding.) 


Estimates  by  Gender 

Job  Losses 

Male 

6,311 

Female 

9,364 

TOTAL 

15,705 

Estimates  by  Age 

Age 

Job  Loss 

<=21 

9,237 

22-25 

1,532 

26-30 

1,023 

31-40 

1,175 

41-50 

980 

51  + 

1,759 

Estimates  by  Race 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

13,299 

Black  or  Other  Race 

2,406 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Top  Three  Industries  Affected 


Industry 

Job  Loss 

Retail  Trade 

3,835 

Arts,  Entertainment,  Recreation, 
Accommodations,  and  Food  Services 

6,039 

Healthcare 

1,199 

Estimates  by  Education 

Education 

Job  Loss 

Less  than  High  School 

5,555 

High  School  Grad,  No  College 

4,921 

Some  College 

4,428 

Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

802 

City-Specific  Minimum  Wage  Employment  Impacts 

The  city  of  St.  Louis  has  been  the  subject  of  a  number  of  protests  calling  for  a  higher  minimum  wage.  Dr.  Macpherson  analyzed  the 
employment  impact  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  the  St.  Louis  metropolitan  area,  providing  breakouts  by  gender  and  education  where 
the  data  permits.  He  estimates  that  the  wage  hike  would  eliminate  approximately  5,000  jobs — just  over  half  of  which  would  be  jobs  held 
by  women. 


Impact  on  St.  Louis  Metro  Area  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Gender 

Job  Loss 

Male 

2,033 

Female 

2,767 

TOTAL 

4,800 

Race 

Job  Loss 

White 

3,641 

Black  or  Other  Race 

1,158 

Education 

Job  Loss 

High  School  Grad  or  Less 

3,097 

Some  College,  Undergrad  or  Graduate  Degree 

1,703 
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RESULTS  CONTINUED 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  that  approximately  forty  thousand  state  &  local  public  employees  would  be  affected  by  a  minimum  wage 
increase  to  $10.10  an  hour.  These  additional  wage  costs  translate  to  new  costs  for  state  and  local  taxpayers.  Following  the  methodology 
described  in  detail  in  the  technical  appendix.  Dr.  Macpherson  estimates  both  the  straight  wage  cost  of  a  $10.10  minimum  wage,  as 
well  as  the  total  compensation  cost  with  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers  compensation,  and  unemployment  insurance  included. 
Statewide,  taxpayers  would  shoulder  an  additional  $87  million  in  costs  if  the  base  wage  was  increased  to  $10.10  an  hour  and  public 
employees  were  covered  by  the  new  wage. 


Missouri  Taxpayer  Costs  of  a  $10.10  Minimum  Wage 

#  of  State  &  Local  Workers 

304,588 

#  Affected  By  $10.10  MW 

40,103 

Annual  Wage  Cost 

$79,629,374 

Annual  Compensation  Cost 

$87,004,355 

Note:  Annual  compensation  costs  include  the  cost  of  worker's  compensation,  FiCA,  and  unemployment  insurance  benefits. 
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TECHNICAL  APPENDIX 


Estimating  Employment  Loss  and  the  Cost  to  State  and  Local 
Government  of  an  Increase  in  the  Minimum  Wage 

Dr.  David  Macpherson 

E.M.  Stevens  Professor  of  Economics 

Trinity  University 


This  paper  describes  how  we  estimate  the  employment  loss  and  the  cost  to  state  and  local  governments  of  a  proposed  increase  in  the 
minimum  wage  effective  on  January  1,  2015. 


Data  and  Sample 

First,  we  use  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS) 
Outgoing  Rotation  Groups  (ORG)  from  January  2011  through 
December  2013.  For  each  worker  in  the  sample,  we  calculate 
their  wage  rate.  We  also  adjust  the  wage  rate  to  reflect  a  forecast 
of  wages  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  based  on 
legislation  enacted  as  of  April  2014,  we  estimate  the  minimum 
wage  that  would  be  in  effect  in  January  2015  for  each  state  and 
city  that  we  consider.  If  a  state  or  city  has  an  indexed  minimum 
wage,  we  increase  the  January  2014  state  or  city  minimum  wage 
by  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO)  inflation  forecast  for 

2014  of  1.7%. 

Since  we  use  data  from  2011  through  2013,  we  also  follow 
the  CBO  approach  for  forecasting  what  the  wage  distribution 
would  be  in  2015.  This  is  done  in  two  steps.  First,  we  adjust 
wages  observed  prior  to  2013  to  reflect  2013  minimum  wage 
legislation.  For  example,  if  the  minimum  wage  in  a  state  was 
$7.25  in  2011  and  grew  to  $8.00  by  2013,  anyone  who  earned 
between  $7.25  and  $8.00  in  2011  would  have  their  wage 
increased  to  $8.00.  After  wages  are  adjusted  to  2013  levels, 
we  assume  that  all  wages  grow  by  2.9%  in  2014.  Using  the 
resulting  2015  distribution  of  wages,  we  adjust  for  minimum 
wage  legislation  that  would  increase  the  minimum  between 
2013  and  2015.  Anyone  earning  a  wage  between  the  2013  and 

2015  minimum  wage  is  assigned  a  wage  matching  the  2015 
minimum  wage. 


After  generating  the  forecast  2015  distribution  of  wages 
reflecting  wage  growth  and  existing  minimum  wage  legislation, 
we  identify  workers  who  would  be  affected  by  additional 
changes  to  the  2015  minimum  wage  as  those  with  wages 
between  the  predicted  minimum  wage  legislated  for  2015  (or 
up  to  $.25  below  it)  and  the  proposed  minimum. 

To  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers,  we  take  two  steps. 
First,  for  each  state,  we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers 
for  2013.  Second,  we  adjust  the  weights  in  the  2011  and  2012 
data  so  that  the  state- specific  number  of  affected  workers 
implied  by  the  2011  and  2012  data  matches  that  for  2013.  This 
adjustment  is  designed  to  correct  for  the  changing  economic 
climate  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  great  recession  and 
to  generate  estimates  that  are  as  close  as  possible  to  the  most 
recent  data  (2013).  After  we  adjust  the  2011  and  2012  weights, 
we  estimate  the  number  of  affected  workers  by  summing  their 
earnings  weights  and  dividing  the  total  by  36  (the  number  of 
months  of  data). 
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Also,  following  CBO,  anyone  earning  up  to  $.25  less  than  the  2011  minimum  wage  would  have  their  wage  increased  by  the  amount  that  the  minimum  wage 
increased  (i.e.  a  $7.00  wage  would  be  increased  to  $7.75  in  this  example).  This  approach  is  used  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  many  workers  round  their  answers 
when  asked  about  their  wage. 


TECHINCAL  APPENDIX  CONTINUED 


Employment  Loss 

To  estimate  employment  loss,  for  each  affected  worker  we 
compute: 

L  =  e  ^(Proposed  Min  Wage  /Min  Wage  2015  -  1) 

where  e  is  an  assumed  elasticity  of  employment  with  respect  to 
changes  in  the  minimum  wage,  Min  Wage  2015  is  the  minimum 
wage  currently  legislated  for  2015,  and  Proposed  Min  Wage  is 
the  minimum  wage  that  is  being  proposed  for  2015.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  worker  is  projected  to  earn  the  federal  minimum 
of  $7.25  in  2015,  the  expected  reduction  in  employment 
resulting  from  a  $10.10  minimum  wage  in  2015  if  e=.45 
is  .45*(10.10/7 .25  -  1)  =  .18.  That  is,  for  every  100  workers 
currently  earning  the  federal  minimum,  the  expectation  is  that 
18  would  lose  a  job  if  the  minimum  wage  elasticity  is  .45. 

To  estimate  the  aggregate  employment  loss  in  the  economy,  we 
use  earnings  weights  to  sum  L  across  workers.  We  also  follow 
the  Congressional  Budget  Office  (2014)  and  use  an  elasticity  of 
0.15  for  non-teenagers  and  0.45  for  teenagers. 

Cost  to  State  and  Local  Government 

We  use  the  same  data  to  estimate  the  cost  to  state  and  local 
government  of  a  proposed  minimum  wage  hike.  We  apply 
the  same  definition  of  affected  workers  described  above  and 
estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local  government  workers 
affected  by  a  minimum  wage  hike.  We  do  not,  however,  assume 
that  there  is  any  job  loss  for  state  and  local  workers  as  we  do  not 
have  an  appropriate  elasticity  estimate  specific  to  state  and  local 
workers.  To  the  extent  that  state  or  local  governments  reduce 
hours  or  employment  in  response  tothe  minimum  wage  hike, 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  hike  would  be  overstated. 


To  estimate  the  increase  in  annual  payroll  cost  resulting  from 
an  increase  in  the  minimum  wage,  we  estimate  the  increase  in 
annual  cost  for  each  worker  as: 

(Proposed  Min  Wage-Min  Wage  20 15)*  weekly  hours* 52 

We  then  multiply  the  increase  in  annual  cost  by  the  earnings 
weight  for  each  worker  and  sum  across  workers.  Since  an 
increase  in  wages  also  requires  increased  employer  contributions 
for  Social  Security,  Medicare,  workers’  compensation  and 
unemployment  insurance,  we  apply  an  estimate  of  the  payroll 
tax  rate  for  these  mandatory  programs  to  calculate  the 
additional  cost  for  these  programs. 

For  each  state  and  city  considered,  we  provide  tables 
summarizing  the  number  of  affected  workers,  employment 
loss,  and  the  distribution  of  employment  loss  by  sex,  education, 
race,  age  and  industry.  Given  that  we  use  three  years  of  data, 
a  rule  of  thumb  for  minimum  sample  size  required  to  achieve 
a  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  the  employment  loss  is  to 
require  at  least  30,000  people  be  in  the  relevant  category.  For 
example,  if  there  are  fewer  than  30,000  people  projected  to  be 
in  a  particular  industry  category,  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
would  not  report  the  estimate  due  to  a  lack  of  reliability  based 
on  the  variance  of  the  estimate  relative  to  its  mean. 

In  addition  to  the  estimate  of  employment  loss,  for  each  state 
or  city  considered,  we  estimate  the  number  of  state  and  local 
workers  that  would  be  affected  by  the  minimum  wage  hike  and 
the  total  annual  cost  to  government  in  terms  of  wages  and  total 
compensation.  As  with  the  employment  estimates,  we  advise 
caution  in  interpreting  estimates  that  are  based  on  fewer  than 
30,000  affected  workers. 


3  Congressional  Budget  Office,  “The  Effects  of  a  Minimum- Wage  Increase  on  Employment  and  Family  Income,”  February  2014. 

4  For  workers  paid  by  the  hour  the  reported  hourly  wage  was  used.  For  workers  who  are  not  paid  by  the  hour,  we  calculate  the  hourly  wage  by  dividing  usual 
weekly  earnings  by  usual  weekly  hours.  Overtime  pay  was  calculated  as  time  and  one-half  for  hours  above  40  hours  for  hourly  workers. 

5  The  assumed  payroll  tax  for  Medicare  and  Social  Security  is  7.65  percent.  To  estimate  the  payroll  tax  for  workers’  compensation  and  unemployment  insurance, 
we  use  unpublished  data  from  the  2010  Employer  Cost  of  Employee  Compensation  database  for  state  and  local  workers  in  the  relevant  region  in  2010. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College, 
Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,.  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  estimate  no  direct  costs  or  savings  from  the  proposal,  but 
operating  costs  could  increase  by  an  unknown  annual  amount  that  could  be  significant. 
State  and  local  government  tax  revenue  could  change  by  an  unknown  annual  amount 
ranging  from  a  $9  million  decrease  to  a  $407  million  increase  depending  on  business 
decisions. 
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DEC  0  ^  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573) 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


December  5.  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  5  (2018-072) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  2,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


RECEIVED 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


DEC  0  2  2016 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,A.E>.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c).  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment.  It  shall  be 

the  public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the 

requirements  related  to  captive  big  name  species.  Confined  hi  a  game  killiim  does  not  provide  any 

food,  energy,  health  benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety. 

health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  bin  game  killiim.  breeding  big  name  species. 

or  raising  biu  game  species  shall  not  be  construed  as  farming  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  this 

Constitution  or  any  law. 


2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  big  uame  killiim.  except:  any  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  20 1 8.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  throimh  November  7. 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  such  permit,  biu  game 

species  must  be  located  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  state  and  federal  laws  and 

regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 


3.  Definitions. 


a.  "Big  uame  species"  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  specimens  or  embrvos,  ova,  semen  and 

genetic  material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  including  but  not 

limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b) 

mountain  goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pall's  sheen,  pronghorn,  peccary,  and  javelina;  and  (c)  anv 

ungulate  (hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  killing. 

b.  "Confined  big  game  killing"1  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  a  person  obtains  fees  or  other 

remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or  attempted  killing  of  privately -owned  big 
game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man-made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent 

escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal 

population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or 

authorized  by  law. 


c.  ‘"Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  lull v  domesticated  swine,  fully 

domesticated  sheep,  fully  domesticated  goats,  fullv  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated 

ratitc  birds,  fullv  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  hunting  or  trapping  as  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission. 

Livestock  shall  also  include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

4.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  he  deemed 

necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-072) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  5,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University  and 
Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
cost  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Agriculture  (MDA). 
The  proposal  takes  away  a  portion  of  MDA’s  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement 
and  animal  health.  MDA  loses  its  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under 
this  proposal.  It  may  prevent  MDA  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria 
for  an  approved  Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the 
Division  of  Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri 
economy. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  do  not  feel  that  this 
initiative  petition  pertains  to  their  department.  Therefore,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  this  initiative  petition  does 
not  pertain  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal.  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  this  petition  appears  to  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  this 
measure  will  have  no  monetary  impact  on  their  district. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 


City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


.Iamks  C.  Kirkpatrick 
S  i  ati-  Information  Cl-nter 
(573) 751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  or  Missouri 


Ui.p.ctions  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  5,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  4  (2018-071) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  Find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  2,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

administrative  iini.i:;  •  Di.mni.ss Services*  elections •  Publications*  sett 'rities- state  archives*  sr  mi  Library  •  wolfner  library 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


RECEIVED 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFF IDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

1, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


DEC  0  2  2016 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENAL  LY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  Tt  I  AT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Printed  Name  of  Affiant)  Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1 


Signature  of  Notary  Address  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires  _ 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1.  The  right  to  hunt  shall  be  guaranteed  to  all  Missourians  and  shall  not  be  infriimed  by  law, 
except  as  expressly  authorized  in  this  Constitution,  This  section  shall  not  be  a  basis  to  challenge  any 

rule,  retaliation  or  permit  requirements  established  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission 

pursuant  to  its  authority  under  Sections  40(a)  through  46  of  this  Article,  nor  shall  it  authorize  any 
person  to  hunt  with  anv  weapon  such  person  mav  not  legally  possess  nor  shall  it  authorize  trespassing. 

Confined  big  name  killing  is  not  hunting  for  anv  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  anv  law.  The 

provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy 

of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  bv  changing  the  requirements 

related  to  captive  bin  game  species.  Confined  biu  game  killing  does  not  provide  anv  food,  energy. 

health  benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  welfare 

of  wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  biu  game  killiim.  breeding  biu  game  species,  or  raisim*  biu 

game  species  shall  not  be  construed  as  tannine  or  ranching  for  anv  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or 

anv  law. 


2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  biu  game  killing*,  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6,  2018.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7. 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  such  permit,  biu  game 

species  must  be  located  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  state  and  federal  laws  and 

regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privately-owned  big  game  species,  but 

excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

4.  Definitions. 


a.  "Big  game  species”  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  cither  as  live  specimens  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and 

genetic  material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  including  but  not 

limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (h) 

mountain  goals,  bighorn  sheep,  Dali's  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccary,  and  lavclina;  and  (c)  any 

ungulate  (hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  killing. 

b.  •’Confined  big  game  killing”  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  a  person  obtains  fees  or  other 

remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or  attempted  killing  ol  privately-owned  big 

game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man-made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent 

escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal 

population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or 

authorized  bv  law. 


c.  “Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  lullv  domesticated  swine,  lull v 

domesticated  sheep,  fully  domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  lullv  domesticated 

ratitc  birds,  l'ullv  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fully  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  lullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  hunting  or  trapping  as  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission. 

Livestock  shall  also  include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

5.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed 

necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment  and  to  regulate  hunting  in  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-071) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  5,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University  and 
Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
cost  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Agriculture  (MDA). 
The  proposal  takes  away  a  portion  of  MDA’s  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement 
and  animal  health.  MDA  loses  its  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under 
this  proposal.  It  may  prevent  MDA  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria 
for  an  approved  Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the 
Division  of  Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri 
economy. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  do  not  feel  that  this 
initiative  petition  pertains  to  their  department.  Therefore,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  this  initiative  petition  does 
not  pertain  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal.  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  this  petition  appears  to  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  this 
measure  will  have  no  monetary  impact  on  their  district.  There  are  no  costs  or  savings 
associated  with  this  measure. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 


Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University, 
Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and 
Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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DEC  0  5  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573  )  751-2301 


December  5,  2016 


T  he  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  3  (2018-070) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  2.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State:  Information  Center 
600  w.  M ain  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 

RECEIVED 

(Official  Ballot  title) 

DEC  02  2016 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF  _ _ ;  STATE 


I,  _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ _ _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  right  to  hunt  shall  be  guaranteed  to  all  Missourians  and  shall  not  be  infringed  by  law, 

except  as  exnresslv  authorized  in  this  Constitution.  This  section  shall  not  be  a  basis  to  challenge  any 
rule,  remilation  or  permit  requirements  established  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission 

pursuant  to  its  authority  under  Sections  40(a)  throimh  46  of  this  Article,  nor  shall  it  authorize  any 
person  to  hunt  with  anv  weapon  such  person  may  not  legally  possess,  nor  shall  it  authorize  trespassing. 

Confined  big  game  killiim  is  not  hunting  for  anv  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or  anv  law.  The 

provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment.  It  shall  be  the  public  policy 
of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  bv  chanuiim  the  requirements 

related  to  captive  biu  game  species.  Confined  big  game  killing  does  not  provide  anv  food,  energy. 

health  benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety,  health  and  wellarc 

of  wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  big  game  killing,  breeding  biu  game  species,  or  raising  bit» 

came  species  shall  not  be  construed  as  farm  inti  or  ranching  for  anv  purpose  under  this  Constitution  or 
anv  law. 


2.  No  person  shall  encage  in  confined  biu  game  killing,  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  2018.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  throimh  November  7. 

2021.  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  such  permit,  biu  aame 

species  must  be  located  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  state  and  federal  laws  and 

regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 


3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatelv-owncd  big  game  species,  but 

excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

4.  Captive  privately-owned  big  game  species  shall  not  be  imported  into  the  state  of  Missouri  unless 

such  big  game  species  arc  being  transported  to  and  will  be  under  the  supervision  of  publicly  owned 

zoos  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations.  American  Zoo  and  Aquariums  Association  accredited  not- 
for-profit  facilities,  or  an  authorized  representative  of  a  university,  college,  school,  incorporated  city, 
slate  or  federal  agency  for  scientific  research. 

5.  Definitions. 


a.  "Big  game  species"  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  specimens  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and 

genetic  material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  including  but  not 

limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b) 

mountain  goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Dali's  sheep,  pronghorn,  pcccarv.  and  iavelina:  and  (e)  anv 

ungulate  (hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  killing. 

b,  "Confined  big  game  killing''  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  a  person  obtains  lees  or  other 

remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or  attempted  killing  of  privatelv-owncd  big 

game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man-made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent 

escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal 
population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or 

authorized  bv  law. 


c.  “Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  l’ullv  domesticated  swine,  fully 

domesticated  sheep,  fullv  domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  lullv  domesticated 

ratitc  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fullv  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  arc  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  hunting  or  trapping  as  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission. 

Livestock  shall  also  include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

6.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed 

necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment  and  to  regulate  hunting  in  Missouri. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-070) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  5,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University  and 
Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
cost  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Agriculture  (MDA). 
The  proposal  takes  away  a  portion  of  MDA’s  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement 
and  animal  health.  MDA  loses  its  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under 
this  proposal.  It  may  prevent  MDA  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria 
for  an  approved  Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the 
Division  of  Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri 
economy. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  do  not  feel  that  this 
initiative  petition  pertains  to  their  department.  Therefore,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  this  initiative  petition  does 
not  pertain  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal.  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  this  petition  appears  to  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  this 
measure  will  have  no  monetary  impact  on  their  district.  There  are  no  costs  or  savings 
associated  with  this  measure. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 


Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University, 
Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and 
Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings 
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STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


DEC  0  5  2016 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State:  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


December  5,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV,  version  2  (2018-069) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  2.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  tlscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  slate 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Q*'*  fe~ 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6510 1 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _  County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


R£C£IV£d 

GfC  °2  20ie 

msEc^mroFSTm 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

/.IP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1  1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  lias  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c),  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment.  It  shall  be 

the  public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri’s  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the 

requirements  related  to  captive  big  game  species.  Confined  big  game  killinu  docs  not  provide  any 

food,  energy.  health  benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety, 

health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  biu  uame  killing,  breeding  biu  uame  species. 

or  raising  big  game  species  shall  not  be  construed  as  farming  or  ranching  for  anv  purpose  under  this 

Constitution  or  any  law. 


2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  big  game  killinu,  except:  anv  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6,  2018.  Such  person  may  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  throimh  November  7, 

2021,  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  such  permit,  biu  game 

species  must  be  located  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  state  and  federal  laws  and 

regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  bv  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatclv-owned  biu  uamc  species,  but 

cxcludiim  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  biu  uamc  killing. 

4.  Definitions. 


a.  "Biu  uame  species'"  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  specimens  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and 

genetic  material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  includiim  but  not 

limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b) 

mountain  goats.  hi  a  horn  sheep.  Pali's  sheep,  proimhorn,  peccary,  and  iavclina;  and  (c)  anv 

mmulate  (hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  killing. 

b.  “Confined  biu  uame  killing’'  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  a  person  obtains  fees  or  other 

remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killinu  or  attempted  killinu  of  privatelv-owned  biu 

uamc  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man-made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent 

escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal 

population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or 

authorized  bv  law. 


c.  "Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  l'ullv  domesticated  swine,  fullv 

domesticated  sheep,  lull v  domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  full v  domesticated 

ratitc  birds,  fullv  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fullv  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  hunting  or  trapping  as  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission. 

Livestock  shall  also  include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

5.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed 

necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-069) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  5,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University  and 
Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
cost  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Agriculture  (MDA). 
The  proposal  takes  away  a  portion  of  MDA’s  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement 
and  animal  health.  MDA  loses  its  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under 
this  proposal.  It  may  prevent  MDA  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria 
for  an  approved  Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the 
Division  of  Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri 
economy. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  do  not  feel  that  this 
initiative  petition  pertains  to  their  department.  Therefore,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  this  initiative  petition  does 
not  pertain  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on 
MDA.  Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the 
potential  fiscal  impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues 
derived  from  practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the 
proposal.  This  proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  this  petition  appears  to  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  this 
measure  will  have  no  monetary  impact  on  their  district.  There  are  no  costs  or  savings 
associated  with  this  measure. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 


the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


RECE 

IVED 

*‘11  ■ 

DEC  0  5  2016 

Jason  Kander 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 
State  of  Missouri 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 

December  5,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV.  version  I  (2018-068) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Marc  Ellinger  on  December  2,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  M  ain  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign 
any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval 
or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20 1 8,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT  STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I. _ _,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street)  (City.  Town  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2m 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  Iter  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  slated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant 
(Person  obtaining  signatures) 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 

Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

day  of 

,  A.D.  201  . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  IV  is  amended  by  adding  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  40(c).  to  read  as  follows: 

40(c).  1 .  The  provisions  of  Section  40(c)  shall  be  known  as  the  Fair  Chase  Amendment.  It  shall  be 
the  public  policy  of  this  state  to  protect  the  health  of  Missouri's  livestock  and  wildlife  by  changing  the 

requirements  related  to  captive  big  game  species.  Confined  biu  game  killing  docs  not  provide  any 
food,  energy.  health  benefits  or  security  to  Missouri  and  presents  significant  threats  to  the  safety. 

health  and  welfare  of  wildlife  across  Missouri.  Confined  biu  uame  killing,  breed  inn  biu  game  species. 

or  raising  biu  came  species  shall  not  be  construed  as  farmiim  or  ranching  for  any  purpose  under  this 

Constitution  or  any  law. 


2.  No  person  shall  engage  in  confined  biu  game  killing.  except:  any  person  with  a  valid  permit  in 

effect  on  November  6.  2018.  Such  person  mav  renew  such  permit  up  to  and  through  November  7. 

2021,  at  which  time  all  such  permits  shall  expire.  At  the  expiration  of  anv  such  permit,  biu  uame 

species  must  be  located  where  they  mav  be  confined  legally  under  state  and  federal  laws  and 

regulations  in  effect  at  that  time. 

3.  In  addition  to  the  authority  vested  in  it  by  Section  40(a)  of  Article  IV.  the  Missouri  Conservation 

Commission  shall  have  primary  authority  over  the  regulation  of  privatelv-owned  big  game  species,  bill 

excluding  bison  not  raised,  bred  or  held  for  confined  big  game  killing. 

4.  Captive  privatelv-owned  big  game  species  shall  not  be  imported  into  the  state  of  Missouri  unless 

such  big  game  species  are  being  transported  to  and  will  be  under  the  supervision  of  publicly  owned 

zoos  or  wildlife  or  research  organizations.  American  Zoo  and  Aquariums  Association  accredited  not- 

for-profit  facilities,  or  an  authorized  representative  of  a  university,  college,  school,  incorporated  city- 

state  or  federal  agency  for  scientific  research. 

5.  Definitions. 


a.  "Big  game  species"  shall  not  include  anv  livestock  as  defined  in  this  Amendment  and  shall 

include  all  of  the  following  animals,  either  as  live  specimens  or  embryos,  ova,  semen  and 

genetic  material  intended  for  commercial  breeding  operations:  (a)  all  cervids  including  but  not 

limited  to  white-tailed  deer,  elk,  mule  deer,  red  deer,  fallow  deer,  sika  deer  and  moose:  (b) 

mountain  goats,  bighorn  sheep.  Pali's  sheep,  pronghorn,  peccary,  and  iavclina:  and  (c)  anv 

ungulate  (hooved  animal)  confined  or  bred  primarily  for  confined  killing. 

h.  “Confined  big  game  killing"  shall  mean  an  act  in  which  a  person  obtains  fees  or  other 

remuneration  from  another  person  for  the  killing  or  attempted  killing  of  privatelv-owned  big 

game  species  confined  in  or  released  from  anv  man-made  enclosure  designed  to  prevent 

escape,  but  shall  not  include  anv  act  of  a  government  employee  or  agent  to  control  an  animal 

population,  to  prevent  or  control  diseases,  or  when  government  action  is  otherwise  required  or 

authorized  by  law. 


e.  “Livestock"  as  used  in  this  Amendment,  shall  mean  cattle,  fully  domesticated  swine,  fully 

domesticated  sheep,  fullv  domesticated  goats,  fully  domesticated  bison,  fully  domesticated 

ratite  birds,  fully  domesticated  rabbits,  and  fullv  domesticated  horses,  donkeys,  mules,  alpacas 

and  llamas,  where  such  fullv  domesticated  animals  are  raised  for  human  use  or  consumption 

and  not  for  hunting  or  trapping  as  regulated  bv  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission- 

Livestock  shall  also  include  semen  or  ova  of  anv  designated  animal  in  this  definition. 

6.  The  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  mav  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  mav  be  deemed 

necessary  for  the  enforcement  of  this  Amendment. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-068) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Marc  Ellinger  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  IV.  (Received  December  5,  2016) 


Date 


December  22,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  IV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University  and 
Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
cost  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  the  cost  of  this  proposal  is 
unknown  but  potentially  significant  to  the  Missouri  Department  of  Agriculture  (MDA). 
The  proposal  takes  away  a  portion  of  MDA’s  statutory  authority  over  animal  movement 
and  animal  health.  MDA  loses  its  current  authority  over  privately  owned  species  under 
this  proposal.  It  may  prevent  MDA  from  meeting  US  Department  of  Agriculture  criteria 
for  an  approved  Chronic  Wasting  Disease  program,  which  would  eliminate  FTE  from  the 
Division  of  Animal  Health  and  have  a  negative  economic  impact  on  the  Missouri 
economy. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  do  not  feel  that  this 
initiative  petition  pertains  to  their  department.  Therefore,  they  will  not  be  responding. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  this  initiative  petition  does 
not  pertain  to  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal.  Any  cost  savings  in  the 
form  of  staff  time  that  would  not  have  to  be  spent  permitting  and  inspecting  big  game 
hunting  preserves  would  be  minimal,  and  staff  would  be  reallocated  to  address  other 
department  needs. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  the  proposed  amendment  would 
authorize  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  to  regulate  confined,  privately  owned 
big  game  species.  It  would  also  restrict  or  prohibit  certain  activities  relating  to  such 
species.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  Missouri  Conservation  Commission  for  an 
estimate  of  the  proposal’s  fiscal  impact  on  the  Commission  or  the  Missouri  Department 
of  Conservation  (MDC).  Budget  and  Planning  also  defers  to  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Agriculture  (MDA)  for  an  estimate  of  the  proposal’s  potential  fiscal  impact  on  MDA. 
Budget  and  Planning  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  estimate  the  potential  fiscal 
impact  the  proposal  may  have  on  state  or  local  government  revenues  derived  from 
practices  that  would  be  regulated,  restricted,  or  prohibited  under  the  proposal.  This 
proposal  should  not  impact  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 


$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  this  petition  appears  to  have  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  they  estimate  no  fiscal 
impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact  to  their 
university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate 
any  fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Zoological  Park  and  Museum  District  indicated  this 
measure  will  have  no  monetary  impact  on  their  district.  There  are  no  costs  or  savings 
associated  with  this  measure. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 


the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the 
City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  Harris- 
Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University, 
Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  impact  is  unknown.  Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  costs  or 
savings. 
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DEC  0  5  2016 


Jason  Kander 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatric  k 

STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(5731751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 
Sta  ff  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  5,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  John  Boyd  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  I  (2018-067) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  John  Boyd  on  December  2,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  Stai n  Information Ceni f.r 

600  W.  Main  STREET  •  JEFFERSON  CITY  65 1 0 1 
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C  ounty _ 

Page  Number _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021  R.S.Mo..  to  the  contrary',  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  dat  of  November.  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  heself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

City'  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 


{Official  Ballot  Title} 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


DEC  02  2016 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF . 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONG 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 
and _ County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY 

OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (Check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this 

petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  Commission  Expires: 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  Obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City',  State  &  Zip  Code) 
day  of _ .  A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary' 


Address  ofNotary  (Street,  City',  State  &  Zip) 
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Be  it  resolved  bv  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended  as  follows: 

Under  Article  I,  a  new  section  is  added  to  read  as  follows: 

"36.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  no  person,  business,  church,  organization,  or 
other  lawful  entity  shall  be  required,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  to  render  services,  goods,  or 
property,  except  for  just  compensation  from  the  recipient,  unless  such  is  required  through 
sentencing  upon  being  duly  convicted  of  a  misdemeanor  or  felony.  Any  law.  regulation,  or  act  of 
this  state  which  either  alone  or  in  combination  with  the  law  of  another  jurisdiction  would  result 
in  the  rendering  of  services,  goods,  or  property  without  just  compensation  from  the  person 
receiving  the  services,  goods,  or  property,  except  as  punishment  for  a  crime,  shall  be  invalid.” 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFF'C'F 


l 


DEC  0 1  2016 


omunrco 


Elections  Division 
(573)  751-2301 


December  1,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-066) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Charles  Jones  on  December  1, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for 
anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more 
than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a 
registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St. 

Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"’  day  of 
November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the 

state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the 

name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ I, _ 

first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


r£ceived 

DEC  01  2016 
secretary  of  state 

_ ,  being 


Name 

(signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Registered  Voting  Address 
(Number)(Street)(City,  Town,  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Name 

(printed  or  typed) 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list 

the  payer _ . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  Notary  Seal 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

_ , _ a.d. 

Signature  of  Notary' _ _ _ _ 

Address  ofNotary _ _ 


My  commission  expires 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  [RSMo  1 05. 1  1 05. 1 , 
105.1 108.1,  105.1 1 12.1,  195.0010.1,  196.0100.1,263.0250.1,  577.0024.1,  579.0015.1,  579.0020.1,  579.0030.1, 
579.0055.1,  579.0065.1,  579.0068.1,  and  579.0105.1.] 

Be  it  resolved  bv  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

_Q  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed 
among  Missouri’s  drug  schedules. 

2)  Definitions;  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  Cannabis.  Marijuana,  Cannabis  Sativa,  Cannabis  Indica,  Cannabis 
Ruderalis  or  anv  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation, 
resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof. 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  physician  recommended  use. 

b.  Personal  use  refers  to  anv  use  not  recommended  bv  physician, 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use 
planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding ,  converting,  producing, 
processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis  or  for  ingesting, 
inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other 
entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports,  or  sells  cannabis  products  or  accessories. 

e.  Minor  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8. 

3)  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  1 8.  Anyone  under  the  age  of  1 8  shall  have  access 
to  cannabis  through  physician  recommendation  or  consent  from  parent/legal  guardian. 

a.  No  minor  shall  be  criminally  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products. 

4)  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law 

a.  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use. 

b.  Cultivating  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use,  to  obey  zoning  restrictions. 

o.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing 
cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current 
applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri. 

d.  Providing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories  and  products  for  sale  to  consumers.  Anv  product  to  be  sold  to  public 
must  be  tested  for  purity  and  weight. 

e^  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  anv  person,  corporation  or 
other  entity  for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (e)  of  this 
section. 

L  The  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  to  be  the  sole  reason  for  issuing  a  D.U.l.  (driving  under  the  influence),  arrest  or 
fines  when  operating  a  motor  vehicle. 

5)  Patient  rights:  Cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  without  taxation  when  physician 
recommended. 

6}  All  prisoners  that  have  been  incarcerated  for  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crimes  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all 
charges  for  cannabis  crimes  expunged. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general’s  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a 
legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 
Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

2)  No  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  enforce  federal  laws  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri. 
a.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor. 

8}  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirements, 
licensing  fee  that  is  discriminant,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial 
or  agriculture  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

9}  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby 
repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis  prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

10)  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution. 

11}  If  anv  rival  or  conflicting  initiative  regulating  anv  matter  addressed  bv  this  act  receives  the  higher  affirmative  vote, 
then  all  non-conflicting  parts  shall  become  operative. 

12}  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  April  20th  following  the  election  that  placed  this 
initiative  before  the  people. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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DEC  0 1  2C.j 
CJC/ □TCTDlii/ 


Elections  Division 
(573) 751-2301 


December  1 ,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  Version  3  (201 8-065) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  1, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 


DEC  0  1  2016 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 

I, . ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment 
implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not 
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necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d), 

195.0 10. (17)(m)(b),  1 95.010.(1 7)(g),  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(1),  1 95.0 1 0(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.01 7.2(4)(r), 

195.01 7. 2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  1 95 . 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4, 
195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1.  Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  orMissouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended; 
Marijuana  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled 
substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among  Missouri's  drugs  schedules.  The  state 
legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename 
marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statutes  is  null  or  void 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  1 .  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis 
sativa.  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative, 
concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 
product  thereof. 

b)  “hemp”:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics, 
fiberhoard.  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis, 

e)  “Lxpungcablc  marijuana  offense”  arc  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment, 

t)  “cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used, 
intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting, 
manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing, 
packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing, 
smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 
g)  “establishment”  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis 
product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares, 
manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis 
accessories, 

3 .The  following  acts  arc  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for 
scizcr  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older, 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring, 
displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial 
purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 
establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 
possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

d)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person, 
corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with 
paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician’s  recommendation. 

(al  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges 
afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(b~)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  _Q.f_a 
parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(cl  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for 
medical  purposes  to  any  person. 

fd)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a 
criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing 
review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

(cl  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights 
and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

1 .  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person's 
use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(bl  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of 
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vehicle  by  anyone  who  is  impaired  by  mari  juana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one 
years  of  age. 

1  •  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and 
econda 


ltutions 


6.  The  dictates  of  this  Ii 


that  placed  this  Tnitia 


llowing  the  election 


Ti  wHtTTw  M  CO  1 10  ll  I  14  Hi  KKIU  Mil  oRET?*  I 


Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of 


Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all 


non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 


enforcement  of  federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri 


under  this  amendment 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guiltv  of  a  Class  A 


misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers  .manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special 


12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severabl 


indicated  in  the  text  of  thi 


ountv,  state  or  federal  statuto 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
<573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


OFF-OF 

0 


F.lections  Division 
<573)751-2301 


December  1 , 20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  Version  2  (2018-064) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  1, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  *  Jefferson  City  65 1  <)  I 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .20 1 8  and  each  for  himsel  f  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 


received 

DEC  01  20 16 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.11 12,  I95.010.(10)(b)e,l95.010.(10)(d),  195.010.(17)(m)(b),  195.0l0.(17)(g).  195.010.(17) 
(0,195.010(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii), 1 95. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3, 

195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 


Be  it  resolved  bv  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  be 

removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  ot'controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  The  state  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to 

rename  marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

l.The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

A)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indiea. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf, 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  sail,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

B)  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tlberboard.  and 
paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

C)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

D)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

E)  “Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

F)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use. 

or  designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagation,  cultivating,  growing.  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

convening,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  lor  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

G)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages. 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  sei/er  or  forfeiture. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis. 

cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 

to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 

cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic 

food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity 

for  any  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  medical  diagnosis  from  a 

doctor. 

ta)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  nation!  treated 

through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

lb)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the  consent  of 

a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any 

person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure 

of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 

approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

(e)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(e)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

Dispensary 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  is  a  Missouri  resident.  If  the  patient  is  a  minor,  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  must  be  a  Missouri  resident 

b)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

c)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

6.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  paving  fees  of  no  more  then  SI  00.00 

c)  to  assist  with  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  Stale  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 

bv  the  Court.  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public 

a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 

Missouri  and  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment. 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  slate  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  he  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement. 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  way  contrary'  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  fanner,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for 

medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 
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1 2.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018, 

In  the  November  general  of  2020.  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  below  section.  A  ves 

vote  improve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  vcs.  the  above  section 
remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  ves. 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105. 

105.1108.  105.1  112,  I95.0l().(l())(b)c.l95.0l0.nmtd).  I95.01».(l7)(m)fbb  I95.0l0.n7)fg).  I95.()10.n7)(l).195.0l0f24b 

195.015.4.  I95.0l7.2(4)(r).  195.017.2f4)(y.h  193.017.2(4)00.195. 140,2(2).  195.202.2.  195.202.3.  195.211.2.  195.211.3. 

195,21 1.4.  1 95. 222.7 .195 .223 .7.  195.223.8.  263.250.1  . 

13c  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  he 

removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among  Missouri's 

drug  schedules.  The  slate  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename  mari  juana 

to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

I  .The  following  shall  he  called  the  Johnson  Amendment  II 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa.  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  panicle, 
preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  "hemp":  the  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tiherhoard.  and  paper, 
the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  “Expuneeable  marijuana  offense"  tire  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

0  "cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

g)  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  it  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 

manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages. 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories, 

3, '1'he  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  he  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  2 1  years  or  older. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis. 

cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  hits  current  applicable  licensing 
to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  hevond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 

cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic 

food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  bv  any  person,  corporation  or  other  entity 

for  any  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  fa)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4,  Medical  cannabis  shall  he  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient 

treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means, 

b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twentv-onc  with 

the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed 

physician. 

c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to 

any  person. 

d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the 

licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of 

recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

e)  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a 

legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  he  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone 

who  is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

C)  Permit  the  transfer  or  side  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary'  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 

from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 
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6.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  I ,  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 
for  nonviolent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  tinder  this  Act  shall  be 
immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 
only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  tinder  this  Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  iniblic_a.  le.uii] 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

lor  anv  offense  covered  hv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  Stale . 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  ol  federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  tinder  this  amendment. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  he  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement, 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

1 1 .  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  he  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  he  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  hv  article  111  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

1 2.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherw  ise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  stale  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 
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Elections  division 
(573)751-2301 


December  1, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  Version  1  (2018-063) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  December  I,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 

Administrate  Ru  bs  •  Business  services  •  Elections  •  Publications •  Securities  •  State  archives  •  State  library  •  Woi.i  ni  r  i.iiirary 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


Received 


DEC  Ol  2016 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

Slate  Of  Missouri.  County  Of . 


1, . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  Ibis  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d),  I95.010.(17)(m)(b),  195.010.(17)(g),  195.010.(17) 
(0,195.010(24),  195.015.4,  195.017.2(4)(r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 17.2(4)(ii),  195. 140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3, 

195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4, 195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,263.250.1, 


He  it  resolved  bv  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Mari  juana  shall  immediately  be 

removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  amonu 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  The  state  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to 

rename  marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

1  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

A)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  mderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf, 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

B)  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  liberboard.  and 

paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

C)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

D)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

E)  “Expuneeable  marijuana  offense”  arc  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment, 

F)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use. 

or  designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagation,  cultivating,  (■rowing,  harvestinu.  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting.  producing,  processing.  preparing.  testing.  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging.  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling.  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

Ci)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 

manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages, 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3 . The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  sei/er  or  forfeiture. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  anti  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvestinu  processing.  manufacturing,  packaging.  distributing,  transferring.  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis- 

cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 

to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  lor  the 

cultivation,  harvest,  processing.  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  ofanv  non-toxic 

food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherw  ise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  hv  any  person,  corporation  or  oilier  entity 

for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  medical  diagnosis  from  a 

doctor. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated 

through  other  pharmaceutical  means, 

(b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  aue  of  IS  with  the  consent  of 

a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  nhvsicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv 

person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  he  a  criteria  lor  the  licensure 

ofphvsicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 

approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

(e)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(b)  Permit  operation  ofa  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  nerson  engaged  in  personal  use. 

Dispensary' 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  is  a  Missouri  resident.  If  the  patient  is  a  minor,  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  must  be  a  Missouri  resident 

b)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

c)  If.  primary'  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verities  the  patient  and  the  primary'  caregiver. 

d)  The  patient’s  9  digit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  an  random  alphabet  after  verifying  residency. 

6.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  issue  9  digit  random  alphabet  out  to  patients  and  keep  records  of  the 

alphabet  on  a  state  wide  registry'.  The  registry'  is  to  verify  it's  a  Missouri  patient  and  it  shall  not  be  subjected  to  Sunshine 

request  under  rsmo  chapter  610.  No  layy  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  without  a  yvarrant.  Law  enforcement 

agencies  mv  only  vieyv  a  printed  list  but  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  yvith  the  the  Department  of 

Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  paving  fees  of  no  more  then  SI  00.00 

c)  to  assist  yvith  the  9  digit  random  alphabet  registry'. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Hoard  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 

bv  the  Court.  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public 

a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 

Missouri  and  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment. 


8.  No  Missouri  layy  enforcement  personnel  or  state  Funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  Federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 
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9.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  fanners,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirement. 

licensinu  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  oilier 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for 

medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary'  caregiver  are  allowed  to  crow  for  their  patients. 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  slate  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6lh  2018, 

In  the  November  general  of  2020.  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  hclow  section.  A  ves 

vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  ves,  the  above  section 

remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  ves. 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105,1 105. 

103.1  IPS,  103,1112.  193.0104  IOUh)c.l93.01Q.(  lOKdh  193.010.(l7)(m)(h).  I93.0I0.(  17)(g).  I95.0I0.(  I7)(I).I95.0I0(24). 

193.013.4.  I93.0l7.2(4)(r).  I93.0I7.2(4)(/.L  193 .017.2(4)(iiLI93. 140.2(2).  193.202.2.  193.202.3.  193.211,2.  193.211,3. 

193.211.4.  1 93. 222.7 ,193 .223 ,7.  193.223.8.263.230.1. 

Re  it  resolved  hv  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  he 

removed  From  the  Missouri  Revised  .Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  he  listed  amonp  Missouri's 
drill!  schedules.  The  stale  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename  mari  juana 
to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

I  .The  following  shall  he  called  the  Johnson  Amendment  11 


2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b)  "hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  tiberhoard.  and  oaner. 
the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  "Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  arc  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting.  propagating,  cultivating,  growing.  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 

human  body. 

g)  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages, 
transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3 . The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 
Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis, 
cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 
to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic 

food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person,  corporal  ion  or  other  entity 
for  any  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  he  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  thcranv  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  any  patient  treated 
through  other  pharmaceutical  means, 

(h)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  he  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with  the. 
consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician, 

Ic)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  he  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any 
person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure 
of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  he  subject  to  any  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 
approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  natient  in  another  stale  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal 
Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis, 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  cmnlover  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  ol  cannabis. 

(h)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who. is 

impaired  hv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 
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(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  mid  secondary  education  institutions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

6.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1 .  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 
for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 

immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 

only  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(h)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  lettal 
document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  any  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  involving  acts  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  /.oiling  requirement. 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 
commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor, 

1 1 .  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 
possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  III  and 
VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  slate  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


RECEIVE1. 

DEC  b  1  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OF 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  1 , 20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
JefYerson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Emily  Waggoner  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  VIII  (201 8-062) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Emily  Waggoner  on  November  30.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  o  i 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  constitutional  amendment  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 
says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


RECEIVED 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


NOV  30  2016 


-  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  8  to  Article  VIII.  This  amendment  implicitly  amends  elements  of  Article 
VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  including,  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  Section  7  and  amends  elements  of  RSMo  including,  but  not 
necessarily  limited  to.  Chapter  115. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  VIII  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  adopting  a  new  section  known  as  Article  VIII,  Section  8,  to  read  as  follows: 

The  right  to  vote  absentee  shall  he  guaranteed  to  all  eligible  voter,  with  or  without  an  excuse,  both  in  person  and  through  the  mail  for  a 

minimum  of  six  weeks  prior  to  the  official  election  date. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-062) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Emily  Waggoner  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  VIII.  (Received  December  1,  2016) 


Date 


December  21,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of 
Election  Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election 
Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  that  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department.  They  also  indicated  the  following: 

Technical  errors: 

The  singular  "voter"  is  used  in  the  amendment.  It  appears  "voters"  would  be 
grammatically  correct.  The  right  to  vote  absentee  shall  be  guaranteed  to  all  eligible 
voters,  with  or  without  an  excuse,  both  in  person  and  through  the  mail  for  a  minimum  of 
six  weeks  prior  to  the  official  election  date. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  no  adverse  fiscal  impact  to  their 
department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated  this  proposal  adds  Section  8 
to  Article  VII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  to  explicitly  allow  absentee  voting  to  all 
eligible  voters  with  or  without  an  excuse,  both  in  person  and  through  the  mail  for  a 
minimum  of  six  weeks  prior  to  the  official  election  date. 

This  proposal  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Based  on  the  limited  language  contained  in  this  measure,  it  appears  that  the  primary  legal 
effect  is  simply  to  eliminate  the  need  for  one  of  the  identified  excuses  allowing  a  voter  to 
cast  an  absentee  ballot  under  115.277  RSMo.  Currently,  an  eligible  absentee  voter  may 
cast  a  vote  in  person  or  via  mail  six  weeks  before  the  election.  Under  this  measure  they 
would  no  longer  have  to  attest  to  one  of  the  excuses  listed  on  the  ballot.  If  this  measure 
goes  into  effect,  future  absentee  ballots  will  simply  be  printed  without  those  excuses 
listed  on  the  envelope.  There  may  be  some  unknown  incidental  costs  associated  with 
redesigning  the  envelope  for  future  ballots,  but  this  is  unlikely  to  be  significant. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  appears  to  have  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  the  fiscal 
impact  of  this  initiative  petition  on  their  operations  will  be  substantial.  They  would 
expect  an  increase  in  temporary  expense  as  well  as  postage  and  printing,  with  an  estimate 
per  election  increase  of  $20,000  per  election.  They  currently  conduct  3  to  4  election  per 
year.  This  cost  would  double  in  presidential  election  years. 

Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Election  Board  indicated  their  local  government 
estimates  the  fiscal  impact  of  this  bill  for  fiscal  years  2017,  2018  and  2019  to  be  as 
follows: 

Revenues:  None 
Costs: 

They  estimate  that  this  proposal  would  initially  roughly  double  the  number  of  absentee 
voters.  This  would  increase  election  costs  by  approximately  $1,500  in  a  low  turnout 
election  like  an  April  General  Municipal  or  by  as  much  as  $13,000  for  the  most  recent 
presidential  election,  for  absentee  envelopes  and  postage. 


Additionally,  their  office  would  need  more  election  judges  and/or  seasonal  staff  to  handle 
the  increased  volume.  In  lower  turnout  elections  this  could  be  as  low  as  $200  for  two 
additional  election  judges  for  a  day.  A  larger  election  could  be  closer  to  $3,000. 

This  gives  a  range  of  $1,700  to  $16,000  per  election. 

In  2019  only  the  General  Municipal  is  guaranteed,  so: 

2019  costs  may  be  $1,700 

2020  costs  may  be  $44,000 

Technical  notes: 

The  proposal  leaves  in-tact  the  primary  contest  for  local  candidates  and  the  August 
election  date.  Under  this  proposal  with  a  50%  +1  requirement  3  elections  through  the  fall 
and  winter  of  even  years  are  all  but  guaranteed.  Currently  certification  of  an  election 
cannot  happen  until  the  Friday  after  the  election  and  the  deadline  is  2  weeks  after  the 
election.  The  "no  more  than  60  day  rule"  when  combined  with  current  absentee  rules 
would  have  final  certification  and  absentee  voting  beginning  on  the  same  day.  Ballots 
will  not  be  ready  for  six  weeks  of  absentee  voting.  Additionally,  the  timeline  sets  the 
runoff  election  in  the  week  between  Christmas  and  New  Year’s  in  most  years. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Kirkwood, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St.  Louis 
Community  College,  St.  Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners  City  of  St.  Louis,  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  and  Clay  County 
Board  of  Election  Commissioners. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  government  expects  unknown  incidental  costs.  Local  governments  expect  increased 
costs  of  $1,700  to  $40,000  per  election  depending  on  the  number  of  absentee  voters,  type  of 
election,  and  election  authority  planning  decisions. 
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DEC  0  1  2W6 


STATE  AUDITORS  OF 


Jason  Kander 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  I,  2016 


The  Honorable  Chris  Kostcr 
Attorney  General 
Supreme  Court  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 

RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Emily  Waggoner  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-061) 

Dear  Attorney  General  Roster: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Emily  Waggoner  on  November  30,  2016. 

Pursuant  to  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo,  we  are  referring  the  proposed  petition  sample  sheet  to  your  office  for 
review.  Please  respond  within  the  next  ten  days  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.3,  RSMo. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  James  Layton 

Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Cent  er 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65  id  l 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  constitutional  amendment  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of 
Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6,h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 
says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


received 


STATE  OE  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


NOV  30  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


i. 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

18-061 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  36  to  Article  I.  This  amendment  implicitly  amends  various  statutes  and 
subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  213. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  1  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  adopting  a  new  section  to  be  known  as  Article  I,  Section  36,  to  read  as  follows: 

Discrimination  in  employment  based  on  race,  color,  aee.  disability,  religion,  gender,  sexual  orientation,  national  origin  or  ancestry  shall  be 
prohibited.  Bona  fide  occupational  qualifications  and  entities  owned  and  operated  by  religious  organizations  arc  exempted.  Neither 

remedies  nor  relief  for  employment  discrimination  shall  be  limited  by  the  legislature  or  statute.  "Discrimination  in  employment"  shall  mean 

that  an  enumerated  category  contributed  in  anv  wav  to  an  employment  decision,  outcome  or  condition  including,  hut  not  limited  to,  wages, 

benefits,  promotion,  opportunities,  hirine.  termination  or  working  conditions.  These  rights  cannot  be  waived  by  arbitration  agreements. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-061) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Emily  Waggoner  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
to  Article  I.  (Received  December  1,  2016) 


Date 


December  21,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  and 
St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  currently,  cases  that  involve 
sexual  orientation  often  are  filed  as  retaliation  cases.  Consequently,  they  do  not  believe 
the  proposal  is  likely  to  significantly  increase  the  number  of  cases  filed. 

Regarding  Missouri’s  cap  on  punitive  damages,  this  provision  is  codified  in  section 
510.265.  In  2014,  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  in  Lewellen  v.  Franklin,  441  SW3d  136 
(Mo.  2014),  said  “...any  change  in  the  right  to  a  jury  determination  of  damages  as  it 
existed  in  1820  is  unconstitutional.”  The  Court  then  determined  that  a  claim  for  punitive 
damages  in  a  fraud  case  (at  issue  in  Lewellen)  existed  at  common  law,  and  therefore 
Section  510.265  was  unconstitutional  as  it  infringes  on  a  plaintiffs  right  to  trial  by  jury  as 
protected  by  Article  I,  section  22(a). 

The  Missouri  Human  Rights  Act  (MHRA),  however,  is  statutorily  created,  and  not  a 
common  law  right.  As  such,  an  argument  can  be  made  that  the  Lewellen  holding  is  not 
applicable  to  MHRA  claims.  Assuming  that  is  true,  the  wording  of  this  proposed 
constitutional  provision  arguably  voids  section  510.265’s  application  to  MHRA  cases,  by 
providing  that  the  legislature  cannot  limit  a  remedy  (i.e.  punitive  damages).  The  result 
would,  in  essence,  apply  Lewellen  to  MHRA  cases  -  meaning,  the  proposal  could  remove 
the  cap  currently  on  punitive  damages  in  MHRA  cases,  and  that  could  have  a  negative 
impact.  It  is  likely  that  a  court  challenge  at  some  point  would  decide  this  issue. 

While  they  do  not  believe  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the  number  of  lawsuits  filed,  they 
agree  that  arguably  the  proposal  could  result  in  the  Lewellen  holding  being  applied  to 
MHRA  cases,  resulting  in  removal  of  the  cap  on  punitive  damages  in  these  cases. 

They  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  unknown  fiscal  impact. 

The  proposed  IP  sets  up  a  new  protected  category  to  the  current  list  of  protected 
categories  -  sexual  orientation.  This  new  category  could  increase  the  number  of  lawsuits 
filed  against  the  Missouri  Highways  and  Transportation  Commission  which  could  have  a 
negative  fiscal  impact  (unknown  amount). 

Second,  this  amendment  states  that  the  legislature  and  statutes  cannot  limit  remedies 
available.  While  there  are  no  limits  on  compensatory  damages  in  state  claims  under  the 
Missouri  Human  Rights  Act  (MHRA),  punitive  damages  are  limited.  This  provision, 
arguably,  would  mean  that  the  punitive  damage  limitations  would  no  longer  apply  to 
employment  discrimination  claims.  Also,  there  is  some  case  law  that  limits  the  amount 
of  front  pay  an  employee  can  seek.  Arguably,  this  provision  would  take  away  those  limits 
as  well.  And  employees  could  try  to  bring  in  other  types  of  damages  not  normally 
compensable  under  the  MHRA,  and  argue  that  this  provision  means  that  such  alleged 
damages,  like  liquidated  damages,  etc.,  would  now  be  compensable  under  this 


amendment.  This  proposal  could  cause  an  increase  in  lawsuits  (involving  the  department) 
or  the  value  of  cases  (causing  higher  settlements  or  verdicts). 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  proposal  adds  Section  36  to  Article  I  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  to  explicitly 
prohibit  discrimination  in  employment  based  on  race,  color,  age,  disability,  religion, 
gender,  sexual  orientation,  or  national  origin  or  ancestry.  These  rights  cannot  be  waived 
by  arbitration  agreements. 

This  proposal  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  for  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 


Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  there  is  no  significant  financial  impact  related  to  this 
legislation. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Attorney  General's  office, 
the  Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone 
County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson 
County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the 
City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of 
Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of 
St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City 
of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District, 
State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  and  St. 
Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  expect  unknown  costs  due  to  litigation.  Local  governmental 
entities  expect  no  costs  or  savings. 
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Jason  Kander 


DEC  0  I  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFf 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


December  I,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-060) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  30,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Cen  ter 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  ol' section  560.021.  KSMo.  to  the  contrary,  fora  icini 
ol' imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  titan  once 
lor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorahlc  Jason  Kander.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  stale  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis). 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  i»T  the  stale  ol  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  gettetal  election  to  bo  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November.  .2018  ami  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  ofllic  stale  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Loins),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc 
correctly  written  utter  my  name. 


|Ollicial  Hallot  Title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

Stale  ( If  Missouri.  County  Of . 

I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

I 


6 


7 


8 


*) 


III 


signed  litis  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  Iter  name  thereto  in  tnv  presence:  I  believe  that 
each  lias  slated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  HY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  KEEN  CONVICTED  OE.  POUND  GUILTY 
OP.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFEENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  lie  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  paver . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D 


.Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 
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Nolan'  Public  (Seal)';..., 
My  commission  expires , 


*  •  Adilrcss  of  Noiary  . "  • 

■i  •;}•  ,  tx-i 
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This  measure  amends  I  lie  Missouri  Cmistilulion  by  addin;;  .Section  54  tu  Article  4.  Tliis  nmciidniciil  implicilly 
repeals,  in  purl  or  in  whole,  mid  iiinends  various  slalules  mill  suliseeliims  incliiiling  bill  mil  necessarily  limited  lo 
IISiYIo  1 115. 1 HI5.  105.111)8,  105.1112.  1 05.0 10.(1  ll)(l>)c. I '>5.(1 1 ».( 1  ll)(il),  I95.0l(>.(l7)(in)(h).  I')5.III0.(I7)((J), 

1 05.0 1 ((.( 1 7)(l). 1 05,01 11(24),  195.1)15.4. 195.0l7.2(4)(r).  I95.0I7.2(4)(/.),  l95.UI7.2(4)(ii).I95.14ll.2<2),  195.202.2, 
195.202.3.  1 95.211.2,  195.211.3. 195.211.4, 195.222.7.195.223.7.  195.223.8, 263.250.1. 


He  il  resolved  hv  llie  people  of  die  stale  of  Missouri  dial  die  C'oiistiluliim  he  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  he 
removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Slalules  lisl  ul'conlrollcil  subslaiices  and  slmll  no  longer  be  listed  inmnm 
Missouri's  drne  schedules.  Hie  slate  Iciiislalurc  have  uni  il  die  end  ol’llie  fplhm  ine  legislature  session  of  passage  In 
lemuiie  iiiariiiiiina  lo  cannabis  in  nil  llie  slalules  or  die  slalnic  is  null  and  void. 

I  .Hie  liillowim*  shall  hv  called  die  Johnson  Amendment 

2.  Definition  olTenns.  as  iLscd  in  Ibis  Acl: 

A I  "cannabis"  and  •'cannabis  hemp"  refer  lo  die  eannahis.  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica. 
cannabis  rtideralis.  or  anv  varielv  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  ciniceiurale.  exlnici.  Ilmver.  leaf. 
particle,  nrenaralion.  resin,  tool,  sail,  seed,  stalk,  slein.  or  any  product  thereof 
11)  "hemp":  die  lilier  of lliis  nlanl.  extracted  from  llie  slein  ami  used  lo  make  rope,  slonl  I'uln  ics.  lihcrlniard.  and 
paper,  the  sister  planl  of  cannabis 

O  "medical cannabis"  refers lo lhc_mvdicul.usc_nfc: . . 

1)1  "personal  use"  refers  lo  llie  nun-medical  consuniplion  of  cannabis. 

li)  ••i  :\niiiiee.ihle  inariiuima  oll'ense"  are  any  convictions  coniniilled  prior  lo  this  amendment. 

I  )  ■■eannahis  accessories"  means  anv  couinmenl.  products,  or  malerials  of  anv  kind  dial  are  used,  inlended  lor  use. 
or  desiened  liir  use  in  planting.  nronagaliim.  cnllivatinc.  mowing,  harvesting.  iiiamifacliiriiie.  compounding, 
cunvcrlini!.  nrodiicinu.  nrocessinu.  preparing,  lesline.  analyzing.  packaging.  repackaging,  storing.  or  eoniainiim 
eannahis.  or  for  ingesting.  inhaling.  vaporizing.  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  eannahis  into  and/or  onto  llie 
human  body, 

G)  ••esiahlislnneiil"  refers  lo  a  eannahis  ciillivalinn  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  lacililv.  a  eannahis  product 

manufacturing  facililv.  or  a  retail  eannahis  store  or  other  ciililv  dial  cullivales.  nrenares.  iiianufaelnres.  packages. 
irnnsiHirts  or  sells  eannahis,  cannabis  products  and'or  cannabis  accessories, 
v  I  he  following  arts  are  uni  unlawful  and  shall  nul  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  he  a  basis  for  scizcr  or  forfeiture. 
Possession-  production,  ciillivalinn  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  eannahis. 

Cultivation.  harvest  inn  nrocessinu.  manuliielurine.  packaging.  distributing.  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  eannahis. 
eannahis  accessories,  anti  eannahis  nrodncls  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 
lo  operate  a  commercial  esiahlislnneiil.  No  special  liccnsiim  will  he  retmired  beyond  dial  which  is  applicable  for  llie 
cullivalion.  harvest.  processing.  inanufacliirine.  packaging.  dislrihiuitin.  inmsferal.  display  or  possessine  of  anv  non-toxic 
IihhI  or  food  product. 

I.easini!  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  hvanv  person,  comoralion  or  oilier  cnlilv 
for  anv  of  the  aelivilies  condneied  law  fnllv  ill  accordance  with  paragraphs  la)  through  (dloflliissnhscclion. 

4.  Meilical  eannahis.  eonnnonlv  kninni  as  niariinana.  shall  he  available  lo  nalienls  who  have  a  medical  diagnosis  from  a 
doctor. 

la)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  trealment  shall  he  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  allorded  lo  anv  patient  treated 
llirotiuh  oilier  pharmaceutical  means. 

Ih)  Cannabis  acipiisilion.  Possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  pennilled  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the,  consent  of 

a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  leeal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

le)  I .iccnsed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv 

person.. 

(il)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  lo  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  he  a  criteria  for  the  licensure 
of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  he  subject  lo  anv  professional  liccnsiim  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 
approving  medical  eannahis  therapy. 

Medical  care,  includin'.;  organ  Iransolaiils.  shall  not  he  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  eannahis. 

(e)  I'rimarv  caregiver  shall  not  he  subjected  lo  criminal  or  civil  charges^. 

5,  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(al  Uciinirc  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  olio  is  impaired  on  the  ioh  hv  his  use  of  eannahis. 

Ih)  1‘cnnil  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircral).  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  hv  anyone  who  is 
impaired  hv  marijuana,  eannahis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  i'ennit  llie  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  inlended  for  medical  Ircatinciil  to  a  person  encaged  in  nersonal  tise. 

i.JssnsaiSiioL 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  llie  following: 

a)  l  lie  palienl  is  a  Missouri  resident.  If  the  patient  is  a  minor,  the  parent  or  leeal  guardian  must  lie  a  Missouri  resident 

b)  I  lie  patient  has  a  notari/eil  letter  from  meilical  professional  recommendation  eannahis  for  medical  Ireaimeiil. 
e)  If.  primary  caregiver.  the  dispensary  verilies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

d)  file  patient's  9  .licit  random  alphabet.  Dispensaries  mv  issue  an  random  alphabet  a  tier  verifying  residency. 

(».  I  he  Department  of  I  leallh  and  I  luinnn  Services  shall  issue  9  dinil  random  alphabet  oul  to  patients  and  keen  records  of  the 
alphabet  on  a  stale  wide  registry.  The  reeislrv  is  lo  verify  it's  a  Missouri  palienl  and  il  shall. mil  he  subjected  lo  Sunshine 
reipiest  tinder  rsmocha liter  61 1).  No  Imv  enforcement  agency  mv  access  the  list  ivithmU  tl  iviirranl.  I.a\v  enlorcemciit 
agencies  mv  only  view  a  printed  lisl  Inn  not  electronically.  Dispensaries  shall  the  Register  with  the  ihc  Department  of 
I  leallh  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

b)  na\  ine  fees  of  no  more  then  SIOD.IM) 

c)  lo  assist  with  the  9  dieil  random  alpliahcl  reeislrv. 

7. 1  Ipon  the  passace  of  this  Acl.  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Hoard  of  I'rohalion  and  1‘anole 
fur  iniii-viiileiii.  caimaliis-milv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  lor  iiiedieal  ireatineiH  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  ibis 
Acl  and  been  cpiivicled  prior  lo  this  Acl  shall  he  immediately  released  anil  their  civil  ami  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge. 
In  the  Court.  Within  61)  davs  of  the  passace  of  this  Act,  llie  Attorney  Genera)  shall  develop  and  make  available  Ip  Ihc  pithlic 
a  leeal  document  ordering  ihc  immediate  destruction  of  all  canniihis-telaled  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 
Missouri  and  for  anv  oIVcnsc  covered  hv  this  amendment. 


X.  No  Missouri  law  ciiforccnioill.  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  he  uscil  lo  assist  or  aid  in  ihe  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  involvine  ads  which  arc  no  lonecr  illceal  lor  medical  treatment  in  lire  Slalc  of  Missouri  under  lliis  amendment. 

Any  person  w  ho  will I'nllv  impedes  lire  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  nf  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

ID.  Cannabis  farmers.  manufacturers.  processors.  and  distributors  shall  mil  he  subject  lo  any  special  /oniim  requirement. 
licensin'-1  Ice  llial  is  excessive.  discriminatory.  nrohihitive.  or  in  am-  wav  contrary  lo  llial  which  is  relative  lo  any  oilier 
commercial  or  nuricnllural  fanner,  manufacturer  processor  or  distributor.  I’alienls  are  arc  allowed  lo  urow  cannabis  lor 
medical  treatment  lor  self.  Primary  careoiver  are  allowed  lo  urnw  for  their  patients. 

1 2.  All  provisions  of  ilijs  section  arc  sclf-cxcculing  ami  severable,  awl.  c.xcent  wln.iv  otherwise  indicated  in  lire  lex!  of  this 
document,  skill  supersede  conflicting  cilv.  connlv.  slalc  or  federal  staimorv.  local  cliartcr.  onlinancc.  or  resolution. 

I I  his  shall  become  effective  on  December  (i1*1 2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2030,  volers  shall  vole  lo  reneal  ilie  above  seclion  Jfc  replace  il  with  Illy  lielow  section.  A  ves 
vole  approve  llie  repeal  above  section  an  replace  willi  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  in  vole  yes,  the  above  section 
remains  and  volers  shall  vote  attain  every  four  years  until  volers  vole  ves. 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constiltilioii  bv  adding  Section  54  lo  Article  4.  This  nniciidinenl  imolicillv  repeals,  in 
pan  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  stabiles  and  subsections  incltulinrj  lint  not  necessarily  limilcd  lo  KSMo  |05, 1 105. 

105. IIIIX.  11)5.1 112.  ID.x.DKM  lOllhtc.  I‘>5.I)H).(  ItHtd).  lD.x.OIO.d 7milMI».  105.(1  IO.H7Mi8).  I05.0HM  I7«I).I‘)5.0I0(24T 
IO5.0I5..I.  I')5.(ll7.2(4»r>.  105.017.2(411/1.  l‘)5.QI7.2U«iil.l«)5.U0.2(2).  IQ5.202.2.  IQ5.202.3.  I '>52 1 12.  105.21 1,3, 
(‘15.211. -I,  I 05 .222.7. 1 05 22.t.7.  105223.8.  263.250.1, 

lie  it  resolved  liv  I  he  people  nl'llie  slate  of  Missouri  llial  the  t'niislilutiini  lie  amended:  Mariiiiana  shall  iminediiilelv  he 
removeil .from  the  Missouri  Revised  Stabiles  list  ol' controlled  siihslimces  anil  shall  mi  longer  Ik*  lislcfl  among  Missouri's 
drug  schedules.  Jlte  stale  legislature  have  until  the  end  olTlie  following  legislature  session  of  passage  In  rename  marijuana 
lo  cannahis  in  all  die  statutes  or  the  sialule  is  mill  and  void. 

I  .The  following  shall  he  called  l he  Johnson  Amendment  II 


2.1  lel’inilisin  oh  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

al  "cannahis **  and  "cannabis  lieinn"  refer  lo  the  eamiahis.  inariliiiana.  marijuana,  cannahis  saliva,  cannahis  indica. 
eannahis  nideralis.  or  any  variety  ol* cannahis.  including  anv  derivative,  concenlnilc.  extracl,  llower,  leal,  particle, 
preparaiion.  resin,  rnol.  still,  seed,  slalk.  stem,  ornnv  nrorlncl  Ihercof. 

"hemp":  the  filler  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  lo  make  rone,  stout  fabrics,  Ilherhoard,  and  nancr,. 
(lie  sister  plant  ol' cannahis 

“medical  cannahis*  refers  lo  ihe  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

"personal  use”  refers  lo  the  non-medical  consiintnlimi  of  cannahis, 

•Ti\|nnige.thlc  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  conviclions  commitlerl  nrior  lo  this  amendmcnl. 

••cannahis  accessories"  means  any  equipment.  products.  or  materials  of  niiy.kind  licit  are  used,  ililc|nle<l._l<'.r  usv',.<1X 

camiahis.  or  Tor  ingest  ing.  inhaling.  vaporizing.  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  Ciniliahis^iitio  aiul'or  oiilollw. 
human  IkkIv. 

"esiahlishmem"  refers  in  a  cannabis  eultivaiinn  faeililv.  a  eannahis  testing  facility.  a  cannahis  nroducl 
niniiiiliicliiriiiy  lac i lily,  or  a  relail  cannahis  store  or  oilier  entile  lliat  cull i vales,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,. 


h) 

c) 

d) 

e) 
li 


st» 


Iransporls  or  sells  eannahis.  cannahis  products  ainl'nr  eannahis  accessories. 

5.  Hie  lollow  inu  ads  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  he  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  lie  a  basis  for  sei/tucorjorlcjluryx. 
Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  lor  personal  al  21  years  or  older. 

Possession,  prodnclion.  cultivation  and  distribution  olTicmn.  mariiiiana  and.caniialjik. 

( 'nil  i  vat  ion,  harvesting  processing,  mamifaciuriiig.  packaging.  disirihiitinu.  transferring,  i|isphivii!g.iirpnssessjiiiLE;i|in.ahis^ 
cannahis  accessories,  and  cannahis  products  for  coiiimercinl  purposes  provided  Ihe  iu,t'spiyia*nirrcnt_app!tcal)lc  licensing 
lo  operale  a  coininercial  eslahlislnncnl.  No  special  licensing  will  lie  retiuired  hevoiwl  lha|  which  i5.flflRhcilhlcJpL!lh?.. 
eiillivalion,  harvest,  processing.  niainifaclnrini!.  packaging,  disirihulion.  lr;nisl'eri)l._tljsplav,oi  l>osse.ssiiig_oljinv_inni;hisjc 
(pod  or  food  product, 

I  easing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  properly  owned,  occunietl  or  controlled  by  any.PCLSpiLjnnpp.rjtlion  orqthcremjlv. 
for  anv  ol'ilie  aclivilies  coiitlneied  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  In)  lltmtigli  (til  of  Ihis  suhsoclion, 

■I  Medical  eannahis  shall  lie  available  lo  nalienls  who  have  a  physician's  reconinltUldaliQih 

(aj  AILpalienls  engaged  in  cannahis  therapy  shall  lie  alTordcd  tile  same  riulils  and  privileges  affordcdlonttviiviljcnUrcatcd. 
through  other  phannacentical  means, 

<hj( 
eom 

ted! 


person. 

(dH  Ininions  nenainine  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannahis  llicmnv  shall  not  he  a  criteria  lor  Ihe  licensure 
of  physicians;  no  phvsician  shall  he  subject  lo  anv  professional  liccnsint!  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommendingor. 
approving  medical  eannahis  theranv. 

(e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannahis  patient  in  another  stale  shall  he  gunned  Ihe  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal 
Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  iiiclndino  orvan  tninsnlaiils.  sliall  mil  he  rcstricled  in  any  wav  based  on  a  person ’sj.ise.pf  cannahis. 

5.  Nothing  in  ihis  seclion  shall: 

lal  Require  an  employer  lo  relain  an  cmnlovce  who  is  impaired  on  Ihe  loh  hv  Ins  use PlleiUltlilhis, 

llyjjerni.il  operalinn  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft.  aircnill.  train,  or  any  iransnorlalioil  tleviccjjLvdudeJhvanyoiie.wjip.is. 
impaired  hv  mariiiiana.  cannahis  or  anv  oilier  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  ihe  iransler  or  sale  of  cannahis  intended  lor  adull  use  lo  a  person  \  ounycr  ih;ni_lwenjvonie  years  ol  ace. 
forbid  anv  individual,  comorale  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  edneadpiunslilnlinjis. 
I'roni  pjohihil.iiig  die  disirihulion.  sale  or  ciillivalion  of  cannahis  within  lltcir  dwcllil|R.lbLPv*n<pnaljlS£i 
(i.  t  he  diciates  olTliis  Initiaiive  shall  he  implemented  no  later  Ilian  J,n)tU!rs_l,J'ollnwi!!gJlie_e|eclitni  !haL|!!aced.tl!is. 
Inilialive  before  Ihe  people. 


7.  I Ippn  ihe  passim-  of lliis Ad.  all  Persons  incarcerated  or under  supervision  ofj|ie  Missouri  Hoard  of  1‘roliation  and  I’arolc 
lor  nonviolent.  cnminliis-onlv  oQcitses  which  are  mi  Innticr  illegal  in  llic  Stale  of  Missouri  under  lliis  Acl  shall  lie 
immcdialejyicleasod. 

(al  The  t'outt  shall  order  (lie  iinmctlialc  CMiiinccmcm  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  lo  all  noil-violent  cannabis 
only  olVenses  which  are  no  loiiiicr  jHcgaj  in  llic  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

Ih)  Williin  fill  days  oflhg  engage  of  lliis  Acl.  Tile  Ananiev  General  sliall  develop  anti  make  available  lo  Ihc  public  a  legal 
dpcmnenl  igderms  Ihc  immediate  dcsiruc|ipn  of  all  cannabis-rclaicd  nnnviolenl  civil  ami  criminal  records  ill  Misuari  ami 
lor  aov  ofjeme  covcrcil  by  lliis  amcndmenl,  This  document  shall  he  dislrihulcd  lo  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  williin  llic  Slalc. 

K.  No  Missouri  law  cnforccinciil  personnel  or  slalc  funds  sliall  he  user!  lo  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  imolviui!  acts  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  ill  ihc  Slalc  of  Missouri  under  lliis  aincndmcnl. 

').  Anv  person  who  willfully  iinncilcs  llie  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guillv  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

III.  Cannabis  fanners.  mamifaelurors.  processors,  and  distributors  shall  nui  be subject  loans  special  /oiiini!  requirement, 
liccnsiiii!  fee  lliai  is  excessive,  discriminaUny.  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  lo  lliai  which  is  relative  lo  anv  oilier 
commercial  or  auriculliinil  farmer.  manufacturer,  processor  or  dislrilmlor. 

1 1 .  faxes  ami  regulations  iiol  conflicting  with  sections  may  he  imposed  oil  Ihc  production,  dislrihmion.  cullivalion  ami 
possession  of  caimaliis,  marijuana  ami  licinn  shall  he  subjected  lo  duly  atilltori/cil  powers,  if  anv.  eonferretl  In  arliele  III  ami 
VI  of  llie  C'onslilulioii  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  nrovisions  of  lliis  seclion  are  sclf-cxcciiling  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  iiulicaletl  in  Ihc  lexl  of  this 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  or  state 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  30.  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  VIII  (2018-059) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  30.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  S  tat  e  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any 
initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same 
measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for 
their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November.  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself 

says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my 
name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title]  RECEIVED 

NOV  30  2016 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of .  MO.  SECREIAKY  OF  STATE 


I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  1 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
sltited  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol 
the  stale  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  Tl  I  AT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notaiy . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 
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This  amendment  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and 
subsections  relating  to  political  parties.  Including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMO  115.121,  115.122,  115.307,  115.309,  115.31,  115.315,  115.319,  115.321, 
115.603,  115.605,  115.607  to  115.627, 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  creating  a  new  section  known  as  section  23 

of  Article  VIII  to  read  as  follows: 

a)  Candidates  running  for  United  States  Senate.  United  States  Congress.  Governor. 

Lt.  Governor,  Treasurer.  Attorney  General.  Secretary  of  State.  State  Senate  and 

State  Representative  shall  be  listed  as  a  non-partisan  candidate  and  no  Party 

affiliation  shall  be  listed  next  to  a  candidate. 

b)  Unless  running  in  a  special  election  or  a  runoff,  all  candidates  shall  run  in  a 

November  election  without  running  in  a  primary  and  required  to  win  50%  plus 

one  of  the  votes  cast.  If  no  candidates  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes  cast,  then 

there  shall  be  a  runoff  between  the  top  two  candidates  no  later  than  60  days 

after  the  November  election. 

c)  Candidates  shall  not  be  charged  more  than  $100  nor  be  required  to  collect 

signatures. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
s  i  ATi-:  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  30,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  iroy  o  Q  2016 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 

STATE  AUDITOFA  ' 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-058). 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  30,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Kostcr 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1  ()  t 
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( \  mi  ii  l\ 

Pill !tf  \n 

It  is  .j  1.1. ins  \  misdemeanor  pini i notw  hlisluiulmi!  llie  pro\  isi«»ns  ol  M.*ciioii  5f»0.021.  KS\Io.  i»»  the  conirurx.  tor  a 
lain  ol  mipiiNMmnv.nl  n«  >i  to  exceed  one  >  car  in  the  counts  tail  ora  I'm*  not  to  exceed  ten  llioiisaiul  dollars  or  hoili.  loraiixoiie  io 
Ni'j.n  .kin  initiative  petition  with  anv  name  othei  than  I » or  her  own.  or  know  int»l\  lo  sii_*n  his  or  her  name  more  (hail  once  tor  I  he 
N.mic  measure  lor  the  same  election.  or  lo  Men  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

I\lll  \  I'lYI  IM  I1M<)\ 

l<k  the  I  loitor.thle  lasoii  Kamler.  Seeielarv  o!  State  lor  the  stale  ol  Missouri 

\\c  1 1 iv*  undersigned.  regisicred  mucin  oi  the  .stale  ol  Missouri  ami  County  tor  l  its  of  Si  l.ouish  respeetlully 

mdci  tli.it  the  lolloxxiug  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  submitted  to  the  \olcrs  ol  the  stale  ol  Missouri,  lor  their 
approx  a  I  oi  rc|cciion.  at  the  eencrul  election  lo  he  lieUI  on  llie  (>lh  day  ol  \oxenthei .  ’<>1  N.  ami  each  lor  In  nisei  I  or  I  terse  1 1  sax  s:  I  haxe 
peisonallx  sinneil  this  pelilion:  I  am  a  registered  xoicrol  ihe  stale  .*1  Missouri  ami  V  ountx  (orC  ity  ol  Si. 

loiiisl.nix  leuisiereil  xoting  address  ami  llie  name  of  the  city .  loxxn  oi  \  illage  in  \x  liiclt  I  lix  e  are  correct  lx  written  alter  nix  name 


|Olliei.il  Hallo!  titl.  | 


RECEIVED 


CIRC  I  I  Milk's  \|  I  ID, M  il 


NOV  30  2016 


s  \  I  l>:  Mlssill  |{|.  (  III  \l\  III 


ivi  i*j  t:iNt  tluh  >\\oiii  n.'.n  <  pni:l  »*i!\  j'%  u.itiAN  nt  Njo|v*js) 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


\  Mil 

(Sien.iHire) 

Date 

Signed 

Kl  < its  1 1  Kl  1)  Yt  >1  ISO  \I)DRI  xs 
t Street.  No  I’t  >  Moves)  (City,  loxxn  or  Village) 

/'I' 

(  ode 

Cong. 

Disi. 

N  Mil 

( Printed  or  typed) 

1. 

■> 

v 

1 

s 

ft 

x. 

in 

sj.jneil  tins  page  of  the  foregoing  pelilion.  ami  each  ofihein  signed  his  or  her  name  (herein  in  my  presence:  I  believe  ilial  each  has 
stated  his  oi  her  name,  registered  xoting  address  ami  city,  toxxn  or  ullage  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  County. 

I  I  |<  I  III  UMOKI  .  I  III  Kl  MV  SWI-AR  ()l<  Al  I  IRM  UNDIK  I’l  NAI  IV  t  >1  PI-RJIJRY  IIIAI  Al  I  SIAM  Ml  NIS  MADI 
BY  Ml  \RI  I  Kill  ANDCORRI  C  l  AND  IIIAI  I  IIAVI  Nl  VI  R  Ml  I  N  CONVICII  DDK  LOlINDCiUll  I  V  Ol  .  OR  IM.I  D 
<  ,1  III  |  V  lo  \NY  Oil  I  NSI  I  N\<  )i  YINCi  LORCil  KY. 


I  am  al  least  IS  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not 


(check  one)  c\peci  lo  he  paid  lor  circulating  iliis  petition.  II  paid,  list  die  payer 


l  Name  of  payer  I 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Primed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Slate  &  /.ip  Code) 


Suhserihed  and  sworn  lo  before  me  this 


day  of 


.  A.D. 


Signalure  of  Notary 


Adilress  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  Stale-  iN  /ip  Code) 

Notary  Ptihlie  (Seal) 

Mx  commission  expires 
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Right  to  farm. 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 
amended: 

35  of  Article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The 
existing  section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in 
brackets, 

Detinitions  of  tenns.  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva,  cannabis 

indica.  cannabis  rudcralis.  or  am  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but  not  limited  to. 

derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt, 

seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof 

b)  Hemp:  I  he  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope. 

fabrics,  liberboard.  clolhinu.  and  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  This  section  shall  protect  the 
right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri’s  economy,  the 
right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices  shall  be 
forever  guaranteed  in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by 
article  VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 


18-057 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
<573)751-4936 

November  30,  2016 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  NOV  3  0  2015 

State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  Version  2  (2018-057) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  30,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Mon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 01 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 


RECEIVED 

NOV  30  2016 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT  MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STAlE 

Stale  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 

I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 


FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  Tl  IAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 


If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 


18-057 


Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 


18-057 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  1 05. 1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(  b)e,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(d ),  195.0l0.(17)(m)(b),  1 95.010.(1 7)(g), 

1 95.0 1 0.(  1 7)(l),  1 95.0 1 0(24),  195.015.4,  195.017.2(4)(r),  I95.017.2(4)(z),  195.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  195. 140.2(2),  195.202.2, 
195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.21 1.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  be 
removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  The  state  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to 

rename  marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

I  .The  followinu  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

A)  "cannabis"  and  “cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica. 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf, 

particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

B)  "hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberhoard.  and 

paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

C)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

D)  "personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

E)  “Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

F)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  arc  used,  intended  for  use, 

or  designed  For  use  in  planting,  propagating.  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging.  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  lor  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 
human  body. 

G)  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages. 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. 1  he  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law’  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 
Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis. 

cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 

to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cult i  vat k m.  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic 
food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity 

fp  r  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  medical  diagnosis  from  a 
doctor. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated 
through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  1 8  with  t he  consent  of 
a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv 
person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure 
of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 

approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

(e)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(h)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 
impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

Dispensary 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

a)  The  patient  is  a  Missouri  resident.  If  the  patient  is  a  minor,  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  must  be  a  Missouri  resident 

b)  The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

c)  If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

6.  Dispensaries  shall  follow  the  Register  with  the  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  for: 

a)  licensing  and  regulations 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 
for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 
Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 
by  the  Court.  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public 
a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in 

Missouri  and  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment. 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special  zoning  requirement, 
licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 
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commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  arc  arc  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for 

medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  a  row  for  their  patients. 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  arc  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
document,  shall  supersede  con flictin g  citv,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

13.  This  shall  become  effective  on  December  6th  2018. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020,  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  below  section.  A  yes 

vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  fail  shall  to  vote  ves.  the  above  section 
remains  and  voters  sh a ] I  vote  attain  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  ves. 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4,  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1 105, 
105.1108.  105.1112.  1 95.0 1 Q.( I OWbk. 1 95.0 1  Od I OKdT  195.QI0.(171(m)tb\  l95.010.(17XgT  195.010.n7)(n.l95.0l0(24). 
195.015.4,  195.017.2(4)(rT  195.01 7.2(4  )(zT  I95.017.2(4mi95.140.2(2).  195.202.2.  195.202.3.  195.211.2.  195.211.3, 

195.211.4.  1 95.222.7. 1 95.223.7.  195.223.8.  263.250. 1  . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  be 

removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among  Missouri's 

drug  schedules.  The  state  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename  marijuana 
to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

I  .The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment  11 

2. Pefinition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  panicle, 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof. 

b )  “hemp";  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper. 
the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  "Expungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

f)  “cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding. 

converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 

cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 
human  body. 

s>)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 

manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages, 
transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 
Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  2 1  years  or  older. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis, 
cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 
to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic 

food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity 
for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated 
through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with  the 

consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv 
person. 

(dl  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure 
of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 
approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal 
Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  cm  plover  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is 

impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twenty-one  years  of  age. 

Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

6.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  I,  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 

for  nonviolent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be_ 
immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 
only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 
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(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  any  offense  covered  by  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

8.  No  M i ssouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 

laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

9.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

1 0.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirement. 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

1 1 .  faxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  mav  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  II I  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 
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Jason  Kandl-r 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)  751-4936 


Secretary  of  Sta'i  e 
State  of  Missouri 


;i. fictions  Division 
(573) 75 1-2301 


November  30,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV,  Version  1  (2018-056) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  30,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  S  tate  Information  Cen  ter 
600  W.  Main  Street  •Jefferson  City  65  ioi 

Administrative  in  i  is  •  Business  Services  •  ti  m  iions*  I*j  ulk  aitons  •  Securities*  si  ate  archives  •  State  i.ihrars  •  wni  i  \i  it  i  mit  ary 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ballot  Title]  ^  ^  £016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 

I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

1 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  I IEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


. Address  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . ,  A.D 


Signature  of  Notary 
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Address  of  Notary . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly 
repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  hut  not  necessarily  limited  to 
RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  195.010.(10)(b)c,195.0I0.(I0)(d),  195.0!  0.(1 7)(m)(b),  1 95.01 0.(1 7)(g), 

1 95.01 0.(1 7)(l),l 95.01 0(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(  r),  195.017.2(4)(z),  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(ii),  1 95. 1 40.2(2),  195.202.2, 
195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  1 95.2 II. 4,  195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

The  following  shall  be  called  the  Johnson  Amendment 

a)  Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately 
be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among 

Missouri's  drug  schedules.  The  state  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  follow  ing  legislature  session  of  passage  to 

rename  marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

b)  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

c)  I.  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica, 

cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle. 

preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof. 

d)  “hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard.  and  paper. 

the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

e)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

0  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

g)  “Expungeable  marijuana  o (Tense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

h)  “cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or 

designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding, 
converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing 
cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the 
human  body, 

i)  “establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product 
manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages. 

transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis. 
cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 

to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 

cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  anv  non-toxic 
food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherwise  allow  ing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  cn tity 

for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis,  commonly  known  as  marijuana,  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  medical  diagnosis  from  a 

doctor. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  treatment  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated 
through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(h)  Cannabis  acciuisition.  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  18  with  the  consent  of 

a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  any 
person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  treatment  shall  not  be  a  criteria  lor  the  licensure 

of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or 
approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person's  use  of  cannabis. 

(e)  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subjected  to  criminal  or  civil  charges. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  w  ho  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(h)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 

impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  anv  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  medical  treatment  to  a  person  engaged  in  personal  use. 

Dispensary 

5.  Medical  dispensaries  shall  verify  the  following: 

The  patient  is  a  Missouri  resident.  If  the  patient  is  a  minor,  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  must  be  a  Missouri  resident 

The  patient  has  a  notarized  letter  from  medical  professional  recommendation  cannabis  for  medical  treatment. 

If.  primary  caregiver,  the  dispensary  verifies  the  patient  and  the  primary  caregiver. 

Dispensaries  shall  follow  the  Register  with  the  the  Department- 

licensing 

state  for  regulations  and  transparency 

On  record  as  care  taker. 

Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

6.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1,  following  the  election  that  placed  this 
Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 
for  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  ol  Missouri  under  this 
Act  and  been  convicted  prior  to  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released  and  their  civil  and  criminal  records  shall  be  expunge 

by  the  Co  urt.  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public 
a  lega  I  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  i  n 

Missouri  a nd  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment. 
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8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 
laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  for  medical  treatment  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment. 

9.  Any  person  who  will  lull  v  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  requirement. 

licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 

commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor.  Patients  are  are  allowed  to  grow  cannabis  for 
medical  treatment  for  self.  Primary  caregiver  are  allowed  to  grow  for  their  patients. 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  sclf-execuling  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 

document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  citv.  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 

In  the  November  general  of  2020.  voters  shall  vote  to  repeal  the  above  section  &  replace  it  with  the  below  section.  A  yes 
vote  approve  the  repeal  above  section  an  replace  with  below  section.  If  voters  Tail  shall  to  vote  ves,  the  above  section 

remains  and  voters  shall  vote  again  every  four  years  until  voters  vote  yes. 

This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 

part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105, 1 105. 
105.1108.  105.1112.  l95.0IO.(IOKbk.l95.QIO.(IO)(d),  1 95.01  Q.(  17)(ni)(b).  1 95.0 1Q.(  171(g).  1 95.0 1 04 17MI).  1 95.0 1 0(24). 
195.015.4,  1 95.01 7.2(411  r).  I95.017,2(4)(z).  I95.017.2(4)(ii).195.l40.2(2),  1 95.202.2.  195.202.3.  195.21 1.2.  195.211.3. 

195.21 1.4.  195.222.7.195.223.7.  1 95.223.8.  263.250.1 . 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended:  Marijuana  shall  immediately  be 

removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among  Missouri's 

drug  schedules.  The  state  legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename  marijuana 

to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statute  is  null  and  void. 

Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

I ,  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva,  cannabis  indica.  cannabis 

ruderalis.  or  anv  variety  ofcannahis,  including  anv  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf  particle,  preparation,  resin. 

root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  anv  product  thereof. 

• '  hemp”:  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics,  fiberboard,  and  paper,  the  sister 
plant  of  cannabis 

"medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

"personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

“F.xpungeahlc  marij uana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

"  h  time  grow  amounts"  a  total  of  60  square  feet  or  less  of  cultivation  ofcannahis  or  hemp  or  a  combination  of  both  for 

personal  and/or  medical  use. 

"cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  anv  kind  that  are  used,  intended  for  use,  or  designed 

for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing. 
processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling. 
vaporizing,  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

"establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis  product  manufacturing 
facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares,  manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells 

cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis  accessories. 

3-Tlic  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  tinder  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for  seizure  or  forfeiture. 

Adult  Possession  ofcannahis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis, 
cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing 
to  operate  a  commercial  establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or  possessing  of  any  non-toxic 
food  or  food  product. 

Leasing  or  otherw  ise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity 

for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4,  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated 
through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(b)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  with  the 
consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a  parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for,  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for  medical  purposes  to  anv 

person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure 

of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommendi ng  or 
approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  A nv  individual  who  is  a  legal  can nabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights  and  privileges  as  a  legal 
Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(b)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of  vehicle  by  anyone  who  is 
impaired  hv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  younger  than  twentv-onc  years  of  age. 

Forbid  anv  ind i vidual.  corporate  property  owner,  elementary'  education  institutions,  and  secondary  education  institutions 
from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

6,  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  L  following  the  election  that  placed  this 

Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  a  1 1  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of  Probation  and  Parole 
for  nonviolent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  ot  Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be 
immediately  released. 
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(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all  non-violent  cannabis 

only  olTcnses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this  Act. 

(b)  With  i  n  60  clays  of  the  passage  of  this  Act.  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal 

document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and 

for  any  offense  covered  by  this  amendment.  This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  cannabis 

laws  involvinu  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  tltis  amendment. 

9.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A  misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  /on ins*  requirement, 

licensinu  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other 

commercial  or  auricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor. 

11.  laxes  and  regulations  not  conllictine  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution,  cultivation  and 

possession  ofcannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if anv.  conferred  by  article  III  and 

VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Skckktary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  30,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


NOV  3  0  20'6 


ICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV  (2018-055) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  29,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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County . 

Page  No . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term 
of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once 
for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .20 1 8  and  each  for  himself  or 

herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . 

County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are 
correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  Title] 

NOV  2  9  2016 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

State  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 

I . .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY 
OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


M0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . .  A.D 


Address  of  Affiant 


Signature  of  Notary 
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Address  of  Notary  . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) . 

My  commission  expires . 

I  his  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  4.  This  amendment 
implicitly  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not 
necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105,  105.1108,  105.1112,  1 95.0 1 0.(  1 0)(b)c,  1 95.01 0.(  1 0)(d). 

195.01 0.(1 7)(m)(b),  195.01 0.(  1 7)(g),  1 95.0 10.(17)0),  195.0 10(24),  195.015.4,  1 95.0 1 7.2(4)(r), 

195.01 7. 2(4)(z),  1 95.017.2(4)(ii),195. 140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4, 
195.222.7,195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1. 

1.  Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Marijuana  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  of  controlled 

substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  amoim  Missouri's  dnms  schedules.  The  state 

legislature  have  until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename 

marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the  statutes  or  the  statutes  is  null  or  void 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  1 .  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis 

sativa,  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or  anv  variety  of  cannabis,  including  anv  derivative- 

concentrate.  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 

product  thereof. 

b)  "hemp":  the  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics. 

liberboard.  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  “personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  "Lxpungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  anv  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

0  "home  grow  amounts"  a  total  of  60  square  feet  or  less  of  cultivation  of  cannabis  or  hemp  or  a 

combination  of  both  for  personal  and/or  medical  use. 

g)  "cannabis  accessories"  means  anv  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used- 

intended  for  use,  or  designed  lor  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting. 

manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing. 

packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing. 

smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

h)  "establishment"  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis 

product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares. 

manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis 

accessories. 

3. The  following  acts  arc  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for 

scizcr  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

b)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring. 

displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial 

purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 

establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 

cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 

possessing  of  anv  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

d)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person. 

corporation  or  other  entity  for  anv  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with 

paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

4.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges 

afforded  to  anv  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(b)  Cannabis  actmisilion.  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age 

of  twcnlv-one  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a 

parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for 

medical  purposes  to  anv  person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a 

criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians:  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  anv  professional  licensing 

review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

(c)  Anv  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights 

and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

1 .  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person  s 

use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 
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(a)  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  bv  his  use  of  cannabis. 

(h)  Permit  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  anv  transportation  device  of 

vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is  impaired  bv  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  other  controlled  substance. 

(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  a  person  vounaer  than  twenty-one 

years  of  a  tie. 

1 .  Forbid  anv  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and 

secondary  education  institutions  from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of 

cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

6.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1.  following  the  election 

that  placed  this  Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of 

Probation  and  Parole  lor  non-violent,  cannabis-onlv  offenses  which  are  no  loimer  illegal  in  the  State  of 

Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all 

non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 

Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passaae  of  this  Act,  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make 

available  to  the  public  a  leual  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 

non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  anv  offense  covered  bv  this  amendment. 

This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  State. 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  federal  cannabis  laws  involviim  acts  which  are  no  Ionizer  il  leual  in  the  State  of  Missouri 

under  this  amendment 

9.  Anv  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  miiltv  of  a  Class  A 

misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  anv  special 

zoninu  requirement,  liccnsiim  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary 

to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 

distributor. 

1 1 .  Faxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  mav  he  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution. 

cultivation  and  possession  ofcannabis.  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized 

powers,  if  anv.  conferred  by  article  Ill  and  VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  sell-cxecutiim  and  severable,  and,  except  where  otherwise 

indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  state  or  federal  statutory. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  29,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


STATE  AUDJTOR'S  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  XVI,  version  4  (20 1 8-054) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sheila  Dundon  on  November  28,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  M  ain  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 1 0 1 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

1, _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


i j 


er> 

taC 

CD 

ro 

co 

-o 

— 

ro 
*  • 

sr 

xr 


rn 
o 
'  \  « 
** 

m 

o 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/ 

/ 

2. 

/ 

/ 

3. 

/ 

/ 

4. 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

6. 

/ 

/ 

7. 

/ 

/ 

8. 

/ 

/ 

9. 

/ 

/ 

10. 

/ 

/ 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XVI  is  created  by  enacting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  1  of  Article  XVI,  to 
read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Right  to  Access  Medical  Marijuana 
_f  Purposes 

This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for  medical 
purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  section  allows  patients 
with  qualifying  medical  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  freely  with  their  physicians  the  possible 
benefits  of  medical  marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice 
concerning  the  same,  and  the  right  to  use  medical  marijuana  for  treatment  under  the  supervision 
of  a  physician. 

This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are  necessary  to 
protect  patients,  their  primary  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal  penalties, 
and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale  and  purchase  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  governing  the 
use  of  marijuana  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow  for  the  public  use  of 
marijuana  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

2.  Definitions 


('ll  “Administer”  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  by  wav 
of  any  of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  marijuana-infused  products: 

(b)  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or 
oils: 

(c)  Application  of  ointments  or  balms: 

(d)  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(e)  Consuming  marijuana-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Any  other  method  recommended  by  a  Qualifying  Patient’s  physician. 

(2)  “Department”  means  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  or  its  successor 
agency. 

(3)  “Entity”  means  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust, 
limited  liability  company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership, 
joint  venture,  or  any  other  legal  entity. 

(4)  “Flowering  plant”  means  a  marijuana  plant  from  the  time  it  exhibits  the  first  signs  of 
sexual  maturity  through  harvest. 

(5)  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  means  Cannabis  indica .  Cannabis  sativa .  and  Cannabis 
ruderalis .  hybrids  of  such  species,  and  any  other  strains  commonly  understood  within 
the  scientific  community  to  constitute  marijuana,  as  well  as  resin  extracted  from  the 
plant  and  marijuana-infused  products.  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  do  not  include 
industrial  hemp  containing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol  concentration 
that  does  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities 
or  products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp, 

(6)  “Marijuana-Infused  Products”  means  products  that  are  infused  with  marijuana  or  an 
extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking, 
including,  but  not  limited  to.  edible  products,  ointments,  tinctures  and  concentrates. 

(7)  “Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  cultivate,  process,  store,  transport,  and  sell  marijuana  to  a  Medical 
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Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(8)  ‘'Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  store,  sell,  transport,  and  deliver  marijuana,  marijuana-infused  products, 
and  dmg  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana  as  provided  for  in  this  section  to 
a  Qualifying  Patient  a  Primary  caregiver,  another  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(9)  “Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility”  means  a  facility 
licensed  by  the  Department,  to  acquire,  store,  manufacture,  transport,  and  sell 
marijuana-infused  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  another  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility. 

(10)  “Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility”  means  a  facility  certified  by  the  Department,  to 
acquire,  test,  certify,  and  transport  marijuana. 

(11)  “Medical  use”  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  distribution,  transportation, 
or  administration  of  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  or  drug  paraphernalia 
used  to  administer  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
Qualifying  Patient  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition. 

(12)  “Physician”  means  an  individual  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  standing  to  practice 
medicine  or  osteopathy  under  Missouri  law. 

( 13)  “Physician  certification”  means  a  document,  whether  handwritten,  electronic  or  in 
another  commonly  used  format,  signed  by  a  physician  and  stating  that,  in  the 
physician’s  professional  opinion,  the  patient  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical 
condition. 

(14)  “Primary  caregiver”  means  an  individual  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 
significant  responsibility  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  and  who 
is  designated  as  such  on  the  primary  caregiver’s  application  for  an  identification  card 
under  this  section  or  in  other  written  notification  to  the  Department. 

(15)  “Qualifying  medical  condition”  means  the  condition  of,  symptoms  related  to,  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy; 

(c)  Glaucoma; 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment; 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent 
muscle  spasms,  including  but  not  limited  to  those  associated  with  multiple 
sclerosis,  seizures,  Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourette’s  syndrome; 

£0  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  post-traumatic 
stress  disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription 
medication  that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a 
physician  determines  that  medical  use  of  marijuana  could  be  effective  in 
treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer  alternative  to  the 
prescription  medication; 

fi]  Any  terminal  illness;  or 
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In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  anv  other  chronic,  debilitating  or 
other  medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C. 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn’s  disease, 
Huntington’s  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle  cell  anemia,  agitation  of 
Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

(16)  “Qualifying  Patient”  means  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualilVing 
medical  condition. 


1  Creating  Patient  Access  to  Medical  Marijuana 

(1)  In  carrying  out  the  implementation  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  have  the 
authority  to: 

(a)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  and  certifications  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  bv  law;  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or 
revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon  a  violation  of  this  section  or 
a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section;  and  impose  any 
administrative  penalty  authorized  bv  this  section  or  anv  rule 
promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(b)  Promulgate  rules  and  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the  proper 
regulation  and  control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  and 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  for  the  enforcement  of  this  section 
so  long  as  patient  access  is  not  restricted  unreasonably  and  such  rules  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  patient  safety  or  to  restrict  access  to  only 
licensees  and  Qualifying  Patients. 

(c)  Develop  such  forms,  certificates,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and 
applications  as  are  necessary  for,  or  reasonably  related  to.  the 
administration  of  this  section  or  anv  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  this 
section; 

(d)  Require  a  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that  tracks  medical  marijuana 
from  either  the  seed  or  immature  plant  stage  until  the  medical  marijuana 
or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  is  sold  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  or 
Primary  Caregiver  to  ensure  that  no  medical  marijuana  grown  bv  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  manufactured  bv  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  is  sold  or  otherwise 
transferred  except  bv  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  The 
Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  commercially  available 
systems  to  licensees  as  compliant  with  its  tracking  standards  and  issue 
standards  for  the  creation  or  use  of  other  systems  bv  licensees. 

(e)  Issue  standards  for  the  secure  transportation  of  Marijuana  and 
Marijuana- Infused  Products.  The  Department  shall  certify  entities  which 
demonstrate  compliance  with  its  transportation  standards  to  transport 
Marijuana  and  Marijuana-Infused  Products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  another  entity  with  a 
transportation  certification.  The  Department  shall  develop  or  adopt  from 
anv  other  governmental  agency  such  safety  and  security  standards  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  transportation  of  marijuana.  Anv  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  allowed  to  transport 
cannabis. 

(f)  The  Department  may  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  S5.000  for  anv 
certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(g)  Prepare  and  transmit  annually  a  publicly  available  report  accounting  to 
the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  to 
the  Department  under  this  section; 
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(h)  Establish  a  system  to  numerically  score  competing  medical  marijuana 
licensee  and  certificate  applicants,  only  in  cases  where  more  applicants 
apply  than  the  minimum  number  of  licenses  or  certificates  as  calculated 
by  this  section,  which  scoring  shall  be  limited  to  an  analysis  of  the 
following:  (i)  the  character,  veracity,  background,  qualifications,  and 
relevant  experience  of  principal  officers  or  managers:  (ii)  the  business 
plan  proposed  bv  the  applicant,  which  in  the  case  of  cultivation  facilities 
and  dispensaries  shall  include  the  ability  to  maintain  an  adequate  supply 
of  marijuana,  plans  to  ensure  safety  and  security  of  Qualifying  Patients 
and  the  community,  procedures  to  be  used  to  prevent  diversion,  and  any 
plan  for  making  Marijuana  available  to  low-income  Qualifying  Patients: 
(iii)  site  security:  (iv)  experience  in  a  legal  cannabis  market:  (v)  in  the 
case  of  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  the  experience  of  their 
personnel  with  testing  marijuana,  food  or  drugs  for  toxins  and/or 
potency  and  health  care  industry  experience:  (vi)  the  potential  for 
positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community:  (vii)  in  the  case  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with 
agriculture,  horticulture,  and  health  care:  (viii)  in  the  case  of  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  health  care, 
the  suitability  of  the  proposed  location,  and  its  accessibility  for  patients: 
(ixl  in  the  case  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  food  and  beverage  manufacturing: 
and  (x)  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use 
marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses  and 
certificates,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract  with  other  public 
agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Department 
shall  lift  or  ease  any  limit  on  the  number  of  licensees  or  certificate 
holders  in  order  to  meet  the  demand  for  marijuana  for  medical  use  bv 
Qualifying  Patients. 


(21  The  Department  shall  issue  any  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the 

implementation  and  enforcement  of  this  section  and  to  ensure  the  right  to.  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  In  developing  such 
rules  or  emergency  rules,  the  Department  may  consult  with  other  public  agencies.  In 
addition  to  any  other  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of 
this  section,  the  Department  may  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  relating  to  the 
following  subjects: 


(  a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement  of.  or  violation  of  any  provision  of  this 
section  or  any  rule  issued  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  procedures 
and  grounds  for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a 
state  license  or  certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section; 


(b)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Department: 

(c)  Instructions  or  guidance  for  local  authorities  and  law  enforcement 
officers; 

(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 
such  additional  enforcement  activities  as  may  become  necessary  from 
time  to  time; 

(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the 
Department; 


(g) 


Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices; 


Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises 
provided  that  the  rules  may  not  prevent  or  unreasonably  restrict 
appropriate  signs  on  the  property  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispcnsan 
Facility,  product  display  and  examination  bv  the  Qualifying  Patient 
and/or  Primary  caregiver,  listings  in  business  directories  including  phone 
books,  listings  in  marijuana- related  or  medical  publications,  or  the 
sponsorship  of  health  or  not  for  profit  charity  or  advocacy  events; 


(  h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  a  fingerprint- 
based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544,  or  its  successor  provisions,  as  may  be  required  by 
the  Department  prior  to  issuing  a  card  and  procedures  to  ensure  that 
cards  for  new  applicants  are  issued  within  fourteen  days.  Applicants 
licensed  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  submit  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri 
state  highway  patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  The  Missouri  state 
highway  patrol,  if  necessary,  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  Fingerprints  shall  be 
submitted  pursuant  to  43,543  and  fees  shall  be  paid  pursuant  to  43.530; 

[i)  SecuriW  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to 
this  section,  including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video, 
alarm  requirements,  and  other  minimum  procedures  for  internal  control 
as  deemed  necessary  bv  the  Department  to  properly  administer  and 
enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  reporting  requirements 
for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use; 

(k)  Sanitary  requirements  for,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  preparation 
of  medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products; 

(l)  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  may  accept  when  verifying  a 
sale; 

(m) Labeling  and  packaging  standards; 

(n)  Records  to  be  kept  bv  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the 
records; 

(o)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals, 
reinstatements,  initial  licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees; 

(p)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  tax  payments; 

(q)  Authorization  for  the  Department  of  Revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing 
-information  to  ensure  tax  payment  and  the  effective  administration  of 
this  section;  and 

(r)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 
comprehensive  administration  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  fora  medical  marijuana  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  independent  testing  and  certification  program  for 
medical  marijuana  licensees  and  requiring  licensees  to  test  medical  marijuana  using 
one  or  more  impartial,  independent  laboratories  to  ensure,  at  a  minimum,  that  products 
sold  for  human  consumption  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health, 
to  ensure  correct  labeling  and  measure  potency.  The  Department  shall  not  require  any 
medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana- infused  products  to  be  tested  more  than  once 
prior  to  sale. 

(4)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  to  provide  for  the  certification  of 
and  standards  for  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  including  the  requirements  for 
equipment  and  qualifications  for  personnel,  but  shall  not  require  certificate  holders  to 
have  any  federal  agency  licensing  or  have  any  relationship  with  a  federally  licensed 
testing  facility.  The  Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  entities  as 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  No  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  be 
owned  bv  an  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management  as 
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a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Product 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

(5)  The  Department  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  reports  or  other  information 

obtained  from  an  applicant  or  licensee  containing  any  individualized  data,  information. 
or  records  related  to  the  licensee  or  its  operation,  including  sales  information,  financial 
records,  tax  returns,  credit  reports,  cultivation  information,  testing  results,  and  security 
information  and  plans,  or  revealing  any  patient  information,  or  any  other  records  that 
are  exempt  from  public  inspection  pursuant  to  state  or  federal  law.  Such  reports  or 
other  information  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by  this  section.  Any 
information  released  related  to  patients  mav  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by 
federal  law  and  this  section,  including  verifying  that  a  person  who  presented  a  patient 
identification  card  to  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession 
of  such  card. 


(6}  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application 
instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

£2}  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for 
Qualifying  Patient,  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation,  and  Primary  caregiver  identification 
cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the 
Department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  such  identification  cards. 

(8)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  grow 
mariiuana  as  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall 
require  a  separate  license,  but  multiple  licenses  mav  be  utilized  in  a  single  facility. 

Each  indoor  facility  utilizing  artificial  lighting  mav  be  limited  by  the  Department  to 
thirty  thousand  square  feet  of  flowering  plant  canopy  space.  Each  outdoor  facility 
utilizing  natural  lighting  mav  be  limited  by  the  Department  to  two  thousand  eight 
hundred  flowering  plants.  Each  greenhouse  facility  using  a  combination  of  natural  and 
artificial  lighting  mav  be  limited  by  the  Department,  at  the  election  of  the  licensee,  to 
two  thousand  eight  hundred  flowering  plants  or  thirty  thousand  square  feet  of 
flowering  plant  canopy.  The  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of 
issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge 
each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or 
renewal  for  all  applicants  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  five  thousand 
dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department 
shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  per  facility 
license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Mariiuana  Cultivation 
Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control, 
ownership,  or  management. 

12)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  operate 
a  Medical  Mariiuana  Dispensary  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall  require  a 
separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of  issuance  and 
shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge  each  applicant 
a  non-retundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  for  each 
applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  three  thousand  dollars  per 
license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department  shall  charge 
each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  facility  license.  Application  and 
license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or 
decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or 
successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor 
agency.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Mariiuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  be 
issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 
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(10)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to 
operate  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Each  facility  in 
operation  shall  require  a  separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from 
its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department 
shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license 
application  or  renewal  for  each  applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of 
three  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the 
Department  shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per 
facility  license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year 
by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  anv  entity  under 
substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 

(11)  Any  applicant  for  a  license  authorized  by  this  section  may  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  the  Department  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section. 

(12)  Except  for  good  cause,  a  Qualifying  Patient  or  his  or  her  Primary  caregiver  may 
obtain  an  identification  card  from  the  Department  to  cultivate  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  for  the  exclusive  use  of  that  Qualifying  Patient.  The  card  shall  be 
valid  for  twelve  months  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable  with  the 
annual  submittal  of  a  new  or  updated  physician’s  certification.  The  Department  shall 
charge  an  annual  fee  for  the  card  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased 
or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the 
previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency. 

(13)  The  Department  may  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  may  be 
purchased  bv  or  on  behalf  of  a  single  Qualifying  Patient  in  a  thirty  dav  period, 
provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  four  ounces  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its 
equivalent.  Anv  such  limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written 
certification  from  two  independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  why 
the  Qualifying  Patient  needs  a  greater  amount  than  the  limit  established  bv  the 
Department. 

(14)  The  Department  may  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  may  be 
possessed  bv  or  on  behalf  of  each  qualifying  patient,  provided  that  limit  is  not  less 
than  a  sixty  dav  supply  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its  equivalent.  A  Primary 
caregiver  may  possess  a  separate  legal  limit  for  each  Qualifying  Patient  under  their 
care  and  a  separate  legal  limit  for  themselves  if  they  are  a  Qualifying  Patient. 
Qualifying  Patients  cultivating  marijuana  for  medical  use  mav  possess  up  to  a  ninety 
dav  supply,  so  long  as  the  supply  remains  on  property  under  their  control.  Any  such 
limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written  certification  from  two 
independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  for  additional  amounts. 
Possession  of  between  the  legal  limit  and  up  to  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  subject  the 
possessor  to  Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and  loss  of 
their  patient  identification  card  for  up  to  a  year.  Purposefully  possessing  amounts  in 
excess  of  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  of  up  to  one  year 
and  a  fine  of  up  to  two  thousand  dollars. 

(15)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  mav  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  or 
any  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the 
United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
have  no  impact. 

(16)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Marijuana- Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the 
number  mav  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  seventy  thousand 
inhabitants,  or  anv  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most 
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recent  census  of  the  United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state 
of  Missouri  shall  have  no  impact. 

(171  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  mav  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district  in  the  state  of  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  map  of  each  of  the  eight  congressional 
districts  as  drawn  and  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Future  changes  to 
the  boundaries  of  or  the  number  of  congressional  districts  shall  have  no  impact. 

(18)  The  Department  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  applications  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  for  transportation  of 
marijuana  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  under  this  section  shall  be  approved  or 
denied  bv  the  Department  no  later  than  one  hundred  fifty  days  after  their  submission. 

If  the  Department  fails  to  carry  out  its  non-discretionarv  duty  to  approve  or  deny  an 
application  within  one  hundred  fifty  days  of  submission,  an  applicant  mav 
immediately  seek  a  court  order  compelling  the  Department  to  approve  or  deny  the 
application. 

(19)  Qualifying  Patients  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  or  cards  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of 
twenty-five  dollars  per  year  per  card  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 
year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar 
year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a 
Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification 
card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or  provide  a  written 
explanation  for  its  denial.  If  the  Department  fails  to  deny  and  fails  to  issue  a  card  to  an 
eligible  Qualifying  Patient  within  thirty  days,  then  their  physician  certification  shall 
serve  as  their  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card  for  up  to  one  year  from  the  date  of  physician  certification.  All  initial 
applications  for  or  renewals  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card  shall  be  accompanied  bv  a  physician  certification 
that  is  less  than  thirty  davs  old. 

(20)  Primary  caregivers  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of  twenty- 
five  dollars  per  year,  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  bv  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a  Primary  caregiver 
identification  card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or 
provide  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial. 

(21)  All  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  in  Missouri  shall  be  cultivated  in  a  licensed 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  located  in  Missouri. 

(22)  All  marijuana-infused  products  for  medical  use  sold  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
be  manufactured  in  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(23)  The  denial  of  a  license,  license  renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department 
shall  be  appealable  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  its  successor  entity. 
Following  the  exhaustion  of  administrative  review,  denial  of  a  license,  license 
renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review  as 
provided  bv  law. 

(24)  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Department’s 
obligations  and  activities  under  this  section. 

(25)  The  Department  shall  not  have  the  authority  to  apply  or  enforce  any  rule  or 
regulation  that  would  impose  an  undue  burden  on  any  one  or  more  licensees  or 
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certificate  holders,  any  Qualifying  Patients,  or  act  to  undennine  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 


4  Taxation  and  Reporting 

(1)  A  tax  is  levied  upon  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  four 
percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  tax  shall  be  collected  bv  each  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  After  retaining 
no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  amounts  generated  bv  the  tax 
levied  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  Department  of  Revenue  into  the 
Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 
the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the 
returned  item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.”  which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  monies  in  the  fund 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  monies  earned  on 
such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  anv  monies  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the 
credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  is  authorized 
to  make  cash  operatimz  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting  the  cash 
requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application, 
licensing,  and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law. 
The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further 
legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out 
this  section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made 
through  contract  or  agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve  Fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash 
balance  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section; 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including 
the  following  purposes:  operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the 
Missouri  Veterans  Homes,  the  Missouri  Service  Officer’s  Program,  and  other 
services  for  veterans  approved  bv  the  Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug  rehabilitation  services,  housing 
assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance  to  prevent 
homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other 
public  agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

(c)  All  monies  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide 
additional  dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not 
replace  existing  dedicated  funding. 

(3)  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana  for  medical  use,  a  record  shall  be  kept  bv  the  seller 
which  identifies,  bv  secure  and  encrypted  patient  number  issued  bv  the  seller  to  the 
qualifying  patient  involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in 
the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money  involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations, 
taxes  collected  and  grand  total  sale  amounts.  All  such  records  shall  be  kept  on  the 
premises  in  a  readily  available  format  and  be  made  available  for  review  bv  the 
Department  and  the  Department  of  Revenue  upon  request.  Such  records  shall  be 
retained  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  sale. 


(4)  The  tax  levied  pursuant  to  this  subsection  is  separate  from,  and  in  addition  to.  anv 
general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that  apply  to  retail  sales,  which  shall 
continue  to  be  collected  and  distributed  as  provided  bv  general  law. 

(5)  Except  as  authorized  in  this  subsection,  no  additional  taxes  shall  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use. 
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(61  The  fees  and  taxes  provided  for  in  this  Article  XVI.  Section  1  shall  be  fully 
enforceable  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  Constitution  purportedly 
prohibiting  or  restricting  the  taxes  and  fees  provided  for  herein. 

(7)  The  unexpended  balance  existing  in  the  fund  shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 
section  33.080  relating  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the  general  revenue 
fund. 


Additional  Patient,  Physician,  Caregiver  and  Provider  Protections 

(11  Except  as  provided  in  this  section,  the  possession  of  marijuana  in  quantities  less  than 
the  limits  of  this  section,  or  established  by  the  Department,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  from  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  the  Qualifying  Patient’s 
residence  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or 
sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  provided  that  the  possessor  produces  on  demand  to  the 
appropriate  authority  a  valid  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card;  a  valid  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card:  a  valid  physician  certification  while  making 
application  for  an  identification  card;  or  a  valid  Primary  caregiver  identification  card. 
Production  of  the  respective  equivalent  identification  card  or  authorization  issued  by 
another  state  or  political  subdivision  of  another  state  shall  also  meet  the  requirements 
of  this  subdivision. 

(21  No  patient  shall  be  denied  access  to  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they 
hold  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(31  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  or  discipline  by  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing 
Arts,  or  its  successor  agency,  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  by, 
or  contracting  with  any  entity  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  issuing  a 
physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical  condition  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(41  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution  under 
Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or 
sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission 
for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  by.  or  contracting  with  any  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  providing  health  care  services  that 
involve  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(51  A  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal 

prosecution  under  Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or 
commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  of 
marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(61  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana  by  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patients  under  eighteen 
years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  with  consent  of  a  parent  or 
guardian. 

(71  A  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  marijuana  for  medical  use 
to  a  qualifying  patient  or  participating  in  the  patient  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  per  patient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  generally 
established  legal  standards  of  personal  or  professional  conduct. 

(81  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subject  to  disciplinary  action  by  the  state  bar  association  or 
other  professional  licensing  body  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed 
bv.  contracting  with,  or  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities.  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law 
pursuant  to  this  section. 
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(9)  Actions  and  conduct  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana 
Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 
licensed  or  registered  with  the  Department,  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted 
by  this  section  and  in  compliance  with  Department  regulations  and  other  standards  of 
legal  conduct,  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law,  except  as  provided  for  by  this  section. 

(10)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law 
or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft, 
dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(11)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana 
for  medical  use  that  are  entered  into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers. 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  by  those  entities,  should 
be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 
into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  or  by  a  person 
who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal 
penalties  by  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 
medical  marijuana  mav  be  prohibited  by  federal  law. 

A  Legislation 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  limit  the  General  Assembly  from  enacting  laws  consistent  with 
this  section,  or  otherwise  effectuating  the  patient  rights  of  this  section.  The  legislature  shall 
not  enact  laws  that  hinder  the  right  of  Qualifying  Patients  to  access  marijuana  for  medical  use 
as  granted  by  this  section. 

7.  Additional  Provisions 


(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  permits  a  person  to: 

(a)  Consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  jail  or  correctional  facility; 

(b)  Undertake  any  task  under  the  influence  of  marijuana  when  doing  so  would 
constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice;  or 

(c)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or 
motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or  motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana;  or 

(d)  Bring  a  claim  against  any  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer 
for  wrongful  discharge,  discrimination,  or  any  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy, 
based  on  the  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer  prohibiting  the 
employee,  former  employee,  or  prospective  employee  from  being  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  disciplining  the  employee  or  former 
employee,  up  to  and  including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or 
attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(2)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility, 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  be  owned, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  board  member,  manager,  or 
employee,  any  individual  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense.  A  "disqualifying 
felony  offense”  is  a  violation  of,  and  conviction  or  guilty'  plea  to,  state  or  federal  law 
that  is,  or  would  have  been,  a  felony  under  Missouri  law,  regardless  of  the  sentence 
imposed,  unless  the  Department  determines  that: 

(a)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana:  or 

(b)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  he  or  she  was  not 
incarcerated  and  that  is  more  than  five  years  old;  or 
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(c)  More  than  five  years  have  passed  since  the  person  was  released  from  parole  or 
probation,  and  he  or  she  has  not  been  convicted  of  any  subsequent  criminal 
offenses. 


The  Department  may  consult  with  and  rely  on  the  records,  advice  and 
recommendations  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  or 
their  successor  entities,  in  applying  this  subdivision. 

(3)  All  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses,  entities  with 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  certifications,  and  entities  with  transportation 
certifications  shall  be  held  by  entities  that  are  majority  owned  bv  natural  persons  who 
have  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  application 
for  such  license  or  certification.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  entities  outside  the 
state  of  Missouri  may  own  a  minority  stake  in  such  entities. 

(4)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  manufacture, 
package  or  label  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  products  in  a  false  or  misleading 
manner.  No  person  shall  sell  any  product  in  a  manner  designed  to  cause  confusion 
between  a  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  product  and  any  product  not  containing 
marijuana,  A  violation  of  this  subdivision  shall  be  punishable  bv  an  appropriate  and 
proportional  Department  sanction,  up  to  and  including  loss  of  license. 

(5)  All  edible  marijuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in  individual,  child-resistant 
containers  that  are  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated 
length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in 
containers  clearly  and  conspicuously  labeled,  in  a  font  size  at  least  as  large  as  the 
largest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  “MariiuanaT  or  a 
“Marijuana-Infused  Product.”  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty. 

(6)  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  Primary  caregiver  for  more  than  three  Qualifying 
Patients. 


(7)  No  Qualifying  Patient  shall  consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  public  place, 
unless  provided  bv  law.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
sanctions  as  provided  bv  general  law, 

(8)  No  person  shall  extract  resins  from  marijuana  using  dangerous  materials  or 
combustible  gases  without  a  Medical  Marijuana- Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facility  license.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to  Department 
sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and,  if  applicable,  loss  of  their 
identification  card,  certificate,  or  license  for  up  to  one  year. 

(9)  All  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  shall  take  place  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility  that  is 
equipped  with  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  bv  the  Qualifying  Patient  or  by 
such  patient's  Primary  caregiver.  Two  Qualifying  Patients,  who  both  hold  valid 
Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification  cards,  may  share  one  enclosed,  locked 
facility.  No  more  than  twelve  Qualifying  Patient  or  Primary  caregiver  cultivated 
flowering  marijuana  plants  may  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed  locked  facility, 
except  when  a  Primary  caregiver  also  holds  a  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card,  in  which  case  no  more  than  eighteen  flowering  marijuana  plants 
may  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed,  locked  facility. 

(10)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  assign, 
sell,  give,  lease,  sublicense,  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  or  certificate  to  any  other 
entity  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Department,  not  to  be  unreasonably  withheld. 

(11)  Unless  allowed  bv  the  local  government,  no  new  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  be  initially  sited 
within  one  thousand  feet  of  any  then-existing  elementary  or  secondary  school,  child 
day-care  center,  or  church.  No  local  government  shall  prohibit  Medical  Marijuana 
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Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facilities,  or  entities  with  a  transportation  certification  either  expressly  or  through  the 
enactment  of  ordinances  or  regulations  that  make  their  operation  unduly  burdensome 
in  the  jurisdiction.  However,  local  governments  may  enact  ordinances  or  regulations 
not  in  conflict  with  this  section,  or  with  regulations  enacted  pursuant  to  this  section, 
governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  such  facilities  in  the  locality.  A 
local  government  may  establish  civil  penalties  for  violation  of  an  ordinance  or 
regulations  governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana- Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  entity 
holding  a  transportation  certification  that  may  operate  in  such  locality. 

(12)  Unless  superseded  by  federal  law  or  an  amendment  to  this  Constitution,  a 
physician  shall  not  certify  a  qualifying  condition  for  a  patient  by  any  means  other 
than  providing  a  physician  certification  for  the  patient,  whether  handwritten, 
electronic,  or  in  another  commonly  used  format.  A  Qualifying  Patient  must  obtain  a 
new  physician  certification  at  least  annually. 

(13)  A  physician  shall  not  issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  for  a 
non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  The  Department  shall 
not  issue  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  on  behalf  of  a  non-emancipated 
Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  card  shall  be  issued  to  one  of  the 
parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or  guardian  mav 
serve  as  a  Primary  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  Only  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or 
possess  medical  marijuana  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  A  parent  or  guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical 
marijuana  to  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen 

(14)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  mandating  health  insurance  coverage 
of  medical  marijuana  for  Qualifying  Patient  use. 

(15)  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing, 
distribution,  sale,  and  administration  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities 
otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 
solely  because  of  that  use. 


Severability 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  severable,  and  if  any  clause,  sentence,  paragraph  or  section 
of  this  measure,  or  an  application  thereof,  is  adjudged  invalid  bv  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  the  other  provisions  shall  continue  to  be  in  effect  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 


9.  Effective  Date 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6.  2018. 
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Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  29,  2016) 


Date 


December  19,  2016 

Description 
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Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  information 
for  this  initiative  petition  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to  issue  new  licenses  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  It  requires  their  department  to  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  the  proposal,  develop  forms  and  issue  standards  in 
addition  to  licensure  and  certification  of  facilities.  The  proposal  requires  a  minimum  of 
60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  (one  per  every  100,000  inhabitants),  a  minimum  of  85 
licenses  for  manufacturing  facilities  (one  per  70,000  in  inhabitants),  and  a  minimum  of 
192  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities  (24  per  each  Congressional  district). 
Licensure  and  certification  is  subject  to  AHC  appeal  and  judicial  review.  AGO  assumes  it 
would  need  2  AAG  Is  to  provide  legal  representation  regarding  issuance,  denial,  and 
discipline  of  licenses  and  promulgation  of  and  challenges  to  administrative  rules.  If 
adopted  this  proposal  would  increase  AGO  operating  expenses  of  $139,474  for  FY2018; 
$150,610  for  FY2019;  and  $152,155  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  the  costs  will 
be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $3,062,147  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $7,035,064  for  fiscal  year 
2020.  The  revenues  will  be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $1,134,000  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$12,124,800  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  entire  duplication,  however;  Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their 
department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  for  persons  suffering  from  intractable 
epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows  for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of 
cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the  legal  use  of  marijuana  for  persons 
who  are  issued  a  registration  card  due  to  a  debilitating  medical  condition.  Under  this 
proposal,  patients  with  intractable  epilepsy  could  also  qualify  to  receive  a  registration 
card  for  medical  marijuana  use. 

Rental  space  for  97  FTE  located  in  Jefferson  City:  97.00  FTE  x  230  sq  ft/FTE  x 
$21.00/sq.  ft.  =  $468,510. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medicinal  purposes. 
There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as  cultivators, 
manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  testing  and/or  transportation  centers. 


Fiscal  Note  18-006  USD  -  DHSS 

Bill  Number  I  nitiative  Petition 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X  Yes  No 

I  ndicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented _ FY  2020 _ 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STA1 

fE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal  Funds 

- 

Total 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 
capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

0 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1 T  Consultants 

75 

8,237.16 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

Other  Costs: 

Disk  Storage  (SAN) 

45.36 

12 

558.00 

572.00 

Backup  and  Recovery  (DistSys 
Backup-Recovery) 

0.49 

365 

- 

183.00 

188.00 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

741.00 

760.00 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal 

Other 

- 

Total 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment  requires  their  department  to  issue  annual 
registrations  for  patients  and  their  designated  caregivers,  patient  and  caregiver  cultivators, 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  In  addition,  the  amendment 


requires  their  department  to  certify  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation  entities, 
and  testing  facilities. 

The  proposal  allows  for  the  following  registration/license  fees  to  be  collected: 


Initial  Application  and  Annual  Renewal 

Qualifying  Patient  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Primary  Caregiver  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation 
ID  Card 

$100.00 

Within  3  years  of  Effective 
Date  of  Proposal  (December  6, 
2018  -  December  6,  2021) 

After  3  years  of  Effective  Date 
(after  December  6,  2021) 

Initial 
Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Fee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Initial 

Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Lee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Cultivation 

Facility 

$10,000 

$25,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Dispensary 

Facility 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Medical 

Marijuana- 

Infused 

Products 

Manufacturing 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Certification  Lee 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 

Up  to  $5,000 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 

Up  to  $5,000 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018.  According  to 
the  proposed  provisions  of  this  section,  they  shall  make  available  to  the  public  all  license 
application  forms  (cultivation,  dispensary,  manufacturing  and  testing  facilities)  and  the 
application  forms  for  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  and  qualifying  patient  cultivation 
identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  section  (June  6,  2019). 
They  shall  accept  all  applications  for  patients,  caregivers  and  cultivators  no  later  than  210 
days  following  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (July  6,  2019).  They  shall  accept 
applications  for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities  no  later 
than  240  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (August  6,  2019).  The  provisions  of 
this  section  also  allow  any  applicant  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with 
them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (January  6,  2019).  For 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  assumed  that  the  first  fees  for  license  applications  (pre¬ 
file)  would  be  accepted  January  6,  2019  (FY  2019).  The  first  fees  for  patient,  caregivers, 
and  cultivators  are  assumed  to  be  collected  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  The  first 
certification  fees  (seed-to-sale,  testing,  and  transportation)  are  assumed  to  be  collected 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020)  as  well. 

The  estimations  for  the  number  of  each  type  of  registration,  license  and  certification 
issued  each  year  are  detailed  under  the  headings  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH)  and  Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification  below..  The 
total  estimate  of  collected  fees  equals  $1,134,000  for  FY  2019  and  $12,124,800  for  FY 
2020. 

Section  1.3(2)(e)  allows  them  to  issue  rules  creating  a  range  of  administrative  penalties 
related  to  implementation  and  enforcement  of  rules  that  ensure  the  right  to,  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  These  administrative  penalties  could  include 
penalty  fees  but  the  fee  amounts  and  frequency  of  penalties  issued  is  unknown  at  this 
time. 

Section  1.4(1)  of  the  proposed  amendment  mandates  each  licensed  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  facility  to  collect  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  all  medical  marijuana 
products  sold  to  be  collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  The  amount  of  tax 
that  will  be  collected  is  unknown  and  is  referred  to  the  DOR  for  these  estimations. 

The  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  of  the  annual  taxes  collected.  The  rest  of  the  tax 
collected  is  to  be  deposited  by  the  DOR  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  This  fund  shall  consist  of  all  fees  and  taxes  collected  by  this  proposed  section. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Section  1.3(1)  authorizes  them  to  grant  or  refuse  licenses  and  certifications  for  the 
cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  the  provisions  of  Section  1.  This  section  also 
authorizes  them  to  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon 
any  violation  of  this  section  or  a  rule  promulgated  by  them  pursuant  to  this  section.  They 


shall  develop  such  rules,  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as 
necessary  to  implement  provisions  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  certify  at 
least  two  commercially  available  software  products  that  licensees  must  use  for  seed-to- 
sale  tracking  standards  and  issue  standards  for  the  certification  of  secure  transportation  of 
marijuana  an  marijuana-infused  products.  They  are  to  prepare  annually  a  publicly 
available  report  accounting  to  the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all 
responsibilities  assigned  to  them  by  this  section.  They  must  also  establish  a  system  to 
numerically  score  applicants  for  licenses  and  certificates  when  the  number  of  applicants 
are  more  than  the  minimum  required. 

Section  1.3(2)  permits  them  to  issue  any  rules  necessary  to  ensure  the  right  to,  availability 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  qualifying  patients.  This  includes 
addressing:  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such 
additional  enforcement  activities  that  may  become  necessary;  the  creation  of  a  range  of 
administrative  penalties;  development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owner, 
officers,  managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed 
pursuant  to  this  section;  security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed;  regulation  of  the 
storage  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for  medical  use;  sanitary  requirements  for  the 
preparation  of  medical  marijuana- infused  products;  labeling  and  packaging  standards; 
and  records  to  be  kept  by  the  licensees,  state  licensing  procedures  for  initial  licenses, 
renewals  and  reinstatements. 

Section  1.3(3)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  regarding  independent  testing  and  certification 
for  medical  marijuana  licensees  to  ensure  products  that  are  sold  for  human  consumption 
are  correctly  labeled  and  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health. 

Section  1.3(4)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  to  provide  for  the  standards  and  certification  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  They  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility  entities. 

Section  1.3(6)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and 
(for  all  types  of  licensees  including  testing  facilities)  and  instructions  within  180  days  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(7)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and 
accompanying  instructions  for  qualifying  patients,  qualifying  patient  or  caregiver 
cultivation,  and  primary  caregiver  identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  accept  these  applications  within  210  days 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(18)  requires  them  to  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  application 
forms  and  instructions  (for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities)  no 
later  than  240  days  from  the  effective  date  and  shall  either  approve  or  deny  within  150 
days  after  submission. 


Section  1.3(19)  requires  them  to  process  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Section  1.3(20)  requires  them  to  process  a  primary  caregiver  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Support  of  an  IT  vendor  to  build  a  data  system  to  support  the  administration  and 
reporting  requirements  indicated  in  Section  1  of  Article  XVI  (Right  to  Access  Medical 
Marijuana).  The  system  would  be  used  by  the  department  to  process  applications  to 
include  issuance  of  licenses  and  identification  cards. 

Division  of  Administration 


Specific  program  impact  for  their  department  is  in  the  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH).  Each  application  and  license  transaction  will  have  an  associated  fee 
transaction,  which  impacts  the  Division  of  Administration  (DA). 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  required  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and,  represent  their  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

The  proposed  amendment  requires  them  to  adjust  (increase  or  decrease)  registration  and 
license  fees  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor.  The  change  in  fees  collected  (increase  or  decrease)  due  to  this  provision  is 
unable  to  be  determined  at  this  time. 

Also,  the  initial  application  and  renewal  licensing  fees  for  a  cultivation  facility, 
manufacturing  facility,  and  dispensing  facility  decrease  in  half  after  three  years  from  the 
effective  date  of  this  proposal. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH  ) 

Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  registration  cards  for  qualified  patients  and  their 
caregivers.  A  study  by  the  nonprofit  entity  ProCon  organization,  updated  March  2016, 
published  the  rates  of  patient  registration  cards  issued  for  each  state  with  a  medical 
marijuana  program 

(http://medicalmariiuana.procon.org/view.resource.php?resourceID=005889).  This  study 
found  that  Oregon  was  issuing  qualified  patient  cards  at  a  ratio  of  19.2  per  1,000  state 
residents.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  the  State  of  Oregon’s  program  will  be 
benchmarked  in  regard  to  the  number  of  patient  and  primary  caregiver  registrants.  While 
the  Oregon  program  was  initiated  in  May  1999  and  therefore  has  an  established  program, 


the  state  of  Missouri’s  chronic  disease  rates  are  generally  higher  and  the  qualifying 
medical  conditions  accepted  under  Missouri’s  proposal  are  broader  than  those  of  Oregon. 


Calculation  of  applications: 

•  Patients:  According  to  the  2015  U.S.  Census  Bureau  information,  Missouri’s 
population  is  at  6,083,672.  Applying  the  rate  of  19.2  applications  per  1,000 
residents,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  116,807  patient  registration  cards 
annually  ((6,083,672/1,000)  x  19.2)). 

•  Caregivers:  According  to  the  October  1,  2016  data  on  Oregon’s  Medical  Marijuana 
Program  Website,  the  ratio  of  patient  registration  cards  to  caregiver  cards  is 
calculated  at  2.29.  Calculating  this  same  ratio,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing 
51,007  caregiver  cards  annually  (116,807/2.29). 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the  medical  marijuana  program  is  December  6,  2018.  They 
are  required  to  have  the  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  identification 
cards  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  (June  6,  2019).  Section  1.3(6)  requires 
them  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  cards  no  later 
than  210  days  from  the  effective  date  (July  6,  2019).  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  they  will  begin  accepting  applications  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
They  will  collect  an  application  fee  of  $25  per  card,  per  Section  1.3(19)  and  1.3(20).  It  is 
assumed  that  the  fees  will  be  collected  in  the  same  fiscal  year  the  applications  are  received. 
It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application 
within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

116,807 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

51,007 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

5,101 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Applications  for  Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  identification  cards  for  a  qualifying  patient  or  his  or  her 
primary  caregiver  for  purposes  of  cultivating  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana  plants  for  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  qualifying  patient.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that 
10  percent  of  the  qualifying  patients  will  grow  marijuana  for  themselves  or  it  will  be  grown 
by  their  designated  primary  caregiver.  Therefore,  it  is  estimated  that  11,681  (116,807  x  .10) 
will  be  issued  in  FY  2020.  They  will  collect  an  annual  application  fee  of  $100  per  Section 
1.3(12).  It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  renew  their 
application  within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Cultivation  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

1,168 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
61  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  cultivation  facilities  by  the  end 
of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
cultivation  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  100,000  residents 
(6,083,672  Missouri  residents/ 100,000  residents  per  facility  =  61  facilities)  as  allowed  per 
Section  1.3(15).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019 
(FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019). 
They  estimates  that  half  of  the  cultivation  facilities  that  will  be  licensed  in  FY  2020  will 
pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial  application  fee  at 
$10,000  with  an  additional  $25,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the  facilities 
applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Application  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$300,000 

(pre-file) 

$310,000 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($25,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,525,000 

Total  Cultivation  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensing  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  dispensing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
192  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  dispensing  facilities  by  the 
end  of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
dispensing  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  twenty-four  (24)  licenses  per  each 
of  the  current  eight  U.S.  Congressional  Districts  (24  facilities  x  8  districts  =  192  facilities) 
as  allowed  per  Section  1.3(17).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a 
license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date 
(January  6,  2019).  They  estimate  that  half  of  the  dispensing  facilities  that  will  be  licensed 
in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial 


application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the 
facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Dispensing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$576,000 
(pre-file  fees) 

$576,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,920,000 

Total  Dispensing  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  estimated  that  87  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate 
medical  marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  by  the  end  of  FY  2020.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of  manufacturing 
facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  70,000  residents  (6,083,672 
Missouri  residents/70,000  residents  per  facility  =  87  facilities)  as  allowed  per  Section 
1.3(16).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  proposal 
and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application 
fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019).  They  estimate 
that  half  of  the  medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
licensed  in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the 
initial  application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license 
for  the  facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Manufacturing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$258,000 

$264,000 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  License 

Fees  ($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$870,000 

Total  Manufacturing  Application  & 

License  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  of  Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  Systems,  Transportation  Entities,  and  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities 

Section  1.3.(l)(d)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  commercially  available  systems  that 
licensees  may  use  as  their  seed-to-sale  tracking  system.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  certifications  for  two  commercially  available  systems. 


Section  1.3.(l)(e)  requires  them  to  certify  entities  which  demonstrate  compliance  with 
transportation  standards  in  order  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana- infused  products. 
For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that  all  licensed  medical  marijuana 
cultivation  facilities  and  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  will  obtain 
certification  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products.  Therefore,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  148  certifications  for  transportation  (61  cultivation  facilities  + 
87  manufacturing  facilities  =  148  total  facilities).  The  certification  process  will  occur 
simultaneous  with  the  licensure  of  the  facilities. 

Section  1.3. (4)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  facilities  as  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  It  is  estimated  that  only  two  facilities  will  be  certified.  The  certification  will 
occur  in  FY  2020. 

Section  1.3.(l)(f)  allows  the  department  to  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  any 
certification  issued.  It  is  assumed  that  they  will  charge  a  fee  of  $5,000  for  each  certification 
issued. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Transportation  Entity  Certifications 

0 

0 

148 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Total  Certifications 

0 

0 

152 

Total  Certification  Fees  ($5,000  ea.) 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Revenue  in  Application,  Licensing,  and  Certification  Fees 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Cultivation  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Fees 

$0 

$1,134,000 

$12,124,800 

Program  Operations:  Staffing 

Section  1  requires  the  establishment  of  a  medical  marijuana  program  through  promulgation 
of  rules  and  implementation  of  those  rules  for  administration  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards;  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards;  licensing  of 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing  facilities  and  infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities;  and  certification  of  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation 
entities,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  This  also  includes  the  development  of  all 
program  applications  and  forms,  identification  cards,  and  a  computerized  database  system 
to  allow  for  the  electronic  storage  of  and  processing  of  data  needed  to  issue  identification 


cards  and  licenses.  As  a  result,  DCPH  anticipates  the  need  to  hire  the  following  staff 
beginning  on  December  6,  2018  (FY  2019)  to  begin  development  of  the  program/system: 

One  Program  Manager  Broad  Band  2  ($65,000)  -  will  serve  as  Chief  of  the  Medical 
Marijuana  Bureau.  Duties  will  include  overall  program  management,  including  involvement 
in  rule  promulgation,  development  of  forms,  program  policies  and  procedures,  information 
system  development,  and  initial  program  set-up.  This  position  will  also  supervise  the  two 
Unit  (Program)  Coordinators,  two  Investigator  III  positions,  a  Health  Program 
Representative  III,  and  a  Bureau  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant. 

Two  Program  Coordinators  (A30,  $50,112,  Step  H)  -  will  serve  as  Unit  Coordinators.  One 
unit  will  be  responsible  for  processing  patient  and  caregiver  applications,  including  patient 
or  caregiver  cultivation  applications.  The  other  unit  will  be  responsible  for  the  applications 
and  licensing  and/or  certification  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing 
facilities,  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities;  testing  facilities,  transportation  entities, 
and  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems.  These  positions  will  be  involved  in  the  initial  program 
development  with  the  Bureau  Chief,  hiring  of  staff,  and  development  of  training  for  staff. 
Once  the  program  is  operational,  the  Coordinators  responsibilities  extend  to  implementation 
and  maintenance  of  the  program,  responsibility  for  meeting  application  decision  deadlines, 
and  ongoing  management  responsibilities. 

One  Health  Program  Representative  III  (A24,  $39,708.  Step  G)  -  duties  will  include 
assistance  in  rule  promulgation,  program  policies  and  procedures,  forms  development, 
information  system  development/troubleshooting  and  maintenance,  and  initial  program  set¬ 
up.  This  position  will  serve  as  the  liaison  between  the  Units  and  IT  work  on  system 
maintenance  and  enhancements.  This  position  will  also  certify  the  seed-to-sale  tracking 
systems  that  are  commercially  available  to  use  by  the  licensed  facilities.  This  position  will 
also  be  responsible  for  establishing  materials  to  educate  the  public  about  the  program  and 
exhibiting  at  conferences  or  other  venues  to  education  physicians  and  the  general  public. 

One  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant  (A15,  $28,668,  Step  F)  -  duties  will  include 
providing  administrative  assistance  to  the  Bureau  Chief,  Program  Coordinators, 
Investigators,  Inspectors,  and  HPR  III  positions.  As  allowed,  this  position  will  also  assist  in 
initial  processing  of  patient  and  caregiver  applications  for  registration  cards. 

The  following  staff  will  be  hired  to  begin  March  1,  2019.  This  hire  date  will  allow  for 
training  and  final  program  preparation  to  occur  prior  to  the  required  release  dates  for  the 
application  forms  for  patients  and  caregivers,  patient  or  caregiver  cultivators,  certifications, 
and  facility  licenses: 

Two  Investigator  III  positions  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  investigate  all 
instances/complaints  of  possible  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  behalf  of  a  recommending 
physician,  a  registered  patient  and/or  caregiver,  a  cultivator,  or  a  medical  marijuana  facility. 
With  a  new  program  of  this  size  and  the  legalization  of  something  that  remains  illegal  for 
the  majority  of  the  population,  it  is  anticipated  that  they  will  receive  a  fair  number  of  calls 
reporting  instances  of  possible  violations.  While  two  is  estimated  for  purposes  of  this  fiscal 


note,  it  may  be  necessary  to  add  additional  staff  after  the  program  is  operational  for  some 
time.  The  additional  costs  remain  unknown. 

Two  Grain  Inspector  IV  positions  (A23,  $38,304,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  complete 
the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities  to  monitor  compliance 
with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be 
met  for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible 
for  certifying  the  cultivation  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  the  process  of  testing  plants  for  molds, 
mildew,  and  pesticides  and  making  sure  the  facilities  are  dealing  with  these  issues  in  a 
proper  way. 

One  Grain  Inspector  Compliance  Coordinator  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this  position 
coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  Grain  Inspector  positions;  ensuring  inspections 
are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  will  also  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  inspectors  and  make  final  action  decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

Four  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G)  -  these 
positions  will  complete  the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  dispensing  and  the 
medical-marijuana  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be  met 
for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible  for 
certifying  the  manufacturing  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  ensuring  sanitation  requirements  are  met 
and  the  infused-products  are  labeled  and  packaged  correctly. 

One  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  V  position  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this 
position  coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  EPHS  IV  positions;  ensuring 
inspections  are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  also  provides  technical 
assistance  to  the  environmental  specialists  and  makes  final  action 
decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

One  Health  Facilities  Consultant  (A29,  $48,852,  Step  H)  -  this  position  will  complete  the 
inspections  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities  in  order  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  needed  to  obtain  and  maintain  certification.  This  position  will 
also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  testing  facilities  to  assist  with  obtaining  and 
maintaining  the  certification.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  as  this  classification 
currently  completes  the  inspections  of  other  medical  laboratories  certified  by  the  state. 

49  Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  positions  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  processing  of  paper  applications  to  include  opening  and  date  stamping  of  mail,  entry 
of  application  information  into  the  electronic  registry,  initial  verification  of  applicant  and 
physician  identification,  initial  application  review  to  include  determination  of  application 
approval  or  denial  (including  incomplete  status),  preparation  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards,  preparation  of  patient/caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards,  initial 
processing  of  medical  marijuana  facility  applications,  preparation  of  identification  cards  for 


all  owners  and  employees  of  the  medical  marijuana  facility  licensees,  processing  revoked 
cards,  and  answering  of  phones  and  assisting  telephone  callers. 

24  Health  Program  Representative  II  (HPR  II)  positions  (A21,  $35,640,  Step  G)  -  duties 
will  include  supervision  of  the  SOSA  positions  and  quality  assurance  checks  of  the 
application  entry  and  initial  verification  completed  by  the  SOSAs.  This  position  will  have 
responsibility  for  final  approval  of  application  incomplete  notices,  rejects,  revocations,  and 
card  issuances.  This  position  will  ensure  application  process  deadlines  as  mandated  by 
proposed  amendment  are  met.  This  position  will  also  verify  all  registrations  of  owners  and 
employees  associated  with  the  licensed  medical  marijuana  facilities,  including  coordination 
with  the  Inspectors  and  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialists  for  final  issuance  of 
facility  licenses. 

For  fiscal  note  purposes  they  calculated  45  minutes  per  patient  and  caregiver  application 
and  45  minutes  per  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  application. 

197,445  (184,596  patient  and  caregiver  apps  +  12,849  cultivation  apps)  X  .75/hour  /  2,080 
hours  per  year  per  staff  =71.2  staff  (round  to  71  staff). 

They  calculated  14  hours  for  the  processing  of  a  dispensing  facility  license  application  and 
15  hours  for  the  processing  of  the  cultivation  and  manufacturing  facility  license  (additional 
hour  for  processing  transportation  certification  application). 

(192  dispensing  facilities  x  14  hours)  +  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  15  hours)  +  (87  infused 
products  manufacturing  facilities  x  15  hours)  =  4,908  total  hours/divided  by  2,080  hrs/year 
per  staff  =  2.4  staff  (round  to  2  staff).  This  is  a  total  of  73  processing  staff  (SOSA  and  HPR 
II  positions). 

Printing  Costs 

They  will  print  individual  identification  cards  for  the  qualified  patient,  caregiver,  patient  or 
caregiver  cultivation  identification  card,  and  identification  cards  for  each  owner,  board 
member,  employee  of  the  licensed  facilities.  The  cards  are  encoded  with  a  magnetic  stripe 
for  security  and  linkage  to  the  IT  system  for  dispensing  purposes.  DCPH  will  purchase  a 
card  delivery  system  with  the  ability  to  print  the  card  with  the  magnetic  stripe,  attach  the 
card  to  a  personalized  letter,  and  secure  in  an  envelope  ready  for  mailing.  The  initial  cost  of 
the  card  delivery  system  is  estimated  at  $277,000.  In  addition  there  will  be  an  annual 
equipment  preventative  maintenance  fee  of  $34,000.  The  average  supply  cost  to  print  each 
card  is  $0.5 9/card. 

They  are  estimating  the  number  of  identification  cards  to  be  printed  each  year  per  facility 
licensed  to  be  25  for  a  cultivation  facility,  10  for  a  dispensing  facility,  and  25  for  a 
manufacturing  facility.  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  25  =  1,525  cards,  192  dispensing 
facilities  x  10  =  1,920  cards,  87  manufacturing  facilities  x  25  =  2,175  cards)  License 
certificates  will  be  printed  for  each  facility  on  special  certificate  paper  (heat  sensitive  ink 
background)  provided  by  state  printing  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $200  per  1,000  pieces  of 


certificate  paper.  The  license  certificates  and  identification  cards  for  facilities  will  not  be 
produced  until  FY  2020  when  the  facility  becomes  licensed. 


DCPH  will  print  100,000  brochures  each  year  the  program  is  operational  at  a  cost  of  $0.06 
per  brochure.  This  brochure  will  provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  medical 
cannabis  program  and  assistance  in  completing  a  valid  registration. 

FY  2019 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 
FY  2020 

•  184,596  patient  and  caregiver  cards  +  12,849  cultivation  cards  +  1,525  identification 
cards  for  cultivation  facilities,  1,920  identification  cards  for  dispensing  facilities  + 
2,175  for  manufacturing  facilities  =  203,065  cards  x  $0.59  per  card/print  supplies  = 
$119,808 

•  492  Certificates  for  facility  licenses  and  certifications  ($200/1,000)  =  $200 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 

Mailing  Costs 

Each  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver  will  receive  his/her  card  in  the  mail.  If  the 
patient  or  caregiver  applied  for  a  cultivation  identification  card,  that  card  will  be  mailed 
separately.  Each  licensed  facility  will  be  mailed  a  copy  of  their  license  and  identification 
cards.  It  is  estimated  that  10  percent  of  the  registered  participants,  caregivers  and 
patient/caregiver  cultivators  will  submit  a  change  request  to  their  application  requiring  a 
change  notification  receipt  by  mailing.  It  is  projected  that  five  percent  of  all  applications 
will  be  incomplete  and  requires  mailing  of  an  incomplete  notice.  It  is  also  projected  that  25 
percent  of  the  printed  brochures  (25,000)  along  with  paper  applications  will  be  mailed  to  the 
public  upon  request.  The  other  printed  brochures  will  be  available  for  distribution  at 
conferences  and  other  public  venues. 


Projected  mailings  are  as  follows: 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  and  Caregiver  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Cultivation  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Facility  Certificates 

0 

0 

492 

Facility  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

5,620 

Change  Request  Notifications 

0 

0 

17,774 

Incomplete  Notifications 

0 

0 

8,887 

Brochures/app  mailed 

0 

25,000 

25,000 

Total  mailings 

0 

25,000 

255,218 

FY  2019 

•  25,000  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  25  X  $41  =  $1,025 

•  Postage  (25,000  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $9,750 


FY  2020 

•  255,218  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  256  X  $41  =  $10,496 

•  Postage  (255,218  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $99,535 

Criminal  Records  Check 

Section  1.3.(2)(h)  suggests  that  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees  and  other  support  staff  of  the  licensed  facilities  shall 
include  a  fingerprint-based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  Section  1.7(2)  states  no  licensed  facility  shall  have  an  owner,  officer, 
manager,  contractor,  employee  or  other  support  staff  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense. 
They  assumes  that  as  part  of  the  facility  license  application,  the  facilities  would  need  to 
submit  a  current  finger  print  based  criminal  record  report  as  would  be  promulgated  in  rule. 
Therefore,  they  assume  no  cost  for  obtaining  the  fingerprint  check. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Application  Storage  Costs 

In  order  to  manage  the  final  storage  of  paper  applications  submitted,  Content  Manager  for 
electronic  scanning  and  storage  will  be  utilized.  The  costs  for  Content  Manager  are 
estimated  at  $132  per  month  for  the  state  data  server  costs,  $234  for  an  annual  license  for 
each  user  who  needs  to  view  files  and  $828  for  an  annual  license  for  each  position  with 
ability  to  scan/import  documents.  Content  Manager  services  will  not  be  acquired  until  FY 
2020. 

Information  Systems  Development 

Estimating  a  12  month  project  duration  with  a  project  team  consisting  of  4  IT 
Consultants.  Applications  will  be  received  as  paper  submissions  to  the  department.  System 
will  print  licenses  and  identification  cards  for  physical  delivery  to  the  applicant.  The 
system  will  be  hosted  in  the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  virtual  servers.  Disk 
space  has  been  estimated  at  50  GB  for  Development  and  Test  with  150  GB  estimated  for 
Production.  While  we  have  estimated  for  a  system  build  it  is  possible  COTS  solutions  are 
available  at  a  similar  cost.  Estimated  costs  are  detailed  above  in  the  ITSD-DHSS  table. 

Division  of  Administration 


DHSS-DA  assumes  one  Accounting  Clerk  can  process  30,000  receipt  transactions  per  year. 
An  Accounting  Generalist  I/II  would  be  needed  to  supervise  for  every  five  Account  Clerks. 

Accounting  Clerk  (A  12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  duties  would  include: 

•  Open  and  sort  mail; 

•  Process  and  enter  receipts  in  the  department  computer  system; 

•  Prepare  bank  deposits  and  cash  receipts  documents; 

•  Reconcile  daily  receipts; 

•  Distribute  supporting  documentation  program. 


Accounting  Generalist  I/II  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  duties  would  include: 

•  Supervise  and  review  the  work  of  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  processing  the  fees. 


Each  application  and  license  would  have  a  fee  transaction. 


FY2019 

FY2020 

Transaction 

0 

184,596 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application 

0 

12,849 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Cultivation  Application 

30 

92 

Cultivation  Facility  Application 

96 

288 

Dispensing  Facility  Application 

43 

131 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application 

0 

152 

Certifications 

169 

198,108 

Total  Number  of  Transactions 

6.00  FTE 

Accounting  Clerk 

1.00  FTE 

Accounting  Generalist  I/ll 

Office  of  General  Counsel 


Legal  Counsel  ($50,000) 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  needed  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and  represent  the  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $11,229  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $35,262  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $67,160  in  fiscal  year  2025  and  thereafter. 

Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 


Thus,  the  expected  impact  of  IP  18-51  should  bring  about  2  new  prison  admissions  and  3 
new  field  admissions  in  the  first  year  of  enactment  (FY19).  The  maximum  impact  should 
be  expected  by  FY25  and  will  lead  to  an  additional  3  offenders  in  prison  and  18  offenders 
in  the  field. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  we  currently  test 
our  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  our  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  us  to  determine  which  of  our  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $242,855  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $124,921  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$126,460  for  fiscal  year  2020,  which  includes  information  technology  (IT)  related  costs 
of  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  for  fiscal  year 
2020  for  IT  consultants. 

This  legislation  increases  total  state  revenue  by  an  unknown  amount  from  the  sales  tax 
collected  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana. 

Section  4 

The  legislation  levies  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  marijuana  by 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Their  department  may  retain  up  to  five  percent 
for  the  cost  of  collection.  The  petition  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  may  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the 
fund  to  meet  cash  requirements  in  advance  of  receiving  revenues.  The  tax  levied  by  this 
section  is  separate  and  in  addition  to  any  general  state  and  local  sales  tax  that  applies  to 
retail  sales.  Because  their  department  does  not  have  enforcement  responsibilities,  it  may 
make  more  sense  for  the  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
and  then  sent  to  their  department  for  deposit  into  the  fund. 

Administrative  Impact; 

Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

This  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  registration  phone  calls,  business  tax 
account  update  requests,  and  delinquent  phone  contacts  from  the  additional  businesses 
registering  to  collect  sales  tax  on  medical  marijuana.  Collections  and  Tax  Assistance 
requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  per  24,000 
additional  contacts  to  the  registration  section  and  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment. 


Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  selling  price,  it  is  separate 
from  sales  and  use  tax.  This  tax  needs  to  be  reported  and  deposited  separately  from  sales 
and  use  tax.  This  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to  track  and 
distribute  receipts.  This  will  include  a  new  program  within  the  Integrated  Tax  System. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  Director  and  the  Division 

of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  each  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this 
initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  for  the  Criminal  Records 
Fund  estimated  revenue  of  $179,040  and  estimated  costs  of  $67,140  for  fiscal  year  2018, 
unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

For  each  fingerprint-based  background  check  processed,  the  state  retains  the  $20  state  fee 
and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  for  a  pass-thru  fee. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  allow  medical  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  provide  that 
it  shall  be  taxed  at  four  percent  of  the  retail  price. 

According  to  the  2015  United  States  Census  Bureau’s  census  estimate,  Missouri’s 
population  was  6,083,672.  Based  on  this  total,  the  number  of  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  is  as  follows: 

Cultivation  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  100,000  inhabitants  per  the 
proposed  amendment,  60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  may  be  issued.  Further 
estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record 
checks  for  employees,  owners  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  1,500  (60  x  25). 

Dispensing  Facilities 

Assuming  the  maximum  number  of  licenses  that  will  be  issued  in  each  of  the  eight 
United  States  Congressional  Districts  in  the  state  of  Missouri  is  24,  the  maximum  number 
of  licenses  issued  for  Dispensing  facilities  equals  192  (24  x  8).  Further  estimating  10 
employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners 
etc.  of  Dispensary  Facilities  equals  1,920  (192  x  10). 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  70,000  inhabitants  (per  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment)  the  number  of  facilities  would  equal  87  (6,083,672  / 
70,000).  Further  estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of 
criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners,  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  2,175 
(87  x  25). 

The  estimated  number  of  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  checks 
estimated  to  be  generated  with  the  passage  of  this  amendment  is  5,595  (1,500  for 


Cultivation  Facilities;  1,920  -  Dispensing  Facilities;  2,175  -  Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities). 


The  charge  for  each  background  check  processed  is  $40.30.  Twenty  dollars  for  the  state 
fingerprint  check,  $12  for  the  federal  check,  and  an  $8.30  charge  for  the  statewide 
applicant  fingerprinting  contractor  fee  ($20  +  $12  +  8.30  =  $40.30).  Of  this  amount,  the 
state  retains  the  $20  fee  and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  of  $12  for  a  pass-thru  fee.  The 
$8.30  charge  is  paid  directly  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  application. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY 1 8 

5,595  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check)  $179,040 

Estimated  Expense  FY  1 8 

5,595  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge)  $67,140 

Subsequent  yearly  background  checks  will  be  based  on  turnover. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check) 

Estimated  Expense  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge) 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Article  XVI,  Section  1  allows  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  to 
grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  and  sale  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use.  This  authority  includes  the  creation  and  imposition  of 
administrative  penalties;  however,  no  actual  amounts  are  given. 

The  article  establishes  facility  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities, 
medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and  medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities.  Table  1  outlines  the  fees  and  renewal  periods  by  facility  license 


type.  In  addition  to  facility  fees,  Section  3  creates  certifications  for  a  seed-to-sale  system, 
transportation,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  DHSS  is  allowed  to  charge  up  to 
$5,000  per  certification  and  must  certify  at  least  two  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems  and 
two  testing  facilities;  however,  no  minimum  requirement  was  listed  for  the  transportation 
of  medical  marijuana. 


Table  1:  Facility  License  and  Annual  Fees 

Section 

Facility  License  Type 

License 

Fee*  Years 

1-3 

License 

Fee* 

Years  3+ 

Annual 

Fee* 

Renewal 

Period 

3(8) 

medical  marijuana  cultivation 
facilities 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Every  3  years 

3(9) 

medical  marijuana  dispensary 
facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

3(10) 

medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

*  License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (12)  allows  qualifying  patients,  or  his  or  her  primary  caregiver,  to  obtain  an 
identification  card  allowing  for  personal  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana 
plants.  Section  3  (19)  and  Section  3  (20)  establish  identification  cards  for  qualifying 
patients  of  medical  marijuana  and  primary  caregivers.  Table  2  outlines  the  fees  and 
renewal  periods  for  the  different  identification  cards. 


Table  2:  Identification  Fees 

Section 

Identification  Type 

Fee* 

Renewal  Period 

3(12) 

Personal  Cultivation  I.D.  Card 

$100 

annually 

3(19) 

Qualifying  Patient  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

3  (20) 

Primary  Caregiver  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

*License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (15)  states  that  DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one 
license  per  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (16)  states  that 
DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one  license  per  seventy 
thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (17)  states  that  DHSS  may  limit  the  number 
of  dispensary  facilities  to  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district.  Table  3  outlines  the  facility  count  limits  and  estimates  what  the  facility  counts 
would  be  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  data  should  these  limits  be  implemented.  Once  the 
minimum  number  of  facilities  has  been  established,  any  decrease  in  the  number  of 
inhabitants  within  Missouri,  or  changes  to  the  number  or  boundaries  of  the  Congressional 
Districts,  shall  have  no  impact  to  the  established  minimum  number  of  licenses  allowed  by 
the  article. 


Table  3:  Facility  Count  Limits 

Section 

Facility  Type 

Minimum  Limit 

Facility 

Count 

3(15) 

cultivation  facilities 

1  per  100,000 

60 

3(16) 

marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities 

1  per  70,000 

86 

3(17) 

medical  marijuana  dispensaries 

24  per  U.S. 

Congressional  District 

192 

Section  4  (1)  creates  a  4%  sales  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at 
medical  dispensary  facilities  within  the  state.  Revenues  from  this  tax  shall  be  paid  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  for  collection  costs. 
The  remainder  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund. 

Section  4  (2)  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  in  the  state  treasury 
which  will  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  This  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  DHSS 
shall  be  appropriated  an  amount  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for 
military  veterans. 

Section  9  states  that  the  effective  date  of  Article  XVI  would  be  December  6,  2018. 
However,  B&P  estimates  that  revenue  generation  would  not  begin  until  at  least  June  2019 
for  patients  and  July  2019  for  facilities  given  the  provisions  in  Section  3. 

Using  data  from  Arizona,  which  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law,  B&P  estimates  that 
up  to  65,547  patients  and  caregivers  could  utilize  this  bill.  Of  these,  up  to  2,000  may 
gain  approval  for  personal  cultivation.  B&P  estimates  that  annual  fees  for  patients, 
caregivers,  and  personal  cultivation  could  generate  approximately  $1.4M  annually  by  FY 
2021,  assuming  growth  is  similar  to  that  seen  with  the  Arizona  medical  marijuana 
program. 

B&P  estimates  that  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  facilities  could  generate 
approximately  $2.3M  in  FY  2020,  and  $1.1M  every  three  years  thereafter.  The  initiative 
petition  does  not  specify  whether  these  facilities  would  pay  the  annual  fee  and  a  license 
renewal  fee  every  three  years.  Therefore,  B&P  assumes  that  both  would  need  to  be  paid 
in  the  third  year  of  a  license.  Table  4  outlines  the  revenues  from  the  license  and  annual 
fees. 


Table  4:  License  and  Annual  Fees  by  Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

$87,000 

$1,046,000 

$1,186,000 

$1,704,000 

$1,737,000 

Personal  Cultivation** 

$17,000 

$200,000 

$204,000 

$208,000 

$212,000 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

$600,000 

$1,531,000 

$1,561,000 

$1,905,000 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

$516,000 

$879,000 

$896,000 

$1,183,000 

Dispensary* 

$1,152,000 

$1,962,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,642,000 

Total 

$104,000 

$3,514,000 

$5,762,000 

$6,369,000 

$7,679,000 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 


Section  4  requires  a  four  percent  sales  tax  to  be  applied  to  all  sales  of  marijuana  products, 
in  addition  to  current  state  and  local  sales  tax.  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during 
2014  of  $110M  and  2015  of  approximately  $155. 7M,  B&P  calculates  that  this  provision 
could  increase  TSR  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  5 
outlines  the  estimated  revenues  from  each  tax  and  where  revenues  will  be  directed. 


Table  5:  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Sales  Tax  Fund 

Revenue  Generated  by  Sales  Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health 

and  Care  Fund 

$2,200,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

General  Revenue 

$1,650,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

Education 

$550,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

$55,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

Conservation 

$69,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

Total 

$0 

$4,524,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

*  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 


B&P  estimates  that  all  provisions  in  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  $2.3M 
and  GR  by  $1.7M  in  FY20.  In  FY21,  TSR  could  increase  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M. 
This  initiative  petition  will  not  impact  the  calculations  under  18(e). 


Table  6:  Summary  of  Revenue  Generated  by  Medical  Marijuana  Taxes  and  Fees 

Revenue  Source 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

License  and  Annual  Fees 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

0.1 

1.0 

1.2 

1.7 

1.7 

Personal  Cultivation** 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

0.6 

1.5 

1.6 

1.9 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

0.5 

0.9 

0.9 

1.2 

Dispensary* 

1.2 

2.0 

2.0 

2.6 

Total  License  and  Annual  Fees: 

0.1 

3.5 

5.8 

6.4 

7.7 

Sales  Tax** 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and 

Care  Fund 

2.2 

6.2 

6.2 

6.2 

General  Revenue 

1.7 

4.7 

4.7 

4.7 

Education 

0.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Conservation 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Total  Sales  Tax: 

4.5 

12.8 

12.8 

12.8 

Total  Revenue  to  Missouri 

Veterans'  Health  and  Care  Fund 

0.1 

5.7 

12.0 

12.6 

13.9 

Total  State  Revenues 

2.3 

6.6 

6.6 

6.6 

Total  Local  Sales  Tax 

2.0 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

figures  in  $M 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 

AA Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 


each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the 
local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000  annually. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  the 
following  information  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Fiscal  Impact  of  Marijuana  Legalization 


The  fiscal  impact  of  marijuana  legalization  is  far  reaching.  Colorado  has  provided  a  great  deal  of  data  for 
Missouri  to  utilize  to  determine  the  impact  legalization  will  have  here. 

The  information  in  this  report  is  from  The  Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area  (HIDTA) 
Report1,  and  it  provides  a  basis  of  study  for  the  effects  of  the  legalization  of  marijuana,  including  fiscal 
ramifications.  The  American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine  (ASAM)  "asserts  that  the  anticipated  public 
health  costs  of  marijuana  legalization  are  significant..."2  It  is  important  to  note  the  various  costs 
incurred  with  legalization,  including  enforcement,  prevention,  education,  treatment,  medical  costs, 
etc.  By  utilizing  the  HIDTA  Report,  Missouri  can  predict  the  cost  to  the  state.  A  summary  of  their  findings 
follows: 

Colorado  tracked  data  from  three  waves  of  marijuana  legalization: 

•  2006-2008  is  the  "early  medical  marijuana  era" 

•  2009-Present  is  the  "medical  marijuana  commercialization  and  expansion  era" 

•  2013-Present  is  the  "recreational  marijuana  era" 

Impaired  Driving 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  48  percent  in  the  three-year  average  (2013-2015)  since 
Colorado  legalized  recreational  marijuana  compared  to  the  three-year  average  (2010-2012)  prior  to 
legalization. 

During  the  same  time,  all  traffic  deaths  increased  11  percent. 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  62  percent  from  71  to  115  persons  after  recreational 
marijuana  was  legalized  in  2013. 

In  2009,  Colorado  marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  involving  operators  testing  positive  for  marijuana 
represented  10  percent  of  all  traffic  fatalities.  By  2015,  that  number  doubled  to  21  percent. 

The  Colorado  State  Patrol  DUID  Program  2015  data  includes: 

•  77  percent  (665)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana 

•  40  percent  (347)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana  only 

Average  Marijuana  Related  Fatalities  increased  48%  between  2008-2012  and  58%  between  2012-2015. 

Operators  involved  in  fatalities  testing  positive  for  marijuana  more  than  tripled: 

•  2006  was  4.03% 

•  2009  was  6.41% 

•  2013  was  8.97% 


i 

Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area.  "The  Legalization  of  Marijuana  in  Colorado:  The  Impact".  Volume  4,  September  2016. 
http://www.rmhidta.org/html/2016%20FINAL%20Legalization%20of%20Mariiuana%20in%20Colorado%20The%20lmpact.pdf 

American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine,  State-Level  Proposals  to  Legalize  Marijuana,  http://www.asam.org/advocacv/find-a-policv- 
statement/view-policv-statement/public-policy-statements/2012/07/30/state-level-proposals-to-legalize-mariiuana,  July  2012. 


•  2015  was  12.06% 


Effects  on  Youth 


From  school  years  2008-2014,  drug  related  suspensions/expulsions  increased  40%. 

58%  of  all  drug  related  expulsions  were  for  marijuana. 

Past  month  marijuana  use  for  youth  aged  12-17  reports: 


National  rates 

Colorado  rates 

2008-6.72  %  of  youth 

2008-8.75%  of  youth 

2014-7.22%  of  youth 

2014-11.74%  of  youth 

Referrals  to  Law  Enforcement 


In  2006,  total  drug  related  referrals  to  law  enforcement  were  23.4%;  compared  to  alcohol  at  8%. 

In  2016,  total  referrals  were  29.7%,  compared  to  4.3%  for  alcohol. 

In  the  2015/16  school  year,  73%  of  all  drug  related  referrals  were  for  marijuana. 

Emergency  Room  Visits  Related  to  Marijuana 

2012- 9,982 

2013- 12,888 

2014- 18,255 

From  2012-2014,  there  was  a  49%  increase. 

Total  of  all  hospitalizations  that  were  marijuana  related: 

2000-2,541 

2013- 8,078 

2014- 9,856 

The  national  average  percent  of  children  ages  0-5  reported  for  marijuana  exposure  from  2010-2013 
was  4.97%.  In  Colorado  it  was  17.81% 

Between  2003  and  2013,  accidental  marijuana  exposure  to  youth  under  age  six  increased  by  about  150 
percent. 

Treatment  Admissions  for  Marijuana 

Data  from  Colorado  from  2005-2013  doesn't  demonstrate  a  definitive  trend  and  averages  about  6,500 
admissions  a  year... .There  may  be  a  drop  in  treatment  admissions  for  marijuana  abuse  among  adults 
because  of  a  reduction  in  criminal  justice  referrals  through  diversion  and  drug  courts  due  to  fewer 
people  entering  the  system. 

73.6%  of  youth  in  the  Denver  Health  Clinic  youth  are  male,  the  mean  age  is  15.8  years,  and  98.1%  are 
there  primarily  for  cannabis  use  disorder. 


Other  Pertinent  Information 


•  As  of  January  2016,  there  were  424  retail  marijuana  stores  in  the  state  of  Colorado  compared  to 
322  Starbucks  and  202  McDonald's. 

•  68  percent  of  local  jurisdictions  have  banned  medical  and  recreational  marijuana  businesses. 

•  From  2014  to  2015,  property  crime  increased  6.2  percent,  violent  crime  increased  6.7  percent, 
and  all  crime  increased  6.2  percent. 

•  93%  of  CO  medical  marijuana  card  holders  obtained  it  to  treat  "severe  pain" 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's 
Office. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  generate  annual  taxes  and  fees  of  $18  million  for  state  operating 
costs  and  veterans  programs,  and  $6  million  for  local  governments.  Annual  state  operating  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $7  million. 
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RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  XVI,  version  3  (2018-053) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sheila  Dundon  on  November  28, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  lor  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  ol  the  state  of  Missouri,  lor  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  tor  himsell  or  herself  says:  1  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St. 

I. ouis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  0F_ 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


(Hj 

s  r 


I — 3 

eZ> 
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ro 

co 


rn 

o 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

NAME  ^  1  H 

(Printed  or  Typ^) 

1. 
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■  sr 

CO 

2. 

/ 

/ 

3. 
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/ 

4. 
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5. 
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6. 
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/ 

7. 

/ 

/ 

8. 

/ 

/ 

9. 

/ 

/ 

10. 

/ 

/ 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XVI  is  created  by  enacting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  1  of  Article  XVI,  to 
read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Right  to  Access  Medical  Marijuana 
L  Purposes 

This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for  medical 
purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  section  allows  patients 
with  qualifying  medical  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  freely  with  their  physicians  the  possible 
benefits  of  medical  marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice 
concerning  the  same,  and  the  right  to  use  medical  marijuana  for  treatment  under  the  supervision 
of  a  physician. 

This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are  necessary  to 
protect  patients,  their  primary  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal  penalties, 
and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale  and  purchase  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  governing  the 
use  of  marijuana  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow  for  the  public  use  of 
marijuana  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

Z  Definitions 

(11  “Administer”  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  by  wav 
of  any  of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  marijuana-infused  products: 

(b)  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or 
oils: 

(c)  Application  of  ointments  or  balms: 

(d)  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(e)  Consuming  marijuana-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Any  other  method  recommended  by  a  Qualifying  Patient’s  physician. 

(2)  “Department”  means  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  or  its  successor 
agency. 

(3)  “Entity”  means  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust, 
limited  liability  company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership, 
joint  venture,  or  any  other  legal  entity. 

(4)  “Flowering  plant”  means  a  marijuana  plant  from  the  time  it  exhibits  the  first  signs  of 
sexual  maturity  through  harvest. 

(5)  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  means  Cannabis  indica .  Cannabis  sativa,  and  Cannabis 
ruderalis .  hybrids  of  such  species,  and  any  other  strains  commonly  understood  within 
the  scientific  community  to  constitute  marijuana,  as  well  as  resin  extracted  from  the 
plant  and  marijuana- in  fused  products.  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  do  not  include 
industrial  hemp  containing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol  concentration 
that  does  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities 
or  products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp, 

(6)  “Marijuana-Infused  Products”  means  products  that  are  infused  with  marijuana  or  an 
extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking, 
including,  but  not  limited  to.  edible  products,  ointments,  tinctures  and  concentrates. 

(7)  “Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  cultivate,  process,  store,  transport,  and  sell  marijuana  to  a  Medical 
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Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(8)  “Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  store,  sell,  transport,  and  deliver  marijuana,  marijuana-infused  products, 
and  drug  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana  as  provided  for  in  this  section  to 
a  Qualifying  Patient  a  Primary  caregiver,  another  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(9)  “Medical  Marijuana- Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility”  means  a  facility 
licensed  by  the  Department,  to  acquire,  store,  manufacture,  transport,  and  sell 
marijuana-infused  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  another  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility. 

(10)  “Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility”  means  a  facility  certified  by  the  Department,  to 
acquire,  test,  certify,  and  transport  marijuana. 

(11)  “Medical  use”  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  distribution,  transportation, 
or  administration  of  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  or  drug  paraphernalia 
used  to  administer  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
Qualifying  Patient  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition. 

(12)  “Physician”  means  an  individual  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  standing  to  practice 
medicine  or  osteopathy  under  Missouri  law. 

(13)  “Physician  certification”  means  a  document,  whether  handwritten,  electronic  or  in 
another  commonly  used  format,  signed  by  a  physician  and  stating  that,  in  the 
physician’s  professional  opinion,  the  patient  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical 
condition. 

(14)  “Primary  caregiver”  means  an  individual  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 
significant  responsibility  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  and  who 
is  designated  as  such  on  the  primary  caregiver’s  application  for  an  identification  card 
under  this  section  or  in  other  written  notification  to  the  Department. 

(15)  “Qualifying  medical  condition”  means  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy; 

(c)  Glaucoma; 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment; 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent 
muscle  spasms,  including  but  not  limited  to  those  associated  with  multiple 
sclerosis,  seizures.  Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourette’s  syndrome; 

(f)  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  post-traumatic 
stress  disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription 
medication  that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a 
physician  determines  that  medical  use  of  marijuana  could  be  effective  in 
treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer  alternative  to  the 
prescription  medication; 

{])  Any  terminal  illness;  or 
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{ j }  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  any  other  chronic,  debilitating  or 
other  medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C. 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn’s  disease. 
Huntington’s  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle  cell  anemia,  agitation  of 
Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

(16)  “Qualifying  Patient”  means  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


X  Creating  Patient  Access  to  Medical  Marijuana 

(1)  In  carrying  out  the  implementation  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  have  the 
authority  to: 

(a)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  and  certifications  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  law;  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or 
revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon  a  violation  of  this  section  or 
a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section;  and  impose  any 
administrative  penalty  authorized  bv  this  section  or  any  rule 
promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(b)  Promulgate  rules  and  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the  proper 
regulation  and  control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  and 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  for  the  enforcement  of  this  section 
so  long  as  patient  access  is  not  restricted  unreasonably  and  such  rules  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  patient  safety  or  to  restrict  access  to  only 
licensees  and  Qualifying  Patients. 

(cl  Develop  such  forms,  certificates,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and 
applications  as  are  necessary  for,  or  reasonably  related  to.  the 
administration  of  this  section  or  any  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  this 
section; 

(d)  Require  a  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that  tracks  medical  marijuana 
from  either  the  seed  or  immature  plant  stage  until  the  medical  marijuana 
or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  is  sold  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  or 
Primary  Caregiver  to  ensure  that  no  medical  marijuana  grown  by  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  manufactured  bv  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  is  sold  or  otherwise 
transferred  except  bv  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  The 
Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  commercially  available 
systems  to  licensees  as  compliant  with  its  tracking  standards  and  issue 
standards  for  the  creation  or  use  of  other  systems  by  licensees. 

fe)  Issue  standards  for  the  secure  transportation  of  Marijuana  and 

Marijuana-Infused  Products.  The  Department  shall  certify  entities  which 
demonstrate  compliance  with  its  transportation  standards  to  transport 
Marijuana  and  Marijuana-Infused  Products  to  a  Medical  Mariiuana 
Cultivation  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  a  Medical  Mariiuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a 
Medical  Mariiuana  Testing  Facility,  or  another  entity  with  a 
transportation  certification.  The  Department  shall  develop  or  adopt  from 
any  other  governmental  agency  such  safety  and  security  standards  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  transportation  of  mariiuana.  Any  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  allowed  to  transport 
cannabis. 

( f)  The  Department  may  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5.000  for  any 
certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(g)  Prepare  and  transmit  annually  a  publicly  available  report  accounting  to 
the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  to 
the  Department  under  this  section; 
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(h)  Establish  a  system  to  numerically  score  competing  medical  marijuana 
licensee  and  certificate  applicants,  only  in  cases  where  more  applicants 
apply  than  the  minimum  number  of  licenses  or  certificates  as  calculated 
bv  this  section,  which  scoring  shall  be  limited  to  an  analysis  of  the 
following:  (i)  the  character,  veracity,  background,  qualifications,  and 
relevant  experience  of  principal  officers  or  managers:  (ii)  the  business 
plan  proposed  bv  the  applicant,  which  in  the  case  of  cultivation  facilities 
and  dispensaries  shall  include  the  ability  to  maintain  an  adequate  supply 
of  marijuana,  plans  to  ensure  safety  and  security  of  Qualifying  Patients 
and  the  community,  procedures  to  be  used  to  prevent  diversion,  and  any 
plan  for  making  Marijuana  available  to  low-income  Qualifying  Patients: 
(iii)  site  security:  (iv)  experience  in  a  legal  cannabis  market:  (V)  in  the 
case  of  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  the  experience  of  their 
personnel  with  testing  marijuana,  food  or  drugs  for  toxins  and/or 
potency  and  health  care  industry  experience:  (vi)  the  potential  for 
positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community:  (vii)  in  the  case  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with 
agriculture,  horticulture,  and  health  care:  (viiO  in  the  case  of  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  health  care, 
the  suitability  of  the  proposed  location,  and  its  accessibility  for  patients; 
(ixl  in  the  case  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  food  and  beverage  manufacturing: 
and  (x)  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use 
marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses  and 
certificates,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract  with  other  public 
agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Department 
shall  lift  or  ease  any  limit  on  the  number  of  licensees  or  certificate 
holders  in  order  to  meet  the  demand  for  marijuana  for  medical  use  bv 
Qualifying  Patients. 

(2)  The  Department  shall  issue  any  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the 

implementation  and  enforcement  of  this  section  and  to  ensure  the  right  to.  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  In  developing  such 
rules  or  emergency  rules,  the  Department  may  consult  with  other  public  agencies.  In 
addition  to  any  other  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of 
this  section,  the  Department  may  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  relating  to  the 
following  subjects: 

(a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement  of.  or  violation  of  any  provision  of  this 
section  or  any  rule  issued  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  procedures 
and  grounds  for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a 
state  license  or  certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section: 

(b)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Department: 

(c)  Instructions  or  guidance  for  local  authorities  and  law  enforcement 
officers: 

(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 
such  additional  enforcement  activities  as  may  become  necessary  from 
time  to  time: 

(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the 
Department: 

(f)  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices: 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises 
provided  that  the  rules  may  not  prevent  or  unreasonably  restrict 
appropriate  signs  on  the  property  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  product  display  and  examination  bv  the  Qualifying  Patient 
and/or  Primary  caregiver,  listings  in  business  directories  including  phone 
books,  listings  in  marijuana-related  or  medical  publications,  or  the 
sponsorship  of  health  or  not  for  profit  charity  or  advocacy  events: 
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(h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers. 
managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  a  fingerprint- 
based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  or  its  successor  provisions,  as  may  be  required  by 
the  Department  prior  to  issuing  a  card  and  procedures  to  ensure  that 
cards  for  new  applicants  are  issued  within  fourteen  days.  Applicants 
licensed  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  submit  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri 
state  highway  patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  The  Missouri  state 
highway  patrol,  if  necessary,  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  Fingerprints  shall  be 
submitted  pursuant  to  43.543  and  fees  shall  be  paid  pursuant  to  43.530; 

(i)  Security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to 
this  section,  including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video, 
alarm  requirements,  and  other  minimum  procedures  for  internal  control 
as  deemed  necessary  bv  the  Department  to  properly  administer  and 
enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  reporting  requirements 
for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

0}  Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use; 

(k)  Sanitary  requirements  for,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  preparation 
of  medical  Marijuana- Infused  Products; 

(!)  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  may  accept  when  verifying  a 
sale; 

(m) Labeling  and  packaging  standards; 

(n)  Records  to  be  kept  bv  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the 
records; 

(o)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals, 
reinstatements,  initial  licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees; 

(p)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  tax  payments; 

(q)  Authorization  for  the  Department  of  Revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing 
information  to  ensure  tax  payment  and  the  effective  administration  of 
this  section;  and 

(r)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 
comprehensive  administration  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  for  a  medical  marijuana  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  independent  testing  and  certification  program  for 
medical  marijuana  licensees  and  requiring  licensees  to  test  medical  marijuana  using 
one  or  more  impartial,  independent  laboratories  to  ensure,  at  a  minimum,  that  products 
sold  for  human  consumption  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health, 
to  ensure  correct  labeling  and  measure  potency.  The  Department  shall  not  require  any 
medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused  products  to  be  tested  more  than  once 
prior  to  sale. 

(4)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  to  provide  for  the  certification  of 
and  standards  for  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  including  the  requirements  for 
equipment  and  qualifications  for  personnel,  but  shall  not  require  certificate  holders  to 
have  any  federal  agency  licensing  or  have  any  relationship  with  a  federally  licensed 
testing  facility.  The  Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  entities  as 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  No  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  be 
owned  bv  an  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management  as 
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a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana- Infused  Product 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

(5)  The  Department  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  reports  or  other  information 
obtained  from  an  applicant  or  licensee  containing  any  individualized  data,  information, 
or  records  related  to  the  licensee  or  its  operation,  including  sales  information,  financial 
records,  tax  returns,  credit  reports,  cultivation  information,  testing  results,  and  security 
information  and  plans,  or  revealing  any  patient  information,  or  any  other  records  that 
are  exempt  from  public  inspection  pursuant  to  state  or  federal  law.  Such  reports  or 
other  information  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by  this  section.  Any 
information  released  related  to  patients  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by 
federal  law  and  this  section,  including  verifying  that  a  person  who  presented  a  patient 
identification  card  to  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession 
of  such  card. 

(6)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application 
instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(7)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for 
Qualifying  Patient.  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation,  and  Primary  caregiver  identification 
cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the 
Department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  such  identification  cards. 

(8)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  grow 
marijuana  as  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall 
require  a  separate  license,  but  multiple  licenses  may  be  utilized  in  a  single  facility. 

Each  indoor  facility  utilizing  artificial  lighting  may  be  limited  bv  the  Department  to 
thirty  thousand  square  feet  of  flowering  plant  canopy  space.  Each  outdoor  facility 
utilizing  natural  lighting  may  be  limited  bv  the  Department  to  two  thousand  eight 
hundred  flowering  plants.  Each  greenhouse  facility  using  a  combination  of  natural  and 
artificial  lighting  may  be  limited  bv  the  Department,  at  the  election  of  the  licensee,  to 
two  thousand  eight  hundred  flowering  plants  or  thirty  thousand  square  feet  of 
flowering  plant  canopy.  The  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of 
issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge 
each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or 
renewal  for  all  applicants  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  five  thousand 
dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department 
shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  per  facility 
license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control, 
ownership,  or  management. 

(9)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  operate 
a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall  require  a 
separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of  issuance  and 
shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge  each  applicant 
a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  for  each 
applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  three  thousand  dollars  per 
license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department  shall  charge 
each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  facility  license.  Application  and 
license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or 
decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or 
successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor 
agency.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  be 
issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 


6 


18-053 


(10)  An  entity  mav  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to 
operate  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Each  facility  in 
operation  shall  require  a  separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from 
its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department 
shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license 
application  or  renewal  for  each  applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of 
three  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the 
Department  shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  often  thousand  dollars  per 
facility  license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year 
bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  ot 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under 
substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 

(11)  Any  applicant  for  a  license  authorized  bv  this  section  may  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  the  Department  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section. 

(12)  Except  for  good  cause,  a  Qualifying  Patient  or  his  or  her  Primary  caregiver  mav 
obtain  an  identification  card  from  the  Department  to  cultivate  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  for  the  exclusive  use  of  that  Qualifying  Patient.  The  card  shall  be 
valid  for  twelve  months  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable  with  the 
annual  submittal  of  a  new  or  updated  physician’s  certification.  The  Department  shall 
charge  an  annual  fee  for  the  card  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased 
or  decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the 
previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published 
bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency. 

(13)  The  Department  mav  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  may  be 
purchased  bv  or  on  behalf  of  a  single  Qualifying  Patient  in  a  thirty  day  period, 
provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  four  ounces  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its 
equivalent.  Any  such  limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written 
certification  from  two  independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  why 
the  Qualifying  Patient  needs  a  greater  amount  than  the  limit  established  by  the 
Department. 

(14)  The  Department  mav  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mav  be 
possessed  bv  or  on  behalf  of  each  qualifying  patient,  provided  that  limit  is  not  less 
than  a  sixty  day  supply  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its  equivalent.  A  Primary 
caregiver  mav  possess  a  separate  legal  limit  for  each  Qualifying  Patient  under  their 
care  and  a  separate  legal  limit  for  themselves  if  they  are  a  Qualifying  Patient. 
Qualifying  Patients  cultivating  marijuana  for  medical  use  mav  possess  up  to  a  ninety 
dav  supply,  so  long  as  the  supply  remains  on  property  under  their  control.  Any  such 
limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written  certification  from  two 
independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  for  additional  amounts. 
Possession  of  between  the  legal  limit  and  up  to  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  subject  the 
possessor  to  Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and  loss  of 
their  patient  identification  card  for  up  to  a  year.  Purposefully  possessing  amounts  in 
excess  of  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  of  up  to  one  year 
and  a  fine  of  up  to  two  thousand  dollars. 

(15)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  may  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  or 
anv  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the 
United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
have  no  impact. 

(16)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Mariiuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the 
number  mav  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  seventy  thousand 
inhabitants,  or  anv  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most 
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recent  census  of  the  United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state 
of  Missouri  shall  have  no  impact. 

(17)  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  may  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  twentv-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district  in  the  state  of  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  map  of  each  of  the  eight  congressional 
districts  as  drawn  and  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Future  changes  to 
the  boundaries  of  or  the  number  of  congressional  districts  shall  have  no  impact. 

(18)  The  Department  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  applications  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  for  transportation  of 
marijuana  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  under  this  section  shall  be  approved  or 
denied  by  the  Department  no  later  than  one  hundred  fifty  days  after  their  submission. 

If  the  Department  fails  to  carry  out  its  non-discretionarv  duty  to  approve  or  deny  an 
application  within  one  hundred  fifty  days  of  submission,  an  applicant  may 
immediately  seek  a  court  order  compelling  the  Department  to  approve  or  deny  the 
application. 

(19)  Qualifying  Patients  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  or  cards  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of 
twenty-five  dollars  per  year  per  card  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 
year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar 
year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a 
Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification 
card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or  provide  a  written 
explanation  for  its  denial.  If  the  Department  fails  to  deny  and  fails  to  issue  a  card  to  an 
eligible  Qualifying  Patient  within  thirty  days,  then  their  physician  certification  shall 
serve  as  their  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card  for  up  to  one  year  from  the  date  of  physician  certification.  All  initial 
applications  for  or  renewals  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  physician  certification 
that  is  less  than  thirty  davs  old. 

(20)  Primary  caregivers  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of  twenty- 
five  dollars  per  year,  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a  Primary  caregiver 
identification  card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or 
provide  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial. 

(21)  All  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  in  Missouri  shall  be  cultivated  in  a  licensed 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  located  in  Missouri. 

(22)  All  marijuana-infused  products  for  medical  use  sold  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
be  manufactured  in  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(23)  The  denial  of  a  license,  license  renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department 
shall  be  appealable  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  its  successor  entity. 
Following  the  exhaustion  of  administrative  review,  denial  of  a  license,  license 
renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review  as 
provided  bv  law, 

(24)  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Department's 
obligations  and  activities  under  this  section. 

(25)  The  Department  shall  not  have  the  authority  to  apply  or  enforce  any  rule  or 
regulation  that  would  impose  an  undue  burden  on  anv  one  or  more  licensees  or 
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certificate  holders,  any  Qualifying  Patients,  or  act  to  undermine  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 


4  Taxation  and  Reporting 

(1)  A  tax  is  levied  upon  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  four 
percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  tax  shall  be  collected  by  each  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  After  retaining 
no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  amounts  generated  by  the  tax 
levied  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  Department  of  Revenue  into  the 
Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 
the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the 
returned  item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund,”  which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  monies  in  the  fund 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  monies  earned  on 
such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  any  monies  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the 
credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  is  authorized 
to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting  the  cash 
requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application, 
licensing,  and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  bv  law. 
The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further 
legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out 
this  section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made 
through  contract  or  agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve  fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash 
balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section; 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including 
the  following  purposes:  operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the 
Missouri  Veterans  Homes,  the  Missouri  Service  Officer’s  Program,  and  other 
services  for  veterans  approved  bv  the  Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to. 
health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug  rehabilitation  services,  housing 
assistance,  iob  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance  to  prevent 
homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other 
public  agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

(cl  All  monies  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide 
additional  dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not 
replace  existing  dedicated  funding. 

(3)  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana  for  medical  use,  a  record  shall  be  kept  by  the  seller 
which  identifies,  bv  secure  and  encrypted  patient  number  issued  by  the  seller  to  the 
qualifying  patient  involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in 
the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money  involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations, 
taxes  collected  and  grand  total  sale  amounts.  All  such  records  shall  be  kept  on  the 
premises  in  a  readily  available  format  and  be  made  available  for  review  bv  the 
Department  and  the  Department  of  Revenue  upon  request.  Such  records  shall  be 
retained  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  sale. 

(4)  The  tax  levied  pursuant  to  this  subsection  is  separate  from,  and  in  addition  to.  any 
general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that  apply  to  retail  sales,  which  shall 
continue  to  be  collected  and  distributed  as  provided  bv  general  law. 

(5)  Except  as  authorized  in  this  subsection,  no  additional  taxes  shall  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use. 
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(6)  The  fees  and  taxes  provided  for  in  this  Article  XVI.  Section  1  shall  be  fully 
enforceable  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  Constitution  purportedly 
prohibiting  or  restricting  the  taxes  and  fees  provided  for  herein 

£2}  The  unexpended  balance  existing  in  the  fund  shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 
section  -3J.080  relating  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the  general  revenue 
fund. 

L  Additional  Patient  Physician.  Caregiver  and  Provider  Protections 

£1}  Except  as  provided  in  this  section,  the  possession  of  marijuana  in  quantities  less  than 
the  limits  of  this  section,  or  established  by  the  Department,  and  transportation  of 
mariiuana  from  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  the  Qualifying  Patient’s 
residence  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or 
sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  provided  that  the  possessor  produces  on  demand  to  the 
appropriate  authority  a  valid  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card;  a  valid  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card;  a  valid  physician  certification  while  makinu 
application  for  an  identification  card;  or  a  valid  Primary  caregiver  identification  card. 
Production  of  the  respective  equivalent  identification  card  or  authorization  issued  hv 
another  state  or  political  subdivision  ot  another  state  shall  also  meet  the  requirements 
of  this  subdivision. 

£2}  No.  patient  shall  be  denied  access  to  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they 
hold  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  use  mariiuana  for  medical  use 

O)  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  or  discipline  by  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing 
Arts,  or  its  successor  agency,  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  bv. 
or  contracting  with  any  entity  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  issuing  a 
physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical  condition  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct 

(4}  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution  under 
Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or 
sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission 
for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  bv.  or  contracting  with  any  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  providing  health  care  services  that 
involve  the  medical  use  of  mariiuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct 

£5)  A  Medical  Mariiuana  Testing  Facility  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal 

prosecution  under  Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  bv  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or 
commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  of 
mariiuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 


£6}  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subiect  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the 
medical  use  of  mariiuana  by  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patients  under  eighteen 
years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  with  consent  of  a  parent  or 
guardian. 

£2)  A  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subiect  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  mariiuana  for  medical  use 
to  a  qualifying  patient  or  participating  in  the  patient  cultivation  of  un  to  six  flowering 
mariiuana  plants  per  patient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  generally 
established  legal  standards  of  personal  or  professional  conduct. 

££)  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subiect  to  disciplinary  action  bv  the  state  bar  association  or 
other  professional  licensing  body  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed 
by,  contracting  with,  or  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed  Medical 
Mariiuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical 
Mariiuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana-Infosed  Products  Manufacturing 
.Facilities,  Qualifying  Patients,  Primary  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subiect  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law 
pursuant  to  this  section. 
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(9)  Actions  and  conduct  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana 
Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 
licensed  or  registered  with  the  Department,  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted 
by  this  section  and  in  compliance  with  Department  regulations  and  other  standards  of 
legal  conduct,  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law,  except  as  provided  for  by  this  section. 

(10)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law 
or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft, 
dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(11)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana 
for  medical  use  that  are  entered  into  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers, 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  bv  those  entities,  should 
be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 
into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  or  bv  a  person 
who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal 
penalties  bv  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 
medical  marijuana  may  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

6.  Legislation 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  limit  the  General  Assembly  from  enacting  laws  consistent  with 
this  section,  or  otherwise  effectuating  the  patient  rights  of  this  section.  The  legislature  shall 
not  enact  laws  that  hinder  the  right  of  Qualifying  Patients  to  access  marijuana  for  medical  use 
as  granted  bv  this  section. 

T  Additional  Provisions 

(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  permits  a  person  to: 

(a)  Consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  jail  or  correctional  facility; 

(b)  Undertake  any  task  under  the  influence  of  marijuana  when  doing  so  would 
constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice;  or 

(c)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or 
motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or  motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana;  or 

(d)  Bring  a  claim  against  any  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer 
for  wrongful  discharge,  discrimination,  or  any  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy, 
based  on  the  employer,  fanner  employer,  or  prospective  employer  prohibiting  the 
employee,  fonner  employee,  or  prospective  employee  from  being  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  disciplining  the  employee  or  former 
employee,  up  to  and  including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or 
attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(2)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility, 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  be  owned, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  board  member,  manager,  or 
employee,  any  individual  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense.  A  “disqualifying 
felony  offense”  is  a  violation  of,  and  conviction  or  guilty  plea  to,  state  or  federal  law 
that  is,  or  would  have  been,  a  felony  under  Missouri  law,  regardless  of  the  sentence 
imposed,  unless  the  Department  determines  that: 

(a)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana;  or 

(b)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  he  or  she  was  not 
incarcerated  and  that  is  more  than  five  years  old;  or 
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(cl  More  than  five  years  have  passed  since  the  person  was  released  from  parole  or 
probation,  and  he  or  she  has  not  been  convicted  of  any  subsequent  criminal 
offenses. 


The  Department  may  consult  with  and  rely  on  the  records,  advice  and 
recommendations  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  or 
their  successor  entities,  in  applying  this  subdivision. 

(3)  All  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses,  entities  with 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  certifications,  and  entities  with  transportation 
certifications  shall  be  held  by  entities  that  are  majority  owned  by  natural  persons  who 
have  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  application 
for  such  license  or  certification.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  entities  outside  the 
state  of  Missouri  may  own  a  minority  stake  in  such  entities. 

(4)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  manufacture, 
package  or  label  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  products  in  a  false  or  misleading 
manner.  No  person  shall  sell  any  product  in  a  manner  designed  to  cause  confusion 
between  a  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  product  and  any  product  not  containing 
marii  uana.  A  violation  of  this  subdivision  shall  be  punishable  bv  an  appropriate  and 
proportional  Department  sanction,  up  to  and  including  loss  of  license. 

(5)  All  edible  marijuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in  individual,  child-resistant 
containers  that  are  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated 
length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana  and  mariiuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in 
containers  clearly  and  conspicuously  labeled,  in  a  font  size  at  least  as  large  as  the 
largest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  “Marijuana,”  or  a 
“Mariiuana-infused  Product.”  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty. 

(61  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  Primary  caregiver  for  more  than  three  Qualifying 
Patients. 

(71  No  Qualifying  Patient  shall  consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  public  place. 
unless  provided  bv  law.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
sanctions  as  provided  bv  general  law. 

(8)  No  person  shall  extract  resins  from  marijuana  using  dangerous  materials  or 

combustible  gases  without  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facility  license.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to  Department 
sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and,  if  applicable,  loss  of  their 
identification  card,  certificate,  or  license  for  up  to  one  year, 

(91  All  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  shall  take  place  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility  that  is 
equipped  with  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  bv  the  Qualifying  Patient  or  by 
such  patient’s  Primary  caregiver.  Two  Qualifying  Patients,  who  both  hold  valid 
Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification  cards,  may  share  one  enclosed,  locked 
facility.  No  more  than  twelve  Qualifying  Patient  or  Primary  caregiver  cultivated 
flowering  marijuana  plants  may  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed  locked  facility, 
except  when  a  Primary  caregiver  also  holds  a  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card,  in  which  case  no  more  than  eighteen  flowering  marijuana  plants 
may  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed,  locked  facility. 

(101  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  Medical  Mariiuana-infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  assign, 
sell,  give,  lease,  sublicense,  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  or  certificate  to  any  other 
entity  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Department,  not  to  be  unreasonably  withheld. 

(Ill  Unless  allowed  bv  the  local  government,  no  new  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
or  Medical  Mariiuana-infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  be  initially  sited 
within  one  thousand  feet  of  any  then-existing  elementary  or  secondary  school,  child 
dav-care  center,  or  church.  No  local  government  shall  prohibit  Medical  Marijuana 
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Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facilities,  or  entities  with  a  transportation  certification  either  expressly  or  through  the 
enactment  of  ordinances  or  regulations  that  make  their  operation  unduly  burdensome 
in  the  jurisdiction.  However,  local  governments  may  enact  ordinances  or  regulations 
not  in  conflict  with  this  section,  or  with  regulations  enacted  pursuant  to  this  section, 
governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  such  facilities  in  the  locality.  A 
local  government  may  establish  civil  penalties  for  violation  of  an  ordinance  or 
regulations  governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  entity 
holding  a  transportation  certification  that  may  operate  in  such  locality. 

(12)  Unless  superseded  by  federal  law  or  an  amendment  to  this  Constitution,  a 
physician  shall  not  certify  a  qualifying  condition  for  a  patient  by  any  means  other 
than  providing  a  physician  certification  for  the  patient,  whether  handwritten, 
electronic,  or  in  another  commonly  used  format.  A  Qualifying  Patient  must  obtain  a 
new  physician  certification  at  least  annually. 

(13)  A  physician  shall  not  issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  for  a 
non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  Qualifying  Patient's  parent  or  legal  guardian.  The  Department  shall 
not  issue  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  on  behalf  of  a  non-emancipated 
Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  card  shall  be  issued  to  one  of  the 
parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or  guardian  may 
serve  as  a  Primary  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  Only  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or 
possess  medical  marijuana  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  A  parent  or  guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical 
marijuana  to  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen 

( 14)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  mandating  health  insurance  coverage 
of  medical  marijuana  for  Qualifying  Patient  use. 

(15)  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing, 
distribution,  sale,  and  administration  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities 
otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 
solely  because  of  that  use. 


IF  Severability 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  severable,  and  if  any  clause,  sentence,  paragraph  or  section 
of  this  measure,  or  an  application  thereof,  is  adjudged  invalid  by  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  the  other  provisions  shall  continue  to  be  in  effect  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 


9^  Effective  Date 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-053) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  29,  2016) 


Date 


December  19,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  information 
for  this  initiative  petition  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to  issue  new  licenses  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  It  requires  their  department  to  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  the  proposal,  develop  forms  and  issue  standards  in 
addition  to  licensure  and  certification  of  facilities.  The  proposal  requires  a  minimum  of 
60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  (one  per  every  100,000  inhabitants),  a  minimum  of  85 
licenses  for  manufacturing  facilities  (one  per  70,000  in  inhabitants),  and  a  minimum  of 
192  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities  (24  per  each  Congressional  district). 
Licensure  and  certification  is  subject  to  AHC  appeal  and  judicial  review.  AGO  assumes  it 
would  need  2  AAG  Is  to  provide  legal  representation  regarding  issuance,  denial,  and 
discipline  of  licenses  and  promulgation  of  and  challenges  to  administrative  rules.  If 
adopted  this  proposal  would  increase  AGO  operating  expenses  of  $139,474  for  FY2018; 
$150,610  for  FY2019;  and  $152,155  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  the  costs  will 
be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $3,062,147  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $7,035,064  for  fiscal  year 
2020.  The  revenues  will  be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $1,134,000  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$12,124,800  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  entire  duplication,  however;  Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their 
department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  for  persons  suffering  from  intractable 
epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows  for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of 
cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the  legal  use  of  marijuana  for  persons 
who  are  issued  a  registration  card  due  to  a  debilitating  medical  condition.  Under  this 
proposal,  patients  with  intractable  epilepsy  could  also  qualify  to  receive  a  registration 
card  for  medical  marijuana  use. 

Rental  space  for  97  FTE  located  in  Jefferson  City:  97.00  FTE  x  230  sq  ft/FTE  x 
$21.00/sq.  ft.  =  $468,510. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medicinal  purposes. 
There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as  cultivators, 
manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  testing  and/or  transportation  centers. 


Fiscal  Note  18-006  USD  -  DHSS 

Bill  Number  I  nitiative  Petition 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X  Yes  No 

I  ndicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented _ FY  2020 _ 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STA1 

fE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal  Funds 

- 

Total 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 
capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

0 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1 T  Consultants 

75 

8,237.16 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

Other  Costs: 

Disk  Storage  (SAN) 

45.36 

12 

558.00 

572.00 

Backup  and  Recovery  (DistSys 
Backup-Recovery) 

0.49 

365 

- 

183.00 

188.00 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

741.00 

760.00 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal 

Other 

- 

Total 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment  requires  their  department  to  issue  annual 
registrations  for  patients  and  their  designated  caregivers,  patient  and  caregiver  cultivators, 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  In  addition,  the  amendment 


requires  their  department  to  certify  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation  entities, 
and  testing  facilities. 

The  proposal  allows  for  the  following  registration/license  fees  to  be  collected: 


Initial  Application  and  Annual  Renewal 

Qualifying  Patient  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Primary  Caregiver  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation 
ID  Card 

$100.00 

Within  3  years  of  Effective 
Date  of  Proposal  (December  6, 
2018  -  December  6,  2021) 

After  3  years  of  Effective  Date 
(after  December  6,  2021) 

Initial 
Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Fee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Initial 

Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Lee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Cultivation 

Facility 

$10,000 

$25,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Dispensary 

Facility 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Medical 

Marijuana- 

Infused 

Products 

Manufacturing 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Certification  Lee 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 

Up  to  $5,000 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 

Up  to  $5,000 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018.  According  to 
the  proposed  provisions  of  this  section,  they  shall  make  available  to  the  public  all  license 
application  forms  (cultivation,  dispensary,  manufacturing  and  testing  facilities)  and  the 
application  forms  for  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  and  qualifying  patient  cultivation 
identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  section  (June  6,  2019). 
They  shall  accept  all  applications  for  patients,  caregivers  and  cultivators  no  later  than  210 
days  following  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (July  6,  2019).  They  shall  accept 
applications  for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities  no  later 
than  240  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (August  6,  2019).  The  provisions  of 
this  section  also  allow  any  applicant  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with 
them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (January  6,  2019).  For 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  assumed  that  the  first  fees  for  license  applications  (pre¬ 
file)  would  be  accepted  January  6,  2019  (FY  2019).  The  first  fees  for  patient,  caregivers, 
and  cultivators  are  assumed  to  be  collected  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  The  first 
certification  fees  (seed-to-sale,  testing,  and  transportation)  are  assumed  to  be  collected 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020)  as  well. 

The  estimations  for  the  number  of  each  type  of  registration,  license  and  certification 
issued  each  year  are  detailed  under  the  headings  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH)  and  Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification  below..  The 
total  estimate  of  collected  fees  equals  $1,134,000  for  FY  2019  and  $12,124,800  for  FY 
2020. 

Section  1.3(2)(e)  allows  them  to  issue  rules  creating  a  range  of  administrative  penalties 
related  to  implementation  and  enforcement  of  rules  that  ensure  the  right  to,  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  These  administrative  penalties  could  include 
penalty  fees  but  the  fee  amounts  and  frequency  of  penalties  issued  is  unknown  at  this 
time. 

Section  1.4(1)  of  the  proposed  amendment  mandates  each  licensed  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  facility  to  collect  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  all  medical  marijuana 
products  sold  to  be  collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  The  amount  of  tax 
that  will  be  collected  is  unknown  and  is  referred  to  the  DOR  for  these  estimations. 

The  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  of  the  annual  taxes  collected.  The  rest  of  the  tax 
collected  is  to  be  deposited  by  the  DOR  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  This  fund  shall  consist  of  all  fees  and  taxes  collected  by  this  proposed  section. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Section  1.3(1)  authorizes  them  to  grant  or  refuse  licenses  and  certifications  for  the 
cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  the  provisions  of  Section  1.  This  section  also 
authorizes  them  to  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon 
any  violation  of  this  section  or  a  rule  promulgated  by  them  pursuant  to  this  section.  They 


shall  develop  such  rules,  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as 
necessary  to  implement  provisions  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  certify  at 
least  two  commercially  available  software  products  that  licensees  must  use  for  seed-to- 
sale  tracking  standards  and  issue  standards  for  the  certification  of  secure  transportation  of 
marijuana  an  marijuana-infused  products.  They  are  to  prepare  annually  a  publicly 
available  report  accounting  to  the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all 
responsibilities  assigned  to  them  by  this  section.  They  must  also  establish  a  system  to 
numerically  score  applicants  for  licenses  and  certificates  when  the  number  of  applicants 
are  more  than  the  minimum  required. 

Section  1.3(2)  permits  them  to  issue  any  rules  necessary  to  ensure  the  right  to,  availability 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  qualifying  patients.  This  includes 
addressing:  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such 
additional  enforcement  activities  that  may  become  necessary;  the  creation  of  a  range  of 
administrative  penalties;  development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owner, 
officers,  managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed 
pursuant  to  this  section;  security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed;  regulation  of  the 
storage  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for  medical  use;  sanitary  requirements  for  the 
preparation  of  medical  marijuana- infused  products;  labeling  and  packaging  standards; 
and  records  to  be  kept  by  the  licensees,  state  licensing  procedures  for  initial  licenses, 
renewals  and  reinstatements. 

Section  1.3(3)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  regarding  independent  testing  and  certification 
for  medical  marijuana  licensees  to  ensure  products  that  are  sold  for  human  consumption 
are  correctly  labeled  and  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health. 

Section  1.3(4)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  to  provide  for  the  standards  and  certification  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  They  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility  entities. 

Section  1.3(6)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and 
(for  all  types  of  licensees  including  testing  facilities)  and  instructions  within  180  days  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(7)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and 
accompanying  instructions  for  qualifying  patients,  qualifying  patient  or  caregiver 
cultivation,  and  primary  caregiver  identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  accept  these  applications  within  210  days 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(18)  requires  them  to  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  application 
forms  and  instructions  (for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities)  no 
later  than  240  days  from  the  effective  date  and  shall  either  approve  or  deny  within  150 
days  after  submission. 


Section  1.3(19)  requires  them  to  process  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Section  1.3(20)  requires  them  to  process  a  primary  caregiver  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Support  of  an  IT  vendor  to  build  a  data  system  to  support  the  administration  and 
reporting  requirements  indicated  in  Section  1  of  Article  XVI  (Right  to  Access  Medical 
Marijuana).  The  system  would  be  used  by  the  department  to  process  applications  to 
include  issuance  of  licenses  and  identification  cards. 

Division  of  Administration 


Specific  program  impact  for  their  department  is  in  the  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH).  Each  application  and  license  transaction  will  have  an  associated  fee 
transaction,  which  impacts  the  Division  of  Administration  (DA). 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  required  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and,  represent  their  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

The  proposed  amendment  requires  them  to  adjust  (increase  or  decrease)  registration  and 
license  fees  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor.  The  change  in  fees  collected  (increase  or  decrease)  due  to  this  provision  is 
unable  to  be  determined  at  this  time. 

Also,  the  initial  application  and  renewal  licensing  fees  for  a  cultivation  facility, 
manufacturing  facility,  and  dispensing  facility  decrease  in  half  after  three  years  from  the 
effective  date  of  this  proposal. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH  ) 

Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  registration  cards  for  qualified  patients  and  their 
caregivers.  A  study  by  the  nonprofit  entity  ProCon  organization,  updated  March  2016, 
published  the  rates  of  patient  registration  cards  issued  for  each  state  with  a  medical 
marijuana  program 

(http://medicalmariiuana.procon.org/view.resource.php?resourceID=005889).  This  study 
found  that  Oregon  was  issuing  qualified  patient  cards  at  a  ratio  of  19.2  per  1,000  state 
residents.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  the  State  of  Oregon’s  program  will  be 
benchmarked  in  regard  to  the  number  of  patient  and  primary  caregiver  registrants.  While 
the  Oregon  program  was  initiated  in  May  1999  and  therefore  has  an  established  program, 


the  state  of  Missouri’s  chronic  disease  rates  are  generally  higher  and  the  qualifying 
medical  conditions  accepted  under  Missouri’s  proposal  are  broader  than  those  of  Oregon. 


Calculation  of  applications: 

•  Patients:  According  to  the  2015  U.S.  Census  Bureau  information,  Missouri’s 
population  is  at  6,083,672.  Applying  the  rate  of  19.2  applications  per  1,000 
residents,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  116,807  patient  registration  cards 
annually  ((6,083,672/1,000)  x  19.2)). 

•  Caregivers:  According  to  the  October  1,  2016  data  on  Oregon’s  Medical  Marijuana 
Program  Website,  the  ratio  of  patient  registration  cards  to  caregiver  cards  is 
calculated  at  2.29.  Calculating  this  same  ratio,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing 
51,007  caregiver  cards  annually  (116,807/2.29). 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the  medical  marijuana  program  is  December  6,  2018.  They 
are  required  to  have  the  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  identification 
cards  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  (June  6,  2019).  Section  1.3(6)  requires 
them  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  cards  no  later 
than  210  days  from  the  effective  date  (July  6,  2019).  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  they  will  begin  accepting  applications  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
They  will  collect  an  application  fee  of  $25  per  card,  per  Section  1.3(19)  and  1.3(20).  It  is 
assumed  that  the  fees  will  be  collected  in  the  same  fiscal  year  the  applications  are  received. 
It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application 
within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

116,807 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

51,007 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

5,101 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Applications  for  Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  identification  cards  for  a  qualifying  patient  or  his  or  her 
primary  caregiver  for  purposes  of  cultivating  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana  plants  for  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  qualifying  patient.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that 
10  percent  of  the  qualifying  patients  will  grow  marijuana  for  themselves  or  it  will  be  grown 
by  their  designated  primary  caregiver.  Therefore,  it  is  estimated  that  11,681  (116,807  x  .10) 
will  be  issued  in  FY  2020.  They  will  collect  an  annual  application  fee  of  $100  per  Section 
1.3(12).  It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  renew  their 
application  within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Cultivation  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

1,168 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
61  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  cultivation  facilities  by  the  end 
of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
cultivation  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  100,000  residents 
(6,083,672  Missouri  residents/ 100,000  residents  per  facility  =  61  facilities)  as  allowed  per 
Section  1.3(15).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019 
(FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019). 
They  estimates  that  half  of  the  cultivation  facilities  that  will  be  licensed  in  FY  2020  will 
pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial  application  fee  at 
$10,000  with  an  additional  $25,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the  facilities 
applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Application  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$300,000 

(pre-file) 

$310,000 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($25,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,525,000 

Total  Cultivation  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensing  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  dispensing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
192  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  dispensing  facilities  by  the 
end  of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
dispensing  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  twenty-four  (24)  licenses  per  each 
of  the  current  eight  U.S.  Congressional  Districts  (24  facilities  x  8  districts  =  192  facilities) 
as  allowed  per  Section  1.3(17).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a 
license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date 
(January  6,  2019).  They  estimate  that  half  of  the  dispensing  facilities  that  will  be  licensed 
in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial 


application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the 
facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Dispensing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$576,000 
(pre-file  fees) 

$576,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,920,000 

Total  Dispensing  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  estimated  that  87  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate 
medical  marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  by  the  end  of  FY  2020.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of  manufacturing 
facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  70,000  residents  (6,083,672 
Missouri  residents/70,000  residents  per  facility  =  87  facilities)  as  allowed  per  Section 
1.3(16).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  proposal 
and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application 
fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019).  They  estimate 
that  half  of  the  medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
licensed  in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the 
initial  application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license 
for  the  facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Manufacturing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$258,000 

$264,000 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  License 

Fees  ($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$870,000 

Total  Manufacturing  Application  & 

License  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  of  Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  Systems,  Transportation  Entities,  and  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities 

Section  1.3.(l)(d)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  commercially  available  systems  that 
licensees  may  use  as  their  seed-to-sale  tracking  system.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  certifications  for  two  commercially  available  systems. 


Section  1.3.(l)(e)  requires  them  to  certify  entities  which  demonstrate  compliance  with 
transportation  standards  in  order  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana- infused  products. 
For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that  all  licensed  medical  marijuana 
cultivation  facilities  and  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  will  obtain 
certification  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products.  Therefore,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  148  certifications  for  transportation  (61  cultivation  facilities  + 
87  manufacturing  facilities  =  148  total  facilities).  The  certification  process  will  occur 
simultaneous  with  the  licensure  of  the  facilities. 

Section  1.3. (4)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  facilities  as  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  It  is  estimated  that  only  two  facilities  will  be  certified.  The  certification  will 
occur  in  FY  2020. 

Section  1.3.(l)(f)  allows  the  department  to  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  any 
certification  issued.  It  is  assumed  that  they  will  charge  a  fee  of  $5,000  for  each  certification 
issued. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Transportation  Entity  Certifications 

0 

0 

148 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Total  Certifications 

0 

0 

152 

Total  Certification  Fees  ($5,000  ea.) 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Revenue  in  Application,  Licensing,  and  Certification  Fees 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Cultivation  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Fees 

$0 

$1,134,000 

$12,124,800 

Program  Operations:  Staffing 

Section  1  requires  the  establishment  of  a  medical  marijuana  program  through  promulgation 
of  rules  and  implementation  of  those  rules  for  administration  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards;  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards;  licensing  of 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing  facilities  and  infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities;  and  certification  of  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation 
entities,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  This  also  includes  the  development  of  all 
program  applications  and  forms,  identification  cards,  and  a  computerized  database  system 
to  allow  for  the  electronic  storage  of  and  processing  of  data  needed  to  issue  identification 


cards  and  licenses.  As  a  result,  DCPH  anticipates  the  need  to  hire  the  following  staff 
beginning  on  December  6,  2018  (FY  2019)  to  begin  development  of  the  program/system: 

One  Program  Manager  Broad  Band  2  ($65,000)  -  will  serve  as  Chief  of  the  Medical 
Marijuana  Bureau.  Duties  will  include  overall  program  management,  including  involvement 
in  rule  promulgation,  development  of  forms,  program  policies  and  procedures,  information 
system  development,  and  initial  program  set-up.  This  position  will  also  supervise  the  two 
Unit  (Program)  Coordinators,  two  Investigator  III  positions,  a  Health  Program 
Representative  III,  and  a  Bureau  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant. 

Two  Program  Coordinators  (A30,  $50,112,  Step  H)  -  will  serve  as  Unit  Coordinators.  One 
unit  will  be  responsible  for  processing  patient  and  caregiver  applications,  including  patient 
or  caregiver  cultivation  applications.  The  other  unit  will  be  responsible  for  the  applications 
and  licensing  and/or  certification  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing 
facilities,  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities;  testing  facilities,  transportation  entities, 
and  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems.  These  positions  will  be  involved  in  the  initial  program 
development  with  the  Bureau  Chief,  hiring  of  staff,  and  development  of  training  for  staff. 
Once  the  program  is  operational,  the  Coordinators  responsibilities  extend  to  implementation 
and  maintenance  of  the  program,  responsibility  for  meeting  application  decision  deadlines, 
and  ongoing  management  responsibilities. 

One  Health  Program  Representative  III  (A24,  $39,708.  Step  G)  -  duties  will  include 
assistance  in  rule  promulgation,  program  policies  and  procedures,  forms  development, 
information  system  development/troubleshooting  and  maintenance,  and  initial  program  set¬ 
up.  This  position  will  serve  as  the  liaison  between  the  Units  and  IT  work  on  system 
maintenance  and  enhancements.  This  position  will  also  certify  the  seed-to-sale  tracking 
systems  that  are  commercially  available  to  use  by  the  licensed  facilities.  This  position  will 
also  be  responsible  for  establishing  materials  to  educate  the  public  about  the  program  and 
exhibiting  at  conferences  or  other  venues  to  education  physicians  and  the  general  public. 

One  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant  (A15,  $28,668,  Step  F)  -  duties  will  include 
providing  administrative  assistance  to  the  Bureau  Chief,  Program  Coordinators, 
Investigators,  Inspectors,  and  HPR  III  positions.  As  allowed,  this  position  will  also  assist  in 
initial  processing  of  patient  and  caregiver  applications  for  registration  cards. 

The  following  staff  will  be  hired  to  begin  March  1,  2019.  This  hire  date  will  allow  for 
training  and  final  program  preparation  to  occur  prior  to  the  required  release  dates  for  the 
application  forms  for  patients  and  caregivers,  patient  or  caregiver  cultivators,  certifications, 
and  facility  licenses: 

Two  Investigator  III  positions  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  investigate  all 
instances/complaints  of  possible  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  behalf  of  a  recommending 
physician,  a  registered  patient  and/or  caregiver,  a  cultivator,  or  a  medical  marijuana  facility. 
With  a  new  program  of  this  size  and  the  legalization  of  something  that  remains  illegal  for 
the  majority  of  the  population,  it  is  anticipated  that  they  will  receive  a  fair  number  of  calls 
reporting  instances  of  possible  violations.  While  two  is  estimated  for  purposes  of  this  fiscal 


note,  it  may  be  necessary  to  add  additional  staff  after  the  program  is  operational  for  some 
time.  The  additional  costs  remain  unknown. 

Two  Grain  Inspector  IV  positions  (A23,  $38,304,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  complete 
the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities  to  monitor  compliance 
with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be 
met  for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible 
for  certifying  the  cultivation  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  the  process  of  testing  plants  for  molds, 
mildew,  and  pesticides  and  making  sure  the  facilities  are  dealing  with  these  issues  in  a 
proper  way. 

One  Grain  Inspector  Compliance  Coordinator  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this  position 
coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  Grain  Inspector  positions;  ensuring  inspections 
are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  will  also  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  inspectors  and  make  final  action  decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

Four  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G)  -  these 
positions  will  complete  the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  dispensing  and  the 
medical-marijuana  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be  met 
for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible  for 
certifying  the  manufacturing  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  ensuring  sanitation  requirements  are  met 
and  the  infused-products  are  labeled  and  packaged  correctly. 

One  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  V  position  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this 
position  coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  EPHS  IV  positions;  ensuring 
inspections  are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  also  provides  technical 
assistance  to  the  environmental  specialists  and  makes  final  action 
decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

One  Health  Facilities  Consultant  (A29,  $48,852,  Step  H)  -  this  position  will  complete  the 
inspections  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities  in  order  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  needed  to  obtain  and  maintain  certification.  This  position  will 
also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  testing  facilities  to  assist  with  obtaining  and 
maintaining  the  certification.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  as  this  classification 
currently  completes  the  inspections  of  other  medical  laboratories  certified  by  the  state. 

49  Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  positions  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  processing  of  paper  applications  to  include  opening  and  date  stamping  of  mail,  entry 
of  application  information  into  the  electronic  registry,  initial  verification  of  applicant  and 
physician  identification,  initial  application  review  to  include  determination  of  application 
approval  or  denial  (including  incomplete  status),  preparation  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards,  preparation  of  patient/caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards,  initial 
processing  of  medical  marijuana  facility  applications,  preparation  of  identification  cards  for 


all  owners  and  employees  of  the  medical  marijuana  facility  licensees,  processing  revoked 
cards,  and  answering  of  phones  and  assisting  telephone  callers. 

24  Health  Program  Representative  II  (HPR  II)  positions  (A21,  $35,640,  Step  G)  -  duties 
will  include  supervision  of  the  SOSA  positions  and  quality  assurance  checks  of  the 
application  entry  and  initial  verification  completed  by  the  SOSAs.  This  position  will  have 
responsibility  for  final  approval  of  application  incomplete  notices,  rejects,  revocations,  and 
card  issuances.  This  position  will  ensure  application  process  deadlines  as  mandated  by 
proposed  amendment  are  met.  This  position  will  also  verify  all  registrations  of  owners  and 
employees  associated  with  the  licensed  medical  marijuana  facilities,  including  coordination 
with  the  Inspectors  and  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialists  for  final  issuance  of 
facility  licenses. 

For  fiscal  note  purposes  they  calculated  45  minutes  per  patient  and  caregiver  application 
and  45  minutes  per  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  application. 

197,445  (184,596  patient  and  caregiver  apps  +  12,849  cultivation  apps)  X  .75/hour  /  2,080 
hours  per  year  per  staff  =71.2  staff  (round  to  71  staff). 

They  calculated  14  hours  for  the  processing  of  a  dispensing  facility  license  application  and 
15  hours  for  the  processing  of  the  cultivation  and  manufacturing  facility  license  (additional 
hour  for  processing  transportation  certification  application). 

(192  dispensing  facilities  x  14  hours)  +  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  15  hours)  +  (87  infused 
products  manufacturing  facilities  x  15  hours)  =  4,908  total  hours/divided  by  2,080  hrs/year 
per  staff  =  2.4  staff  (round  to  2  staff).  This  is  a  total  of  73  processing  staff  (SOSA  and  HPR 
II  positions). 

Printing  Costs 

They  will  print  individual  identification  cards  for  the  qualified  patient,  caregiver,  patient  or 
caregiver  cultivation  identification  card,  and  identification  cards  for  each  owner,  board 
member,  employee  of  the  licensed  facilities.  The  cards  are  encoded  with  a  magnetic  stripe 
for  security  and  linkage  to  the  IT  system  for  dispensing  purposes.  DCPH  will  purchase  a 
card  delivery  system  with  the  ability  to  print  the  card  with  the  magnetic  stripe,  attach  the 
card  to  a  personalized  letter,  and  secure  in  an  envelope  ready  for  mailing.  The  initial  cost  of 
the  card  delivery  system  is  estimated  at  $277,000.  In  addition  there  will  be  an  annual 
equipment  preventative  maintenance  fee  of  $34,000.  The  average  supply  cost  to  print  each 
card  is  $0.5 9/card. 

They  are  estimating  the  number  of  identification  cards  to  be  printed  each  year  per  facility 
licensed  to  be  25  for  a  cultivation  facility,  10  for  a  dispensing  facility,  and  25  for  a 
manufacturing  facility.  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  25  =  1,525  cards,  192  dispensing 
facilities  x  10  =  1,920  cards,  87  manufacturing  facilities  x  25  =  2,175  cards)  License 
certificates  will  be  printed  for  each  facility  on  special  certificate  paper  (heat  sensitive  ink 
background)  provided  by  state  printing  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $200  per  1,000  pieces  of 


certificate  paper.  The  license  certificates  and  identification  cards  for  facilities  will  not  be 
produced  until  FY  2020  when  the  facility  becomes  licensed. 


DCPH  will  print  100,000  brochures  each  year  the  program  is  operational  at  a  cost  of  $0.06 
per  brochure.  This  brochure  will  provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  medical 
cannabis  program  and  assistance  in  completing  a  valid  registration. 

FY  2019 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 
FY  2020 

•  184,596  patient  and  caregiver  cards  +  12,849  cultivation  cards  +  1,525  identification 
cards  for  cultivation  facilities,  1,920  identification  cards  for  dispensing  facilities  + 
2,175  for  manufacturing  facilities  =  203,065  cards  x  $0.59  per  card/print  supplies  = 
$119,808 

•  492  Certificates  for  facility  licenses  and  certifications  ($200/1,000)  =  $200 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 

Mailing  Costs 

Each  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver  will  receive  his/her  card  in  the  mail.  If  the 
patient  or  caregiver  applied  for  a  cultivation  identification  card,  that  card  will  be  mailed 
separately.  Each  licensed  facility  will  be  mailed  a  copy  of  their  license  and  identification 
cards.  It  is  estimated  that  10  percent  of  the  registered  participants,  caregivers  and 
patient/caregiver  cultivators  will  submit  a  change  request  to  their  application  requiring  a 
change  notification  receipt  by  mailing.  It  is  projected  that  five  percent  of  all  applications 
will  be  incomplete  and  requires  mailing  of  an  incomplete  notice.  It  is  also  projected  that  25 
percent  of  the  printed  brochures  (25,000)  along  with  paper  applications  will  be  mailed  to  the 
public  upon  request.  The  other  printed  brochures  will  be  available  for  distribution  at 
conferences  and  other  public  venues. 


Projected  mailings  are  as  follows: 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  and  Caregiver  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Cultivation  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Facility  Certificates 

0 

0 

492 

Facility  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

5,620 

Change  Request  Notifications 

0 

0 

17,774 

Incomplete  Notifications 

0 

0 

8,887 

Brochures/app  mailed 

0 

25,000 

25,000 

Total  mailings 

0 

25,000 

255,218 

FY  2019 

•  25,000  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  25  X  $41  =  $1,025 

•  Postage  (25,000  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $9,750 


FY  2020 

•  255,218  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  256  X  $41  =  $10,496 

•  Postage  (255,218  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $99,535 


Criminal  Records  Check 

Section  1.3.(2)(h)  suggests  that  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees  and  other  support  staff  of  the  licensed  facilities  shall 
include  a  fingerprint-based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  Section  1.7(2)  states  no  licensed  facility  shall  have  an  owner,  officer, 
manager,  contractor,  employee  or  other  support  staff  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense. 
They  assumes  that  as  part  of  the  facility  license  application,  the  facilities  would  need  to 
submit  a  current  finger  print  based  criminal  record  report  as  would  be  promulgated  in  rule. 
Therefore,  they  assume  no  cost  for  obtaining  the  fingerprint  check. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Application  Storage  Costs 

In  order  to  manage  the  final  storage  of  paper  applications  submitted,  Content  Manager  for 
electronic  scanning  and  storage  will  be  utilized.  The  costs  for  Content  Manager  are 
estimated  at  $132  per  month  for  the  state  data  server  costs,  $234  for  an  annual  license  for 
each  user  who  needs  to  view  files  and  $828  for  an  annual  license  for  each  position  with 
ability  to  scan/import  documents.  Content  Manager  services  will  not  be  acquired  until  FY 
2020. 

Information  Systems  Development 

Estimating  a  12  month  project  duration  with  a  project  team  consisting  of  4  IT 
Consultants.  Applications  will  be  received  as  paper  submissions  to  the  department.  System 
will  print  licenses  and  identification  cards  for  physical  delivery  to  the  applicant.  The 
system  will  be  hosted  in  the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  virtual  servers.  Disk 
space  has  been  estimated  at  50  GB  for  Development  and  Test  with  150  GB  estimated  for 
Production.  While  we  have  estimated  for  a  system  build  it  is  possible  COTS  solutions  are 
available  at  a  similar  cost.  Estimated  costs  are  detailed  above  in  the  ITSD-DHSS  table. 

Division  of  Administration 


DHSS-DA  assumes  one  Accounting  Clerk  can  process  30,000  receipt  transactions  per  year. 
An  Accounting  Generalist  I/II  would  be  needed  to  supervise  for  every  five  Account  Clerks. 

Accounting  Clerk  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  duties  would  include: 

•  Open  and  sort  mail; 

•  Process  and  enter  receipts  in  the  department  computer  system; 

•  Prepare  bank  deposits  and  cash  receipts  documents; 

•  Reconcile  daily  receipts; 

•  Distribute  supporting  documentation  program. 


Accounting  Generalist  I/II  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  duties  would  include: 

•  Supervise  and  review  the  work  of  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  processing  the  fees. 


Each  application  and  license  would  have  a  fee  transaction. 


FY2019 

FY2020 

Transaction 

0 

184,596 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application 

0 

12,849 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Cultivation  Application 

30 

92 

Cultivation  Facility  Application 

96 

288 

Dispensing  Facility  Application 

43 

131 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application 

0 

152 

Certifications 

169 

198,108 

Total  Number  of  Transactions 

6.00  FTE 

Accounting  Clerk 

1.00  FTE 

Accounting  Generalist  I/ll 

Office  of  General  Counsel 


Legal  Counsel  ($50,000) 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  needed  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and  represent  the  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $11,229  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $35,262  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $67,160  in  fiscal  year  2025  and  thereafter. 

Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 


Thus,  the  expected  impact  of  IP  18-51  should  bring  about  2  new  prison  admissions  and  3 
new  field  admissions  in  the  first  year  of  enactment  (FY19).  The  maximum  impact  should 
be  expected  by  FY25  and  will  lead  to  an  additional  3  offenders  in  prison  and  18  offenders 
in  the  field. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  we  currently  test 
our  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  our  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  us  to  determine  which  of  our  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $242,855  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $124,921  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$126,460  for  fiscal  year  2020,  which  includes  information  technology  (IT)  related  costs 
of  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  for  fiscal  year 
2020  for  IT  consultants. 

This  legislation  increases  total  state  revenue  by  an  unknown  amount  from  the  sales  tax 
collected  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana. 

Section  4 

The  legislation  levies  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  marijuana  by 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Their  department  may  retain  up  to  five  percent 
for  the  cost  of  collection.  The  petition  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  may  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the 
fund  to  meet  cash  requirements  in  advance  of  receiving  revenues.  The  tax  levied  by  this 
section  is  separate  and  in  addition  to  any  general  state  and  local  sales  tax  that  applies  to 
retail  sales.  Because  their  department  does  not  have  enforcement  responsibilities,  it  may 
make  more  sense  for  the  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
and  then  sent  to  their  department  for  deposit  into  the  fund. 

Administrative  Impact; 

Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

This  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  registration  phone  calls,  business  tax 
account  update  requests,  and  delinquent  phone  contacts  from  the  additional  businesses 
registering  to  collect  sales  tax  on  medical  marijuana.  Collections  and  Tax  Assistance 
requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  per  24,000 
additional  contacts  to  the  registration  section  and  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment. 


Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  selling  price,  it  is  separate 
from  sales  and  use  tax.  This  tax  needs  to  be  reported  and  deposited  separately  from  sales 
and  use  tax.  This  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to  track  and 
distribute  receipts.  This  will  include  a  new  program  within  the  Integrated  Tax  System. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  Director  and  the  Division 

of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  each  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this 
initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  for  the  Criminal  Records 
Fund  estimated  revenue  of  $179,040  and  estimated  costs  of  $67,140  for  fiscal  year  2018, 
unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

For  each  fingerprint-based  background  check  processed,  the  state  retains  the  $20  state  fee 
and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  for  a  pass-thru  fee. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  allow  medical  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  provide  that 
it  shall  be  taxed  at  four  percent  of  the  retail  price. 

According  to  the  2015  United  States  Census  Bureau’s  census  estimate,  Missouri’s 
population  was  6,083,672.  Based  on  this  total,  the  number  of  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  is  as  follows: 

Cultivation  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  100,000  inhabitants  per  the 
proposed  amendment,  60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  may  be  issued.  Further 
estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record 
checks  for  employees,  owners  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  1,500  (60  x  25). 

Dispensing  Facilities 

Assuming  the  maximum  number  of  licenses  that  will  be  issued  in  each  of  the  eight 
United  States  Congressional  Districts  in  the  state  of  Missouri  is  24,  the  maximum  number 
of  licenses  issued  for  Dispensing  facilities  equals  192  (24  x  8).  Further  estimating  10 
employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners 
etc.  of  Dispensary  Facilities  equals  1,920  (192  x  10). 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  70,000  inhabitants  (per  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment)  the  number  of  facilities  would  equal  87  (6,083,672  / 
70,000).  Further  estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of 
criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners,  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  2,175 
(87  x  25). 

The  estimated  number  of  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  checks 
estimated  to  be  generated  with  the  passage  of  this  amendment  is  5,595  (1,500  for 


Cultivation  Facilities;  1,920  -  Dispensing  Facilities;  2,175  -  Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities). 


The  charge  for  each  background  check  processed  is  $40.30.  Twenty  dollars  for  the  state 
fingerprint  check,  $12  for  the  federal  check,  and  an  $8.30  charge  for  the  statewide 
applicant  fingerprinting  contractor  fee  ($20  +  $12  +  8.30  =  $40.30).  Of  this  amount,  the 
state  retains  the  $20  fee  and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  of  $12  for  a  pass-thru  fee.  The 
$8.30  charge  is  paid  directly  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  application. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY 1 8 

5,595  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check)  $179,040 

Estimated  Expense  FY  1 8 

5,595  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge)  $67,140 

Subsequent  yearly  background  checks  will  be  based  on  turnover. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check) 

Estimated  Expense  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge) 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Article  XVI,  Section  1  allows  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  to 
grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  and  sale  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use.  This  authority  includes  the  creation  and  imposition  of 
administrative  penalties;  however,  no  actual  amounts  are  given. 

The  article  establishes  facility  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities, 
medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and  medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities.  Table  1  outlines  the  fees  and  renewal  periods  by  facility  license 


type.  In  addition  to  facility  fees,  Section  3  creates  certifications  for  a  seed-to-sale  system, 
transportation,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  DHSS  is  allowed  to  charge  up  to 
$5,000  per  certification  and  must  certify  at  least  two  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems  and 
two  testing  facilities;  however,  no  minimum  requirement  was  listed  for  the  transportation 
of  medical  marijuana. 


Table  1:  Facility  License  and  Annual  Fees 

Section 

Facility  License  Type 

License 

Fee*  Years 

1-3 

License 

Fee* 

Years  3+ 

Annual 

Fee* 

Renewal 

Period 

3(8) 

medical  marijuana  cultivation 
facilities 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Every  3  years 

3(9) 

medical  marijuana  dispensary 
facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

3(10) 

medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

*  License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (12)  allows  qualifying  patients,  or  his  or  her  primary  caregiver,  to  obtain  an 
identification  card  allowing  for  personal  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana 
plants.  Section  3  (19)  and  Section  3  (20)  establish  identification  cards  for  qualifying 
patients  of  medical  marijuana  and  primary  caregivers.  Table  2  outlines  the  fees  and 
renewal  periods  for  the  different  identification  cards. 


Table  2:  Identification  Fees 

Section 

Identification  Type 

Fee* 

Renewal  Period 

3(12) 

Personal  Cultivation  I.D.  Card 

$100 

annually 

3(19) 

Qualifying  Patient  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

3  (20) 

Primary  Caregiver  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

*License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (15)  states  that  DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one 
license  per  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (16)  states  that 
DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one  license  per  seventy 
thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (17)  states  that  DHSS  may  limit  the  number 
of  dispensary  facilities  to  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district.  Table  3  outlines  the  facility  count  limits  and  estimates  what  the  facility  counts 
would  be  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  data  should  these  limits  be  implemented.  Once  the 
minimum  number  of  facilities  has  been  established,  any  decrease  in  the  number  of 
inhabitants  within  Missouri,  or  changes  to  the  number  or  boundaries  of  the  Congressional 
Districts,  shall  have  no  impact  to  the  established  minimum  number  of  licenses  allowed  by 
the  article. 


Table  3:  Facility  Count  Limits 

Section 

Facility  Type 

Minimum  Limit 

Facility 

Count 

3(15) 

cultivation  facilities 

1  per  100,000 

60 

3(16) 

marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities 

1  per  70,000 

86 

3(17) 

medical  marijuana  dispensaries 

24  per  U.S. 

Congressional  District 

192 

Section  4  (1)  creates  a  4%  sales  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at 
medical  dispensary  facilities  within  the  state.  Revenues  from  this  tax  shall  be  paid  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  for  collection  costs. 
The  remainder  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund. 

Section  4  (2)  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  in  the  state  treasury 
which  will  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  This  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  DHSS 
shall  be  appropriated  an  amount  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for 
military  veterans. 

Section  9  states  that  the  effective  date  of  Article  XVI  would  be  December  6,  2018. 
However,  B&P  estimates  that  revenue  generation  would  not  begin  until  at  least  June  2019 
for  patients  and  July  2019  for  facilities  given  the  provisions  in  Section  3. 

Using  data  from  Arizona,  which  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law,  B&P  estimates  that 
up  to  65,547  patients  and  caregivers  could  utilize  this  bill.  Of  these,  up  to  2,000  may 
gain  approval  for  personal  cultivation.  B&P  estimates  that  annual  fees  for  patients, 
caregivers,  and  personal  cultivation  could  generate  approximately  $1.4M  annually  by  FY 
2021,  assuming  growth  is  similar  to  that  seen  with  the  Arizona  medical  marijuana 
program. 

B&P  estimates  that  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  facilities  could  generate 
approximately  $2.3M  in  FY  2020,  and  $1.1M  every  three  years  thereafter.  The  initiative 
petition  does  not  specify  whether  these  facilities  would  pay  the  annual  fee  and  a  license 
renewal  fee  every  three  years.  Therefore,  B&P  assumes  that  both  would  need  to  be  paid 
in  the  third  year  of  a  license.  Table  4  outlines  the  revenues  from  the  license  and  annual 
fees. 


Table  4:  License  and  Annual  Fees  by  Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

$87,000 

$1,046,000 

$1,186,000 

$1,704,000 

$1,737,000 

Personal  Cultivation** 

$17,000 

$200,000 

$204,000 

$208,000 

$212,000 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

$600,000 

$1,531,000 

$1,561,000 

$1,905,000 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

$516,000 

$879,000 

$896,000 

$1,183,000 

Dispensary* 

$1,152,000 

$1,962,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,642,000 

Total 

$104,000 

$3,514,000 

$5,762,000 

$6,369,000 

$7,679,000 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 


Section  4  requires  a  four  percent  sales  tax  to  be  applied  to  all  sales  of  marijuana  products, 
in  addition  to  current  state  and  local  sales  tax.  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during 
2014  of  $110M  and  2015  of  approximately  $155. 7M,  B&P  calculates  that  this  provision 
could  increase  TSR  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  5 
outlines  the  estimated  revenues  from  each  tax  and  where  revenues  will  be  directed. 


Table  5:  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Sales  Tax  Fund 

Revenue  Generated  by  Sales  Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health 

and  Care  Fund 

$2,200,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

General  Revenue 

$1,650,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

Education 

$550,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

$55,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

Conservation 

$69,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

Total 

$0 

$4,524,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

*  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 


B&P  estimates  that  all  provisions  in  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  $2.3M 
and  GR  by  $1.7M  in  FY20.  In  FY21,  TSR  could  increase  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M. 
This  initiative  petition  will  not  impact  the  calculations  under  18(e). 


Table  6:  Summary  of  Revenue  Generated  by  Medical  Marijuana  Taxes  and  Fees 

Revenue  Source 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

License  and  Annual  Fees 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

0.1 

1.0 

1.2 

1.7 

1.7 

Personal  Cultivation** 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

0.6 

1.5 

1.6 

1.9 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

0.5 

0.9 

0.9 

1.2 

Dispensary* 

1.2 

2.0 

2.0 

2.6 

Total  License  and  Annual  Fees: 

0.1 

3.5 

5.8 

6.4 

7.7 

Sales  Tax** 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and 

Care  Fund 

2.2 

6.2 

6.2 

6.2 

General  Revenue 

1.7 

4.7 

4.7 

4.7 

Education 

0.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Conservation 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Total  Sales  Tax: 

4.5 

12.8 

12.8 

12.8 

Total  Revenue  to  Missouri 

Veterans'  Health  and  Care  Fund 

0.1 

5.7 

12.0 

12.6 

13.9 

Total  State  Revenues 

2.3 

6.6 

6.6 

6.6 

Total  Local  Sales  Tax 

2.0 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

figures  in  $M 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 

AA Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 


each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the 
local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000  annually. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  the 
following  information  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Fiscal  Impact  of  Marijuana  Legalization 


The  fiscal  impact  of  marijuana  legalization  is  far  reaching.  Colorado  has  provided  a  great  deal  of  data  for 
Missouri  to  utilize  to  determine  the  impact  legalization  will  have  here. 

The  information  in  this  report  is  from  The  Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area  (HIDTA) 
Report1,  and  it  provides  a  basis  of  study  for  the  effects  of  the  legalization  of  marijuana,  including  fiscal 
ramifications.  The  American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine  (ASAM)  "asserts  that  the  anticipated  public 
health  costs  of  marijuana  legalization  are  significant..."2  It  is  important  to  note  the  various  costs 
incurred  with  legalization,  including  enforcement,  prevention,  education,  treatment,  medical  costs, 
etc.  By  utilizing  the  HIDTA  Report,  Missouri  can  predict  the  cost  to  the  state.  A  summary  of  their  findings 
follows: 

Colorado  tracked  data  from  three  waves  of  marijuana  legalization: 

•  2006-2008  is  the  "early  medical  marijuana  era" 

•  2009-Present  is  the  "medical  marijuana  commercialization  and  expansion  era" 

•  2013-Present  is  the  "recreational  marijuana  era" 

Impaired  Driving 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  48  percent  in  the  three-year  average  (2013-2015)  since 
Colorado  legalized  recreational  marijuana  compared  to  the  three-year  average  (2010-2012)  prior  to 
legalization. 

During  the  same  time,  all  traffic  deaths  increased  11  percent. 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  62  percent  from  71  to  115  persons  after  recreational 
marijuana  was  legalized  in  2013. 

In  2009,  Colorado  marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  involving  operators  testing  positive  for  marijuana 
represented  10  percent  of  all  traffic  fatalities.  By  2015,  that  number  doubled  to  21  percent. 

The  Colorado  State  Patrol  DUID  Program  2015  data  includes: 

•  77  percent  (665)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana 

•  40  percent  (347)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana  only 

Average  Marijuana  Related  Fatalities  increased  48%  between  2008-2012  and  58%  between  2012-2015. 

Operators  involved  in  fatalities  testing  positive  for  marijuana  more  than  tripled: 

•  2006  was  4.03% 

•  2009  was  6.41% 

•  2013  was  8.97% 


i 

Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area.  "The  Legalization  of  Marijuana  in  Colorado:  The  Impact".  Volume  4,  September  2016. 
http://www.rmhidta.org/html/2016%20FINAL%20Legalization%20of%20Mariiuana%20in%20Colorado%20The%20lmpact.pdf 

American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine,  State-Level  Proposals  to  Legalize  Marijuana,  http://www.asam.org/advocacv/find-a-policv- 
statement/view-policv-statement/public-policy-statements/2012/07/30/state-level-proposals-to-legalize-mariiuana,  July  2012. 


•  2015  was  12.06% 


Effects  on  Youth 


From  school  years  2008-2014,  drug  related  suspensions/expulsions  increased  40%. 

58%  of  all  drug  related  expulsions  were  for  marijuana. 

Past  month  marijuana  use  for  youth  aged  12-17  reports: 


National  rates 

Colorado  rates 

2008-6.72  %  of  youth 

2008-8.75%  of  youth 

2014-7.22%  of  youth 

2014-11.74%  of  youth 

Referrals  to  Law  Enforcement 


In  2006,  total  drug  related  referrals  to  law  enforcement  were  23.4%;  compared  to  alcohol  at  8%. 

In  2016,  total  referrals  were  29.7%,  compared  to  4.3%  for  alcohol. 

In  the  2015/16  school  year,  73%  of  all  drug  related  referrals  were  for  marijuana. 

Emergency  Room  Visits  Related  to  Marijuana 

2012- 9,982 

2013- 12,888 

2014- 18,255 

From  2012-2014,  there  was  a  49%  increase. 

Total  of  all  hospitalizations  that  were  marijuana  related: 

2000-2,541 

2013- 8,078 

2014- 9,856 

The  national  average  percent  of  children  ages  0-5  reported  for  marijuana  exposure  from  2010-2013 
was  4.97%.  In  Colorado  it  was  17.81% 

Between  2003  and  2013,  accidental  marijuana  exposure  to  youth  under  age  six  increased  by  about  150 
percent. 

Treatment  Admissions  for  Marijuana 

Data  from  Colorado  from  2005-2013  doesn't  demonstrate  a  definitive  trend  and  averages  about  6,500 
admissions  a  year... .There  may  be  a  drop  in  treatment  admissions  for  marijuana  abuse  among  adults 
because  of  a  reduction  in  criminal  justice  referrals  through  diversion  and  drug  courts  due  to  fewer 
people  entering  the  system. 

73.6%  of  youth  in  the  Denver  Health  Clinic  youth  are  male,  the  mean  age  is  15.8  years,  and  98.1%  are 
there  primarily  for  cannabis  use  disorder. 


Other  Pertinent  Information 


•  As  of  January  2016,  there  were  424  retail  marijuana  stores  in  the  state  of  Colorado  compared  to 
322  Starbucks  and  202  McDonald's. 

•  68  percent  of  local  jurisdictions  have  banned  medical  and  recreational  marijuana  businesses. 

•  From  2014  to  2015,  property  crime  increased  6.2  percent,  violent  crime  increased  6.7  percent, 
and  all  crime  increased  6.2  percent. 

•  93%  of  CO  medical  marijuana  card  holders  obtained  it  to  treat  "severe  pain" 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's 
Office. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  generate  annual  taxes  and  fees  of  $18  million  for  state  operating 
costs  and  veterans  programs,  and  $6  million  for  local  governments.  Annual  state  operating  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $7  million. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  29,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR’S  OFFICE 


NOV  2  9  2016 

a^oinmia/ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  XVI,  version  2  (2018-052) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sheila  Dundon  on  November  28,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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18-052 


Counly _ , _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Wc,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  ol  November,  2018,  and  each  lor  himsclt  or  herself  says:  1  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  ot  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  m^jiamc. 


C ZD 

[Official  Ballot  title] 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

--!  >  V 

-o 

— y; 

IX) 

VED 

I. 

being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

rv;  }i> 

xr 

IX) 

NAME 

(Signature) 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/ 

/ 

2. 

/ 

/ 

3. 

/ 

/ 

4. 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

6. 

/ 

/ 

7. 

/ 

/ 

8. 

/ 

/ 

9. 

/ 

/ 

10. 

/ 

/ 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUTLTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 


day  of 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 


18-052 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XVI  is  created  by  enacting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  1  of  Article  XVI,  to 
read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Right  to  Access  Medical  Marijuana 
_E  Purposes 

This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for  medical 
purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  section  allows  patients 
with  qualifying  medical  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  freely  with  their  physicians  the  possible 
benefits  of  medical  marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice 
concerning  the  same,  and  the  right  to  use  medical  marijuana  for  treatment  under  the  supervision 
of  a  physician. 

This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are  necessary  to 
protect  patients,  their  primary  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal  penalties, 
and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale  and  purchase  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  governing  the 
use  of  marijuana  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow  for  the  public  use  of 
marijuana  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

2.  Definitions 

(1)  “Administer”  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  by  wav 
of  any  of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  marijuana-infused  products: 

(bl  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or 
oils: 

(cl  Application  of  ointments  or  balms: 

(dl  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(el  Consuming  marijuana-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Any  other  method  recommended  by  a  Qualifying  Patient’s  physician. 

(21  “Department”  means  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  or  its  successor 
agency, 

(3)  “Entity”  means  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust, 
limited  liability  company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership, 
joint  venture,  or  any  other  legal  entity. 

(41  “Flowering  plant”  means  a  marijuana  plant  from  the  time  it  exhibits  the  first  signs  of 
sexual  maturity  through  harvest. 

(51  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  means  Cannabis  indica.  Cannabis  saliva,  and  Cannabis 
ruderalis .  hybrids  of  such  species,  and  any  other  strains  commonly  understood  within 
the  scientific  community  to  constitute  marijuana,  as  well  as  resin  extracted  from  the 
plant  and  marijuana-infused  products.  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  do  not  include 
industrial  hemp  containing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol  concentration 
that  does  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities 
or  products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp. 

(61  “Mariiuana-Infused  Products”  means  products  that  are  infused  with  marijuana  or  an 
extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  bv  smoking, 
including,  but  not  limited  to.  edible  products,  ointments,  tinctures  and  concentrates. 

(71  “Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  cultivate,  process,  store,  transport,  and  sell  marijuana  to  a  Medical 
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Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 


(8)  “Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  store,  sell,  transport,  and  deliver  marijuana,  marijuana-infused  products, 
and  drug  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana  as  provided  for  in  this  section  to 
a  Qualifying  Patient  a  Primary  caregiver,  another  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(9)  “Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility”  means  a  facility 
licensed  by  the  Department,  to  acquire,  store,  manufacture,  transport,  and  sell 
marijuana-infused  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  another  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility. 

(10)  “Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility”  means  a  facility  certified  by  the  Department,  to 
acquire,  test,  certify,  and  transport  marijuana. 

(11)  “Medical  use”  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  distribution,  transportation, 
or  administration  of  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  or  drug  paraphernalia 
used  to  administer  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
Qualifying  Patient  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition. 

(12)  “Physician”  means  an  individual  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  standing  to  practice 
medicine  or  osteopathy  under  Missouri  law. 

(13)  “Physician  certification”  means  a  document,  whether  handwritten,  electronic  or  in 
another  commonly  used  format,  signed  by  a  physician  and  stating  that,  in  the 
physician’s  professional  opinion,  the  patient  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical 
condition. 

(14)  “Primary  caregiver”  means  an  individual  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 
significant  responsibility'  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  and  who 
is  designated  as  such  on  the  primary  caregiver’s  application  for  an  identification  card 
under  this  section  or  in  other  written  notification  to  the  Department. 

(15)  “Qualifying  medical  condition”  means  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy; 

(c)  Glaucoma; 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment; 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent 
muscle  spasms,  including  but  not  limited  to  those  associated  with  multiple 
sclerosis,  seizures.  Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourette’s  syndrome; 

(f}  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  post-traumatic 
stress  disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription 
medication  that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a 
physician  determines  that  medical  use  of  marijuana  could  be  effective  in 
treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer  alternative  to  the 
prescription  medication; 

(jQ  Any  terminal  illness;  or 
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jjQ  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  any  other  chronic,  debilitating  or 
other  medical  condition,  including  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C. 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn’s  disease. 
Huntington’s  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle  cell  anemia,  agitation  of 
Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

(16)  “Qualifying  Patient”  means  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


3*.  Creating  Patient  Access  to  Medical  Marijuana 

(1)  In  carrying  out  the  implementation  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  have  the 
authority  to: 

(a)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  and  certifications  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  bv  law;  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or 
revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon  a  violation  of  this  section  or 
a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section;  and  impose  any 
administrative  penalty  authorized  bv  this  section  or  any  rule 
promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(b)  Promulgate  rules  and  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the  proper 
regulation  and  control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  and 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  for  the  enforcement  of  this  section 
so  long  as  patient  access  is  not  restricted  unreasonably  and  such  rules  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  patient  safety  or  to  restrict  access  to  only 
licensees  and  Qualifying  Patients. 

(c)  Develop  such  forms,  certificates,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and 
applications  as  are  necessary  for,  or  reasonably  related  to.  the 
administration  of  this  section  or  anv  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  this 
section; 

(d)  Require  a  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that  tracks  medical  marijuana 
from  either  the  seed  or  immature  plant  stage  until  the  medical  marijuana 
or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  is  sold  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  or 
Primary'  Caregiver  to  ensure  that  no  medical  marijuana  grown  bv  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  manufactured  bv  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  is  sold  or  otherwise 
transferred  except  bv  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  The 
Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  commercially  available 
systems  to  licensees  as  compliant  with  its  tracking  standards  and  issue 
standards  for  the  creation  or  use  of  other  systems  bv  licensees. 

(e)  Issue  standards  for  the  secure  transportation  of  Marijuana  and 
Marijuana-Infused  Products.  The  Department  shall  certify  entities  which 
demonstrate  compliance  with  its  transportation  standards  to  transport 
Marijuana  and  Marijuana-Infused  Products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  another  entity  with  a 
transportation  certification.  The  Department  shall  develop  or  adopt  from 
anv  other  governmental  agency  such  safety  and  security  standards  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  transportation  of  marijuana.  Anv  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  allowed  to  transport 
cannabis. 

(f)  The  Department  may  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5.000  for  anv 
certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(g)  Prepare  and  transmit  annually  a  publicly  available  report  accounting  to 
the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  to 
the  Department  under  this  section; 
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(h)  Establish  a  system  to  numerically  score  competing  medical  marijuana 
licensee  and  certificate  applicants,  only  in  cases  where  more  applicants 
apply  than  the  minimum  number  of  licenses  or  certificates  as  calculated 
by  this  section,  which  scoring  shall  be  limited  to  an  analysis  of  the 
following:  (i)  the  character,  veracity,  background,  qualifications,  and 
relevant  experience  of  principal  officers  or  managers:  (  ii  )  the  business 
plan  proposed  by  the  applicant,  which  in  the  case  of  cultivation  facilities 
and  dispensaries  shall  include  the  ability  to  maintain  an  adequate  supply 
of  marijuana,  plans  to  ensure  safety  and  security  of  Qualifying  Patients 
and  the  community,  procedures  to  be  used  to  prevent  diversion,  and  any 
plan  for  making  Marijuana  available  to  low-income  Qualifying  Patients: 
(iii)  site  security:  (iv)  experience  in  a  legal  cannabis  market:  (v)  in  the 
case  of  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  the  experience  of  their 
personnel  with  testing  marijuana,  food  or  drugs  for  toxins  and/or 
potency  and  health  care  industry'  experience:  (vi)  the  potential  for 
positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community;  (vii)  in  the  case  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with 
agriculture,  horticulture,  and  health  care:  (viii)  in  the  case  of  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  health  care, 
the  suitability  of  the  proposed  location,  and  its  accessibility  for  patients: 
(ix)  in  the  case  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  food  and  beverage  manufacturing; 
and  (x)  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use 
marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses  and 
certificates,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract  with  other  public 
agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Department 
shall  lift  or  ease  anv  limit  on  the  number  of  licensees  or  certificate 
holders  in  order  to  meet  the  demand  for  marijuana  for  medical  use  by 
Qualifying  Patients. 

(2)  The  Department  shall  issue  anv  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the 

implementation  and  enforcement  of  this  section  and  to  ensure  the  right  to.  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  Qualifying  Patients.  In  developing  such 
rules  or  emergency  rules,  the  Department  may  consult  with  other  public  agencies.  In 
addition  to  anv  other  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of 
this  section,  the  Department  may  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  relating  to  the 
following  subjects: 

(a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement  of.  or  violation  of  anv  provision  of  this 
section  or  anv  rule  issued  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  procedures 
and  grounds  for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a 
state  license  or  certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section: 

(b)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Department: 

(c)  Instructions  or  guidance  for  local  authorities  and  law  enforcement 
officers: 

(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 
such  additional  enforcement  activities  as  may  become  necessary  from 
time  to  time: 

(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  by  the 
Department: 

( f)  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices: 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises 
provided  that  the  rules  may  not  prevent  or  unreasonably  restrict 
appropriate  signs  on  the  property  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  product  display  and  examination  by  the  Qualifying  Patient 
and/or  Primary  caregiver,  listings  in  business  directories  including  phone 
books,  listings  in  marijuana-related  or  medical  publications,  or  the 
sponsorship  of  health  or  not  for  profit  charity  or  advocacy  events: 
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(h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  a  fingerprint- 
based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  or  its  successor  provisions,  as  may  be  required  by 
the  Department  prior  to  issuing  a  card  and  procedures  to  ensure  that 
cards  for  new  applicants  are  issued  within  fourteen  days.  Applicants 
licensed  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  submit  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri 
state  highway  patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  The  Missouri  state 
highway  patrol,  if  necessary,  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  Fingerprints  shall  be 
submitted  pursuant  to  43.543  and  fees  shall  be  paid  pursuant  to  43.530; 

(i)  Security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to 
this  section,  including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video, 
alarm  requirements,  and  other  minimum  procedures  for  internal  control 
as  deemed  necessary  by  the  Department  to  properly  administer  and 
enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  reporting  requirements 
for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

(jj  Regulation  of  the  storage  of  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use; 

00  Sanitary  requirements  for,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  preparation 
of  medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products: 

£1}  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  may  accept  when  verifying  a 
sale; 

(m) Labeling  and  packaging  standards; 

(n)  Records  to  be  kept  by  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the 
records; 

(o)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals, 
reinstatements,  initial  licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees; 

(p)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  tax  payments; 

(q)  Authorization  for  the  Department  of  Revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing 
information  to  ensure  tax  payment  and  the  effective  administration  of 
this  section;  and 

(r)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 
comprehensive  administration  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  for  a  medical  marijuana  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  independent  testing  and  certification  program  for 
medical  marijuana  licensees  and  requiring  licensees  to  test  medical  marijuana  using 
one  or  more  impartial,  independent  laboratories  to  ensure,  at  a  minimum,  that  products 
sold  for  human  consumption  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health, 
to  ensure  correct  labeling  and  measure  potency.  The  Department  shall  not  require  any 
medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused  products  to  be  tested  more  than  once 
prior  to  sale. 

(4)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  to  provide  for  the  certification  of 
and  standards  for  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  including  the  requirements  for 
equipment  and  qualifications  for  personnel,  but  shall  not  require  certificate  holders  to 
have  anv  federal  agency  licensing  or  have  any  relationship  with  a  federally  licensed 
testing  facility.  The  Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  entities  as 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  No  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  be 
owned  by  an  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management  as 
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a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Product 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

(5)  The  Department  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  reports  or  other  information 
obtained  from  an  applicant  or  licensee  containing  any  individualized  data,  information, 
or  records  related  to  the  licensee  or  its  operation,  including  sales  information,  financial 
records,  tax  returns,  credit  reports,  cultivation  information,  testing  results,  and  security 
infonnation  and  plans,  or  revealing  any  patient  information,  or  any  other  records  that 
are  exempt  from  public  inspection  pursuant  to  state  or  federal  law.  Such  reports  or 
other  infonnation  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  bv  this  section.  Any 
infonnation  released  related  to  patients  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by 
federal  law  and  this  section,  including  verifying  that  a  person  who  presented  a  patient 
identification  card  to  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession 
of  such  card. 


(6)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application 
instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(7)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for 
Qualifying  Patient.  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation,  and  Primary  caregiver  identification 
cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the 
Department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  such  identification  cards. 

(8)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  grow 
marijuana  as  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall 
require  a  separate  license,  but  multiple  licenses  may  be  utilized  in  a  single  facility. 

Each  indoor  facility  utilizing  artificial  lighting  may  be  limited  bv  the  Department  to 
thirty  thousand  square  feet  of  flowering  plant  canopy  space.  Each  outdoor  facility 
utilizing  natural  lighting  may  be  limited  bv  the  Department  to  two  thousand  eight 
hundred  flowering  plants.  Each  greenhouse  facility  using  a  combination  of  natural  and 
artificial  lighting  may  be  limited  bv  the  Department,  at  the  election  of  the  licensee,  to 
two  thousand  eight  hundred  flowering  plants  or  thirty  thousand  square  feet  of 
flowering  plant  canopy.  The  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of 
issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge 
each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or 
renewal  for  all  applicants  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  five  thousand 
dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department 
shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  per  facility 
license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  bv  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control, 
ownership,  or  management. 

(9)  An  entity'  mav  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  operate 
a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall  require  a 
separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of  issuance  and 
shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge  each  applicant 
a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  for  each 
applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  three  thousand  dollars  per 
license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department  shall  charge 
each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  facility  license.  Application  and 
license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or 
decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or 
successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor 
agency.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  be 
issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 
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(10)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to 
operate  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Each  facility  in 
operation  shall  require  a  separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from 
its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department 
shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license 
application  or  renewal  for  each  applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of 
three  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the 
Department  shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per 
facility  license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year 
by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under 
substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 

(11)  Any  applicant  for  a  license  authorized  by  this  section  mav  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  the  Department  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section. 


(12)  Except  for  good  cause,  a  Qualifying  Patient  or  his  or  her  Primary  caregiver  mav 
obtain  an  identification  card  from  the  Department  to  cultivate  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  for  the  exclusive  use  of  that  Qualifying  Patient.  The  card  shall  be 
valid  for  twelve  months  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable  with  the 
annual  submittal  of  a  new  or  updated  physician’s  certification.  The  Department  shall 
charge  an  annual  fee  for  the  card  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased 
or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the 
previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency. 

(13)  The  Department  mav  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mav  be 
purchased  by  or  on  behalf  of  a  single  Qualifying  Patient  in  a  thirty  day  period, 
provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  four  ounces  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its 
equivalent.  Any  such  limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written 
certification  from  two  independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  why 
the  Qualifying  Patient  needs  a  greater  amount  than  the  limit  established  by  the 
Department. 

(14)  The  Department  mav  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mav  be 
possessed  bv  or  on  behalf  of  each  qualifying  patient,  provided  that  limit  is  not  less 
than  a  sixty  day  supply  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its  equivalent.  A  Primary 
caregiver  mav  possess  a  separate  legal  limit  for  each  Qualifying  Patient  under  their 
care  and  a  separate  legal  limit  for  themselves  if  they  are  a  Qualifying  Patient. 
Qualifying  Patients  cultivating  marijuana  for  medical  use  mav  possess  up  to  a  ninety 
day  supply,  so  long  as  the  supply  remains  on  property  under  their  control.  Any  such 
limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written  certification  from  two 
independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  for  additional  amounts. 
Possession  of  between  the  legal  limit  and  up  to  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  subject  the 
possessor  to  Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and  loss  of 
their  patient  identification  card  for  up  to  a  year.  Purposefully  possessing  amounts  in 
excess  of  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  of  up  to  one  year 
and  a  fine  of  up  to  two  thousand  dollars. 

(15)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  mav  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  or 
any  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the 
United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
have  no  impact. 

(16)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the 
number  mav  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  seventy  thousand 
inhabitants,  or  any  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most 
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recent  census  of  the  United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state 
of  Missouri  shall  have  no  impact. 

(17)  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  may  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district  in  the  state  of  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  map  of  each  of  the  eight  congressional 
districts  as  drawn  and  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Future  changes  to 
the  boundaries  of  or  the  number  of  congressional  districts  shall  have  no  impact. 

(18)  The  Department  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  applications  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  for  transportation  of 
marijuana  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  under  this  section  shall  be  approved  or 
denied  by  the  Department  no  later  than  one  hundred  fifty  days  after  their  submission. 

If  the  Department  fails  to  carry  out  its  non-discretionarv  duty  to  approve  or  deny  an 
application  within  one  hundred  fifty  days  of  submission,  an  applicant  may 
immediately  seek  a  court  order  compelling  the  Department  to  approve  or  deny  the 
application. 

(19)  Qualifying  Patients  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  or  cards  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of 
twenty- five  dollars  per  year  per  card  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 
year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar 
year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a 
Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification 
card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  davs.  either  issue  the  card  or  provide  a  written 
explanation  for  its  denial.  If  the  Department  fails  to  deny  and  fails  to  issue  a  card  to  an 
eligible  Qualifying  Patient  within  thirty  days,  then  their  physician  certification  shall 
serve  as  their  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card  for  up  to  one  year  from  the  date  of  physician  certification.  All  initial 
applications  for  or  renewals  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card  shall  be  accompanied  bv  a  physician  certification 
that  is  less  than  thirty  davs  old. 

(20)  Primary  caregivers  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of  twenty- 
five  dollars  per  year,  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a  Primary  caregiver 
identification  card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or 
provide  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial. 

(21)  All  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  in  Missouri  shall  be  cultivated  in  a  licensed 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  located  in  Missouri. 

(22)  All  marijuana-infused  products  for  medical  use  sold  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
be  manufactured  in  a  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(23)  The  denial  of  a  license,  license  renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department 
shall  be  appealable  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  its  successor  entity. 
Following  the  exhaustion  of  administrative  review,  denial  of  a  license,  license 
renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review  as 
provided  bv  law. 

(24)  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Department’s 
obligations  and  activities  under  this  section. 

(25)  The  Department  shall  not  have  the  authority  to  apply  or  enforce  any  rule  or 
regulation  that  would  impose  an  undue  burden  on  any  one  or  more  licensees  or 
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certificate  holders,  any  Qualifying  Patients,  or  act  to  undermine  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 


ff  Taxation  and  Reporting 

(1)  A  tax  is  levied  upon  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  four 
percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  tax  shall  be  collected  by  each  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  After  retaining 
no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  amounts  generated  by  the  tax 
levied  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  into  the 
Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 
the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the 
returned  item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.”  which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  monies  in  the  fund 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  monies  earned  on 
such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  any  monies  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the 
credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  is  authorized 
to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  lor  purposes  of  meeting  the  cash 
requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application, 
licensing,  and  tax  revenue,  with  any  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  by  law. 
The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further 
legislative  action  as  follows: 

(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary'  for  the  Department  to  carry  out 
this  section,  including  repayment  of  any  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made 
through  contract  or  agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve  fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash 
balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section; 

(bl  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including 
the  following  purposes:  operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the 
Missouri  Veterans  Homes,  the  Missouri  Sendee  Officer’s  Program,  and  other 
services  for  veterans  approved  by  the  Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to. 
health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug  rehabilitation  services,  housing 
assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance  to  prevent 
homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other 
public  agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

(c)  All  monies  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide 
additional  dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not 
replace  existing  dedicated  funding. 

(3)  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana  for  medical  use,  a  record  shall  be  kept  by  the  seller 
which  identifies,  by  secure  and  encrypted  patient  number  issued  by  the  seller  to  the 
qualifying  patient  involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in 
the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money  involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations, 
taxes  collected  and  grand  total  sale  amounts.  All  such  records  shall  be  kept  on  the 
premises  in  a  readily  available  format  and  be  made  available  for  review  by  the 
Department  and  the  Department  of  Revenue  upon  request.  Such  records  shall  be 
retained  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  sale. 

(4)  The  tax  levied  pursuant  to  this  subsection  is  separate  from,  and  in  addition  to.  any 
general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that  apply  to  retail  sales,  which  shall 
continue  to  be  collected  and  distributed  as  provided  by  general  law. 

(5)  Except  as  authorized  in  this  subsection,  no  additional  taxes  shall  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use. 
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(6)  The  fees  and  taxes  provided  for  in  this  Article  XVI,  Section  1  shall  be  fully 
enforceable  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  in  this  Constitution  purportedly 
prohibiting  or  restricting  the  taxes  and  fees  provided  for  herein. 

(7)  The  unexpended  balance  existing  in  the  fund  shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 
section  33.080  relating  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the  general  revenue 
fund. 


T  Additional  Patient.  Physician,  Caregiver  and  Provider  Protections 

( 1)  Except  as  provided  in  this  section,  the  possession  of  marijuana  in  quantities  less  than 
the  limits  of  this  section,  or  established  by  the  Department,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  from  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  the  Qualifying  Patient’s 
residence  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or 
sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  provided  that  the  possessor  produces  on  demand  to  the 
appropriate  authority  a  valid  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card;  a  valid  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card;  a  valid  physician  certification  while  making 
application  for  an  identification  card;  or  a  valid  Primary  caregiver  identification  card. 
Production  of  the  respective  equivalent  identification  card  or  authorization  issued  by 
another  state  or  political  subdivision  of  another  state  shall  also  meet  the  requirements 
of  this  subdivision. 


(2)  No  patient  shall  be  denied  access  to  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they 
hold  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(3)  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  by  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing 
Arts,  or  its  successor  agency,  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  by, 
or  contracting  with  any  entity  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  issuing  a 
physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical  condition  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(4)  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution  under 
Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or 
sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission 
for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  by,  or  contracting  with  any  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  providing  health  care  services  that 
involve  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(5)  A  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal 
prosecution  under  Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or 
commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  of 
marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(6)  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana  by  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patients  under  eighteen 
years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  with  consent  of  a  parent  or 
guardian. 

(7)  A  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  marijuana  for  medical  use 
to  a  qualifying  patient  or  participating  in  the  patient  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  per  patient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  generally 
established  legal  standards  of  personal  or  professional  conduct. 

(8)  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subject  to  disciplinary  action  by  the  state  bar  association  or 
other  professional  licensing  body  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed 
bv.  contracting  with,  or  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities.  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law 
pursuant  to  this  section. 
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(9)  Actions  and  conduct  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana 
Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 
licensed  or  registered  with  the  Department,  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted 
by  this  section  and  in  compliance  with  Department  regulations  and  other  standards  of 
legal  conduct,  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law,  except  as  provided  for  by  this  section. 

( 10)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law 
or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft, 
dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(11)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana 
for  medical  use  that  are  entered  into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers. 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  by  those  entities,  should 
be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 
into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  or  by  a  person 
who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal 
penalties  by  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 
medical  marijuana  may  be  prohibited  by  federal  law. 

fk  Legislation 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  limit  the  General  Assembly  from  enacting  laws  consistent  with 
this  section,  or  otherwise  effectuating  the  patient  rights  of  this  section.  The  legislature  shall 
not  enact  laws  that  hinder  the  right  of  Qualifying  Patients  to  access  marijuana  for  medical  use 
as  granted  by  this  section. 

7.  Additional  Provisions 


(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  permits  a  person  to: 

(a)  Consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  jail  or  correctional  facility; 

(b)  Undertake  any  task  under  the  influence  of  marijuana  when  doing  so  would 
constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice;  or 

(c)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or 
motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or  motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana:  or 

(d)  Bring  a  claim  against  any  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer 
for  wrongful  discharge,  discrimination,  or  any  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy, 
based  on  the  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer  prohibiting  the 
employee,  former  employee,  or  prospective  employee  from  being  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  disciplining  the  employee  or  former 
employee,  up  to  and  including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or 
attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(2)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility. 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  be  owned, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  board  member,  manager,  or 
employee,  any  individual  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense.  A  “disqualifying 
felony  offense”  is  a  violation  of.  and  conviction  or  guilty  plea  to.  state  or  federal  law 
that  is.  or  would  have  been,  a  felony  under  Missouri  law,  regardless  of  the  sentence 
imposed,  unless  the  Department  determines  that: 

(a)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana;  or 

(b)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  he  or  she  was  not 
incarcerated  and  that  is  more  than  five  years  old;  or 
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[c]  More  than  five  years  have  passed  since  the  person  was  released  from  parole  or 
probation,  and  he  or  she  has  not  been  convicted  of  any  subsequent  criminal 
offenses. 

The  Department  may  consult  with  and  rely  on  the  records,  advice  and 
recommendations  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  or 
their  successor  entities,  in  applying  this  subdivision. 

(3)  All  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
and  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses,  entities  with 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  certifications,  and  entities  with  transportation 
certifications  shall  be  held  bv  entities  that  are  majority  owned  by  natural  persons  who 
have  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  application 
for  such  license  or  certification.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  entities  outside  the 
state  of  Missouri  mav  own  a  minority  stake  in  such  entities, 

141  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or 
Medical  Mariiuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  manufacture, 
package  or  label  marijuana  or  mariiuana-infused  products  in  a  false  or  misleading 
manner.  No  person  shall  sell  anv  product  in  a  manner  designed  to  cause  confusion 
between  a  marijuana  or  mariiuana-infused  product  and  any  product  not  containing 
marijuana.  A  violation  of  this  subdivision  shall  be  punishable  bv  an  appropriate  and 
proportional  Department  sanction,  up  to  and  including  loss  of  license. 

(5}  All  edible  mariiuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in  individual,  child-resistant 
containers  that  are  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated 
length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana  and  mariiuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in 
containers  clearly  and  conspicuously  labeled,  in  a  font  size  at  least  as  large  as  the 
lamest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  “Marijuana,”  or  a 
“Mariiuana-infused  Product.”  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty. 

(6)  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  Primary  caregiver  for  more  than  three  Qualifying 
Patients. 

(71  No  Qualifying  Patient  shall  consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  public  place, 
unless  nrovided  bv  law.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
sanctions  as  provided  bv  general  law, 

(81  No  person  shall  extract  resins  from  marijuana  using  dangerous  materials  or 

combustible  gases  without  a  Medical  Mariiuana-infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facility  license.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to  Department 
■sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and,  if  applicable,  loss  of  their 
identification  card,  certificate,  or  license  for  up  to  one  year, 

(9)  All  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  shall  take  place  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility  that  is 
equipped  with  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  bv  the  Qualifying  Patient  or  by 
such  patient’s  Primary  caregiver.  Two  Qualifying  Patients,  who  both  hold  valid 
Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification  cards,  mav  share  one  enclosed,  locked 
facility  No  more  than  twelve  Qualifying  Patient  or  Primary  caregiver  cultivated 
flowering  marijuana  plants  mav  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed  locked  facility, 
except  when  a  Primary  caregiver  also  holds  a  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card,  in  which  case  no  more  than  eighteen  flowering  marijuana  plants 
mav  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed,  locked  facility. 

(101  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility.  Medical  Mariiuana-infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  assign, 
sell,  give,  lease,  sublicense,  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  or  certificate  to  anv  other 
entity  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Department,  not  to  be  unreasonably  withheld. 

(ID  Unless  allowed  bv  the  local  government,  no  new  Medical  Mariiuana  Cultivation 
Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,, 
or  Medical  Mariiuana-infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  be  initially  sited 
within  one  thousand  feet  of  anv  then-existing  elementary  or  secondary  school,  child 
dav-care  center,  or  church.  No  local  government  shall  prohibit  Medical  Mariiuana 
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Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facilities,  or  entities  with  a  transportation  certification  either  expressly  or  through  the 
enactment  of  ordinances  or  regulations  that  make  their  operation  unduly  burdensome 
in  the  jurisdiction.  However,  local  governments  may  enact  ordinances  or  regulations 
not  in  conflict  with  this  section,  or  with  regulations  enacted  pursuant  to  this  section, 
governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  such  facilities  in  the  locality.  A 
local  government  may  establish  civil  penalties  for  violation  of  an  ordinance  or 
regulations  governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  entity 
holding  a  transportation  certification  that  may  operate  in  such  locality. 

02)  Unless  superseded  by  federal  law  or  an  amendment  to  this  Constitution,  a 
physician  shall  not  certify  a  qualifying  condition  for  a  patient  bv  any  means  other 
than  providing  a  physician  certification  for  the  patient,  whether  handwritten- 
electronic,  or  in  another  commonly  used  format.  A  Qualifying  Patient  must  obtain  a 
new  physician  certification  at  least  annually. 

03)  A  physician  shall  not  issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  for  a 
non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  The  Department  shall 
not  issue  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  on  behalf  of  a  non-emancipated 
Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  card  shall  be  issued  to  one  of  the 
parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or  guardian  may 
serve  as  a  Primary  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  Only  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or 
possess  medical  marijuana  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  A  parent  or  guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical 
mariiuana  to  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen 

(14)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  mandating  health  insurance  coverage 
of  medical  mariiuana  for  Qualifying  Patient  use. 

(15)  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing, 
distribution,  sale,  and  administration  of  mariiuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities 
otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 
solely  because  of  that  use. 

Severability 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  severable,  and  if  any  clause,  sentence,  paragraph  or  section 
of  this  measure,  or  an  application  thereof,  is  adjudged  invalid  bv  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  the  other  provisions  shall  continue  to  be  in  effect  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 


Effective  Date 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6.  2018. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-052) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  29,  2016) 


Date 


December  19,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  information 
for  this  initiative  petition  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to  issue  new  licenses  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  It  requires  their  department  to  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  the  proposal,  develop  forms  and  issue  standards  in 
addition  to  licensure  and  certification  of  facilities.  The  proposal  requires  a  minimum  of 
60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  (one  per  every  100,000  inhabitants),  a  minimum  of  85 
licenses  for  manufacturing  facilities  (one  per  70,000  in  inhabitants),  and  a  minimum  of 
192  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities  (24  per  each  Congressional  district). 
Licensure  and  certification  is  subject  to  AHC  appeal  and  judicial  review.  AGO  assumes  it 
would  need  2  AAG  Is  to  provide  legal  representation  regarding  issuance,  denial,  and 
discipline  of  licenses  and  promulgation  of  and  challenges  to  administrative  rules.  If 
adopted  this  proposal  would  increase  AGO  operating  expenses  of  $139,474  for  FY2018; 
$150,610  for  FY2019;  and  $152,155  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  the  costs  will 
be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $3,062,147  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $7,035,064  for  fiscal  year 
2020.  The  revenues  will  be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $1,134,000  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$12,124,800  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  entire  duplication,  however;  Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their 
department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  for  persons  suffering  from  intractable 
epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows  for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of 
cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the  legal  use  of  marijuana  for  persons 
who  are  issued  a  registration  card  due  to  a  debilitating  medical  condition.  Under  this 
proposal,  patients  with  intractable  epilepsy  could  also  qualify  to  receive  a  registration 
card  for  medical  marijuana  use. 

Rental  space  for  97  FTE  located  in  Jefferson  City:  97.00  FTE  x  230  sq  ft/FTE  x 
$21.00/sq.  ft.  =  $468,510. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medicinal  purposes. 
There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as  cultivators, 
manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  testing  and/or  transportation  centers. 


Fiscal  Note  18-006  USD  -  DHSS 

Bill  Number  I  nitiative  Petition 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X  Yes  No 

I  ndicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented _ FY  2020 _ 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STA1 

fE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal  Funds 

- 

Total 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are  at  full 
capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

0 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1 T  Consultants 

75 

8,237.16 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

Other  Costs: 

Disk  Storage  (SAN) 

45.36 

12 

558.00 

572.00 

Backup  and  Recovery  (DistSys 
Backup-Recovery) 

0.49 

365 

- 

183.00 

188.00 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

741.00 

760.00 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal 

Other 

- 

Total 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment  requires  their  department  to  issue  annual 
registrations  for  patients  and  their  designated  caregivers,  patient  and  caregiver  cultivators, 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  In  addition,  the  amendment 


requires  their  department  to  certify  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation  entities, 
and  testing  facilities. 

The  proposal  allows  for  the  following  registration/license  fees  to  be  collected: 


Initial  Application  and  Annual  Renewal 

Qualifying  Patient  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Primary  Caregiver  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation 
ID  Card 

$100.00 

Within  3  years  of  Effective 
Date  of  Proposal  (December  6, 
2018  -  December  6,  2021) 

After  3  years  of  Effective  Date 
(after  December  6,  2021) 

Initial 
Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Fee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Initial 

Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Lee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Cultivation 

Facility 

$10,000 

$25,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Dispensary 

Facility 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Medical 

Marijuana- 

Infused 

Products 

Manufacturing 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Certification  Lee 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 

Up  to  $5,000 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 

Up  to  $5,000 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018.  According  to 
the  proposed  provisions  of  this  section,  they  shall  make  available  to  the  public  all  license 
application  forms  (cultivation,  dispensary,  manufacturing  and  testing  facilities)  and  the 
application  forms  for  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  and  qualifying  patient  cultivation 
identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  section  (June  6,  2019). 
They  shall  accept  all  applications  for  patients,  caregivers  and  cultivators  no  later  than  210 
days  following  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (July  6,  2019).  They  shall  accept 
applications  for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities  no  later 
than  240  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (August  6,  2019).  The  provisions  of 
this  section  also  allow  any  applicant  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with 
them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (January  6,  2019).  For 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  assumed  that  the  first  fees  for  license  applications  (pre¬ 
file)  would  be  accepted  January  6,  2019  (FY  2019).  The  first  fees  for  patient,  caregivers, 
and  cultivators  are  assumed  to  be  collected  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  The  first 
certification  fees  (seed-to-sale,  testing,  and  transportation)  are  assumed  to  be  collected 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020)  as  well. 

The  estimations  for  the  number  of  each  type  of  registration,  license  and  certification 
issued  each  year  are  detailed  under  the  headings  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH)  and  Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification  below.  The 
total  estimate  of  collected  fees  equals  $1,134,000  for  FY  2019  and  $12,124,800  for  FY 
2020. 

Section  1.3(2)(e)  allows  them  to  issue  rules  creating  a  range  of  administrative  penalties 
related  to  implementation  and  enforcement  of  rules  that  ensure  the  right  to,  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  These  administrative  penalties  could  include 
penalty  fees  but  the  fee  amounts  and  frequency  of  penalties  issued  is  unknown  at  this 
time. 

Section  1.4(1)  of  the  proposed  amendment  mandates  each  licensed  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  facility  to  collect  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  all  medical  marijuana 
products  sold  to  be  collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  The  amount  of  tax 
that  will  be  collected  is  unknown  and  is  referred  to  the  DOR  for  these  estimations. 

The  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  of  the  annual  taxes  collected.  The  rest  of  the  tax 
collected  is  to  be  deposited  by  the  DOR  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  This  fund  shall  consist  of  all  fees  and  taxes  collected  by  this  proposed  section. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Section  1.3(1)  authorizes  them  to  grant  or  refuse  licenses  and  certifications  for  the 
cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  the  provisions  of  Section  1.  This  section  also 
authorizes  them  to  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon 
any  violation  of  this  section  or  a  rule  promulgated  by  them  pursuant  to  this  section.  They 


shall  develop  such  rules,  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as 
necessary  to  implement  provisions  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  certify  at 
least  two  commercially  available  software  products  that  licensees  must  use  for  seed-to- 
sale  tracking  standards  and  issue  standards  for  the  certification  of  secure  transportation  of 
marijuana  an  marijuana-infused  products.  They  are  to  prepare  annually  a  publicly 
available  report  accounting  to  the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all 
responsibilities  assigned  to  them  by  this  section.  They  must  also  establish  a  system  to 
numerically  score  applicants  for  licenses  and  certificates  when  the  number  of  applicants 
are  more  than  the  minimum  required. 

Section  1.3(2)  permits  them  to  issue  any  rules  necessary  to  ensure  the  right  to,  availability 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  qualifying  patients.  This  includes 
addressing:  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such 
additional  enforcement  activities  that  may  become  necessary;  the  creation  of  a  range  of 
administrative  penalties;  development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owner, 
officers,  managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed 
pursuant  to  this  section;  security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed;  regulation  of  the 
storage  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for  medical  use;  sanitary  requirements  for  the 
preparation  of  medical  marijuana- infused  products;  labeling  and  packaging  standards; 
and  records  to  be  kept  by  the  licensees,  state  licensing  procedures  for  initial  licenses, 
renewals  and  reinstatements. 

Section  1.3(3)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  regarding  independent  testing  and  certification 
for  medical  marijuana  licensees  to  ensure  products  that  are  sold  for  human  consumption 
are  correctly  labeled  and  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health. 

Section  1.3(4)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  to  provide  for  the  standards  and  certification  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  They  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility  entities. 

Section  1.3(6)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and 
(for  all  types  of  licensees  including  testing  facilities)  and  instructions  within  180  days  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(7)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and 
accompanying  instructions  for  qualifying  patients,  qualifying  patient  or  caregiver 
cultivation,  and  primary  caregiver  identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  accept  these  applications  within  210  days 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(18)  requires  them  to  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  application 
forms  and  instructions  (for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities)  no 
later  than  240  days  from  the  effective  date  and  shall  either  approve  or  deny  within  150 
days  after  submission. 


Section  1.3(19)  requires  them  to  process  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Section  1.3(20)  requires  them  to  process  a  primary  caregiver  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Support  of  an  IT  vendor  to  build  a  data  system  to  support  the  administration  and 
reporting  requirements  indicated  in  Section  1  of  Article  XVI  (Right  to  Access  Medical 
Marijuana).  The  system  would  be  used  by  the  department  to  process  applications  to 
include  issuance  of  licenses  and  identification  cards. 

Division  of  Administration 


Specific  program  impact  for  their  department  is  in  the  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH).  Each  application  and  license  transaction  will  have  an  associated  fee 
transaction,  which  impacts  the  Division  of  Administration  (DA). 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  required  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and,  represent  their  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

The  proposed  amendment  requires  them  to  adjust  (increase  or  decrease)  registration  and 
license  fees  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor.  The  change  in  fees  collected  (increase  or  decrease)  due  to  this  provision  is 
unable  to  be  determined  at  this  time. 

Also,  the  initial  application  and  renewal  licensing  fees  for  a  cultivation  facility, 
manufacturing  facility,  and  dispensing  facility  decrease  in  half  after  three  years  from  the 
effective  date  of  this  proposal. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH  ) 

Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  registration  cards  for  qualified  patients  and  their 
caregivers.  A  study  by  the  nonprofit  entity  ProCon  organization,  updated  March  2016, 
published  the  rates  of  patient  registration  cards  issued  for  each  state  with  a  medical 
marijuana  program 

(http://medicalmariiuana.procon.org/view.resource.php?resourceID=005889).  This  study 
found  that  Oregon  was  issuing  qualified  patient  cards  at  a  ratio  of  19.2  per  1,000  state 
residents.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  the  State  of  Oregon’s  program  will  be 
benchmarked  in  regard  to  the  number  of  patient  and  primary  caregiver  registrants.  While 
the  Oregon  program  was  initiated  in  May  1999  and  therefore  has  an  established  program, 


the  state  of  Missouri’s  chronic  disease  rates  are  generally  higher  and  the  qualifying 
medical  conditions  accepted  under  Missouri’s  proposal  are  broader  than  those  of  Oregon. 


Calculation  of  applications: 

•  Patients:  According  to  the  2015  U.S.  Census  Bureau  information,  Missouri’s 
population  is  at  6,083,672.  Applying  the  rate  of  19.2  applications  per  1,000 
residents,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  116,807  patient  registration  cards 
annually  ((6,083,672/1,000)  x  19.2)). 

•  Caregivers:  According  to  the  October  1,  2016  data  on  Oregon’s  Medical  Marijuana 
Program  Website,  the  ratio  of  patient  registration  cards  to  caregiver  cards  is 
calculated  at  2.29.  Calculating  this  same  ratio,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing 
51,007  caregiver  cards  annually  (116,807/2.29). 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the  medical  marijuana  program  is  December  6,  2018.  They 
are  required  to  have  the  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  identification 
cards  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  (June  6,  2019).  Section  1.3(6)  requires 
them  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  cards  no  later 
than  210  days  from  the  effective  date  (July  6,  2019).  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  they  will  begin  accepting  applications  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
They  will  collect  an  application  fee  of  $25  per  card,  per  Section  1.3(19)  and  1.3(20).  It  is 
assumed  that  the  fees  will  be  collected  in  the  same  fiscal  year  the  applications  are  received. 
It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application 
within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

116,807 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

51,007 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

5,101 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Applications  for  Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  identification  cards  for  a  qualifying  patient  or  his  or  her 
primary  caregiver  for  purposes  of  cultivating  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana  plants  for  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  qualifying  patient.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that 
10  percent  of  the  qualifying  patients  will  grow  marijuana  for  themselves  or  it  will  be  grown 
by  their  designated  primary  caregiver.  Therefore,  it  is  estimated  that  11,681  (116,807  x  .10) 
will  be  issued  in  FY  2020.  They  will  collect  an  annual  application  fee  of  $100  per  Section 
1.3(12).  It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  renew  their 
application  within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Cultivation  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

1,168 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
61  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  cultivation  facilities  by  the  end 
of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
cultivation  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  100,000  residents 
(6,083,672  Missouri  residents/ 100,000  residents  per  facility  =  61  facilities)  as  allowed  per 
Section  1.3(15).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019 
(FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019). 
They  estimates  that  half  of  the  cultivation  facilities  that  will  be  licensed  in  FY  2020  will 
pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial  application  fee  at 
$10,000  with  an  additional  $25,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the  facilities 
applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Application  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$300,000 

(pre-file) 

$310,000 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($25,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,525,000 

Total  Cultivation  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensing  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  dispensing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
192  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  dispensing  facilities  by  the 
end  of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
dispensing  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  twenty-four  (24)  licenses  per  each 
of  the  current  eight  U.S.  Congressional  Districts  (24  facilities  x  8  districts  =  192  facilities) 
as  allowed  per  Section  1.3(17).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a 
license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date 
(January  6,  2019).  They  estimate  that  half  of  the  dispensing  facilities  that  will  be  licensed 
in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial 


application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the 
facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Dispensing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$576,000 
(pre-file  fees) 

$576,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,920,000 

Total  Dispensing  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  estimated  that  87  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate 
medical  marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  by  the  end  of  FY  2020.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of  manufacturing 
facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  70,000  residents  (6,083,672 
Missouri  residents/70,000  residents  per  facility  =  87  facilities)  as  allowed  per  Section 
1.3(16).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  proposal 
and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application 
fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019).  They  estimate 
that  half  of  the  medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
licensed  in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the 
initial  application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license 
for  the  facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Manufacturing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$258,000 

$264,000 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  License 

Fees  ($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$870,000 

Total  Manufacturing  Application  & 

License  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  of  Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  Systems,  Transportation  Entities,  and  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities 

Section  1.3.(l)(d)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  commercially  available  systems  that 
licensees  may  use  as  their  seed-to-sale  tracking  system.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  certifications  for  two  commercially  available  systems. 


Section  1.3.(l)(e)  requires  them  to  certify  entities  which  demonstrate  compliance  with 
transportation  standards  in  order  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana- infused  products. 
For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that  all  licensed  medical  marijuana 
cultivation  facilities  and  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  will  obtain 
certification  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products.  Therefore,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  148  certifications  for  transportation  (61  cultivation  facilities  + 
87  manufacturing  facilities  =  148  total  facilities).  The  certification  process  will  occur 
simultaneous  with  the  licensure  of  the  facilities. 

Section  1.3. (4)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  facilities  as  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  It  is  estimated  that  only  two  facilities  will  be  certified.  The  certification  will 
occur  in  FY  2020. 

Section  1.3.(l)(f)  allows  the  department  to  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  any 
certification  issued.  It  is  assumed  that  they  will  charge  a  fee  of  $5,000  for  each  certification 
issued. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Transportation  Entity  Certifications 

0 

0 

148 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Total  Certifications 

0 

0 

152 

Total  Certification  Fees  ($5,000  ea.) 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Revenue  in  Application,  Licensing,  and  Certification  Fees 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Cultivation  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Fees 

$0 

$1,134,000 

$12,124,800 

Program  Operations:  Staffing 

Section  1  requires  the  establishment  of  a  medical  marijuana  program  through  promulgation 
of  rules  and  implementation  of  those  rules  for  administration  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards;  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards;  licensing  of 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing  facilities  and  infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities;  and  certification  of  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation 
entities,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  This  also  includes  the  development  of  all 
program  applications  and  forms,  identification  cards,  and  a  computerized  database  system 
to  allow  for  the  electronic  storage  of  and  processing  of  data  needed  to  issue  identification 


cards  and  licenses.  As  a  result,  DCPH  anticipates  the  need  to  hire  the  following  staff 
beginning  on  December  6,  2018  (FY  2019)  to  begin  development  of  the  program/system: 

One  Program  Manager  Broad  Band  2  ($65,000)  -  will  serve  as  Chief  of  the  Medical 
Marijuana  Bureau.  Duties  will  include  overall  program  management,  including  involvement 
in  rule  promulgation,  development  of  forms,  program  policies  and  procedures,  information 
system  development,  and  initial  program  set-up.  This  position  will  also  supervise  the  two 
Unit  (Program)  Coordinators,  two  Investigator  III  positions,  a  Health  Program 
Representative  III,  and  a  Bureau  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant. 

Two  Program  Coordinators  (A30,  $50,112,  Step  H)  -  will  serve  as  Unit  Coordinators.  One 
unit  will  be  responsible  for  processing  patient  and  caregiver  applications,  including  patient 
or  caregiver  cultivation  applications.  The  other  unit  will  be  responsible  for  the  applications 
and  licensing  and/or  certification  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing 
facilities,  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities;  testing  facilities,  transportation  entities, 
and  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems.  These  positions  will  be  involved  in  the  initial  program 
development  with  the  Bureau  Chief,  hiring  of  staff,  and  development  of  training  for  staff. 
Once  the  program  is  operational,  the  Coordinators  responsibilities  extend  to  implementation 
and  maintenance  of  the  program,  responsibility  for  meeting  application  decision  deadlines, 
and  ongoing  management  responsibilities. 

One  Health  Program  Representative  III  (A24,  $39,708.  Step  G)  -  duties  will  include 
assistance  in  rule  promulgation,  program  policies  and  procedures,  forms  development, 
information  system  development/troubleshooting  and  maintenance,  and  initial  program  set¬ 
up.  This  position  will  serve  as  the  liaison  between  the  Units  and  IT  work  on  system 
maintenance  and  enhancements.  This  position  will  also  certify  the  seed-to-sale  tracking 
systems  that  are  commercially  available  to  use  by  the  licensed  facilities.  This  position  will 
also  be  responsible  for  establishing  materials  to  educate  the  public  about  the  program  and 
exhibiting  at  conferences  or  other  venues  to  education  physicians  and  the  general  public. 

One  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant  (A15,  $28,668,  Step  F)  -  duties  will  include 
providing  administrative  assistance  to  the  Bureau  Chief,  Program  Coordinators, 
Investigators,  Inspectors,  and  HPR  III  positions.  As  allowed,  this  position  will  also  assist  in 
initial  processing  of  patient  and  caregiver  applications  for  registration  cards. 

The  following  staff  will  be  hired  to  begin  March  1,  2019.  This  hire  date  will  allow  for 
training  and  final  program  preparation  to  occur  prior  to  the  required  release  dates  for  the 
application  forms  for  patients  and  caregivers,  patient  or  caregiver  cultivators,  certifications, 
and  facility  licenses: 

Two  Investigator  III  positions  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  investigate  all 
instances/complaints  of  possible  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  behalf  of  a  recommending 
physician,  a  registered  patient  and/or  caregiver,  a  cultivator,  or  a  medical  marijuana  facility. 
With  a  new  program  of  this  size  and  the  legalization  of  something  that  remains  illegal  for 
the  majority  of  the  population,  it  is  anticipated  that  they  will  receive  a  fair  number  of  calls 
reporting  instances  of  possible  violations.  While  two  is  estimated  for  purposes  of  this  fiscal 


note,  it  may  be  necessary  to  add  additional  staff  after  the  program  is  operational  for  some 
time.  The  additional  costs  remain  unknown. 

Two  Grain  Inspector  IV  positions  (A23,  $38,304,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  complete 
the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities  to  monitor  compliance 
with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be 
met  for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible 
for  certifying  the  cultivation  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  the  process  of  testing  plants  for  molds, 
mildew,  and  pesticides  and  making  sure  the  facilities  are  dealing  with  these  issues  in  a 
proper  way. 

One  Grain  Inspector  Compliance  Coordinator  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this  position 
coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  Grain  Inspector  positions;  ensuring  inspections 
are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  will  also  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  inspectors  and  make  final  action  decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

Four  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G)  -  these 
positions  will  complete  the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  dispensing  and  the 
medical-marijuana  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be  met 
for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible  for 
certifying  the  manufacturing  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  ensuring  sanitation  requirements  are  met 
and  the  infused-products  are  labeled  and  packaged  correctly. 

One  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  V  position  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this 
position  coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  EPHS  IV  positions;  ensuring 
inspections  are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  also  provides  technical 
assistance  to  the  environmental  specialists  and  makes  final  action 
decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

One  Health  Facilities  Consultant  (A29,  $48,852,  Step  H)  -  this  position  will  complete  the 
inspections  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities  in  order  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  needed  to  obtain  and  maintain  certification.  This  position  will 
also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  testing  facilities  to  assist  with  obtaining  and 
maintaining  the  certification.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  as  this  classification 
currently  completes  the  inspections  of  other  medical  laboratories  certified  by  the  state. 

49  Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  positions  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  processing  of  paper  applications  to  include  opening  and  date  stamping  of  mail,  entry 
of  application  information  into  the  electronic  registry,  initial  verification  of  applicant  and 
physician  identification,  initial  application  review  to  include  determination  of  application 
approval  or  denial  (including  incomplete  status),  preparation  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards,  preparation  of  patient/caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards,  initial 
processing  of  medical  marijuana  facility  applications,  preparation  of  identification  cards  for 


all  owners  and  employees  of  the  medical  marijuana  facility  licensees,  processing  revoked 
cards,  and  answering  of  phones  and  assisting  telephone  callers. 

24  Health  Program  Representative  II  (HPR  II)  positions  (A21,  $35,640,  Step  G)  -  duties 
will  include  supervision  of  the  SOSA  positions  and  quality  assurance  checks  of  the 
application  entry  and  initial  verification  completed  by  the  SOSAs.  This  position  will  have 
responsibility  for  final  approval  of  application  incomplete  notices,  rejects,  revocations,  and 
card  issuances.  This  position  will  ensure  application  process  deadlines  as  mandated  by 
proposed  amendment  are  met.  This  position  will  also  verify  all  registrations  of  owners  and 
employees  associated  with  the  licensed  medical  marijuana  facilities,  including  coordination 
with  the  Inspectors  and  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialists  for  final  issuance  of 
facility  licenses. 

For  fiscal  note  purposes  they  calculated  45  minutes  per  patient  and  caregiver  application 
and  45  minutes  per  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  application. 

197,445  (184,596  patient  and  caregiver  apps  +  12,849  cultivation  apps)  X  .75/hour  /  2,080 
hours  per  year  per  staff  =71.2  staff  (round  to  71  staff). 

They  calculated  14  hours  for  the  processing  of  a  dispensing  facility  license  application  and 
15  hours  for  the  processing  of  the  cultivation  and  manufacturing  facility  license  (additional 
hour  for  processing  transportation  certification  application). 

(192  dispensing  facilities  x  14  hours)  +  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  15  hours)  +  (87  infused 
products  manufacturing  facilities  x  15  hours)  =  4,908  total  hours/divided  by  2,080  hrs/year 
per  staff  =  2.4  staff  (round  to  2  staff).  This  is  a  total  of  73  processing  staff  (SOSA  and  HPR 
II  positions). 

Printing  Costs 

They  will  print  individual  identification  cards  for  the  qualified  patient,  caregiver,  patient  or 
caregiver  cultivation  identification  card,  and  identification  cards  for  each  owner,  board 
member,  employee  of  the  licensed  facilities.  The  cards  are  encoded  with  a  magnetic  stripe 
for  security  and  linkage  to  the  IT  system  for  dispensing  purposes.  DCPH  will  purchase  a 
card  delivery  system  with  the  ability  to  print  the  card  with  the  magnetic  stripe,  attach  the 
card  to  a  personalized  letter,  and  secure  in  an  envelope  ready  for  mailing.  The  initial  cost  of 
the  card  delivery  system  is  estimated  at  $277,000.  In  addition  there  will  be  an  annual 
equipment  preventative  maintenance  fee  of  $34,000.  The  average  supply  cost  to  print  each 
card  is  $0.5 9/card. 

They  are  estimating  the  number  of  identification  cards  to  be  printed  each  year  per  facility 
licensed  to  be  25  for  a  cultivation  facility,  10  for  a  dispensing  facility,  and  25  for  a 
manufacturing  facility.  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  25  =  1,525  cards,  192  dispensing 
facilities  x  10  =  1,920  cards,  87  manufacturing  facilities  x  25  =  2,175  cards)  License 
certificates  will  be  printed  for  each  facility  on  special  certificate  paper  (heat  sensitive  ink 
background)  provided  by  state  printing  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $200  per  1,000  pieces  of 


certificate  paper.  The  license  certificates  and  identification  cards  for  facilities  will  not  be 
produced  until  FY  2020  when  the  facility  becomes  licensed. 


DCPH  will  print  100,000  brochures  each  year  the  program  is  operational  at  a  cost  of  $0.06 
per  brochure.  This  brochure  will  provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  medical 
cannabis  program  and  assistance  in  completing  a  valid  registration. 

FY  2019 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 
FY  2020 

•  184,596  patient  and  caregiver  cards  +  12,849  cultivation  cards  +  1,525  identification 
cards  for  cultivation  facilities,  1,920  identification  cards  for  dispensing  facilities  + 
2,175  for  manufacturing  facilities  =  203,065  cards  x  $0.59  per  card/print  supplies  = 
$119,808 

•  492  Certificates  for  facility  licenses  and  certifications  ($200/1,000)  =  $200 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 

Mailing  Costs 

Each  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver  will  receive  his/her  card  in  the  mail.  If  the 
patient  or  caregiver  applied  for  a  cultivation  identification  card,  that  card  will  be  mailed 
separately.  Each  licensed  facility  will  be  mailed  a  copy  of  their  license  and  identification 
cards.  It  is  estimated  that  10  percent  of  the  registered  participants,  caregivers  and 
patient/caregiver  cultivators  will  submit  a  change  request  to  their  application  requiring  a 
change  notification  receipt  by  mailing.  It  is  projected  that  five  percent  of  all  applications 
will  be  incomplete  and  requires  mailing  of  an  incomplete  notice.  It  is  also  projected  that  25 
percent  of  the  printed  brochures  (25,000)  along  with  paper  applications  will  be  mailed  to  the 
public  upon  request.  The  other  printed  brochures  will  be  available  for  distribution  at 
conferences  and  other  public  venues. 


Projected  mailings  are  as  follows: 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  and  Caregiver  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Cultivation  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Facility  Certificates 

0 

0 

492 

Facility  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

5,620 

Change  Request  Notifications 

0 

0 

17,774 

Incomplete  Notifications 

0 

0 

8,887 

Brochures/app  mailed 

0 

25,000 

25,000 

Total  mailings 

0 

25,000 

255,218 

FY  2019 

•  25,000  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  25  X  $41  =  $1,025 

•  Postage  (25,000  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $9,750 


FY  2020 

•  255,218  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  256  X  $41  =  $10,496 

•  Postage  (255,218  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $99,535 


Criminal  Records  Check 

Section  1.3.(2)(h)  suggests  that  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees  and  other  support  staff  of  the  licensed  facilities  shall 
include  a  fingerprint-based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  Section  1.7(2)  states  no  licensed  facility  shall  have  an  owner,  officer, 
manager,  contractor,  employee  or  other  support  staff  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense. 
They  assumes  that  as  part  of  the  facility  license  application,  the  facilities  would  need  to 
submit  a  current  finger  print  based  criminal  record  report  as  would  be  promulgated  in  rule. 
Therefore,  they  assume  no  cost  for  obtaining  the  fingerprint  check. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Application  Storage  Costs 

In  order  to  manage  the  final  storage  of  paper  applications  submitted,  Content  Manager  for 
electronic  scanning  and  storage  will  be  utilized.  The  costs  for  Content  Manager  are 
estimated  at  $132  per  month  for  the  state  data  server  costs,  $234  for  an  annual  license  for 
each  user  who  needs  to  view  files  and  $828  for  an  annual  license  for  each  position  with 
ability  to  scan/import  documents.  Content  Manager  services  will  not  be  acquired  until  FY 
2020. 

Information  Systems  Development 

Estimating  a  12  month  project  duration  with  a  project  team  consisting  of  4  IT 
Consultants.  Applications  will  be  received  as  paper  submissions  to  the  department.  System 
will  print  licenses  and  identification  cards  for  physical  delivery  to  the  applicant.  The 
system  will  be  hosted  in  the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  virtual  servers.  Disk 
space  has  been  estimated  at  50  GB  for  Development  and  Test  with  150  GB  estimated  for 
Production.  While  we  have  estimated  for  a  system  build  it  is  possible  COTS  solutions  are 
available  at  a  similar  cost.  Estimated  costs  are  detailed  above  in  the  ITSD-DHSS  table. 

Division  of  Administration 


DHSS-DA  assumes  one  Accounting  Clerk  can  process  30,000  receipt  transactions  per  year. 
An  Accounting  Generalist  I/II  would  be  needed  to  supervise  for  every  five  Account  Clerks. 

Accounting  Clerk  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  duties  would  include: 

•  Open  and  sort  mail; 

•  Process  and  enter  receipts  in  the  department  computer  system; 

•  Prepare  bank  deposits  and  cash  receipts  documents; 

•  Reconcile  daily  receipts; 

•  Distribute  supporting  documentation  program. 


Accounting  Generalist  I/II  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  duties  would  include: 

•  Supervise  and  review  the  work  of  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  processing  the  fees. 


Each  application  and  license  would  have  a  fee  transaction. 


FY2019 

FY2020 

Transaction 

0 

184,596 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application 

0 

12,849 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Cultivation  Application 

30 

92 

Cultivation  Facility  Application 

96 

288 

Dispensing  Facility  Application 

43 

131 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application 

0 

152 

Certifications 

169 

198,108 

Total  Number  of  Transactions 

6.00  FTE 

Accounting  Clerk 

1.00  FTE 

Accounting  Generalist  I/ll 

Office  of  General  Counsel 


Legal  Counsel  ($50,000) 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  needed  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and  represent  the  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $11,229  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $35,262  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $67,160  in  fiscal  year  2025  and  thereafter. 

Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 


Thus,  the  expected  impact  of  IP  18-51  should  bring  about  2  new  prison  admissions  and  3 
new  field  admissions  in  the  first  year  of  enactment  (FY19).  The  maximum  impact  should 
be  expected  by  FY25  and  will  lead  to  an  additional  3  offenders  in  prison  and  18  offenders 
in  the  field. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  we  currently  test 
our  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  our  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  us  to  determine  which  of  our  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $242,855  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $124,921  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$126,460  for  fiscal  year  2020,  which  includes  information  technology  (IT)  related  costs 
of  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  for  fiscal  year 
2020  for  IT  consultants. 

This  legislation  increases  total  state  revenue  by  an  unknown  amount  from  the  sales  tax 
collected  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana. 

Section  4 

The  legislation  levies  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  marijuana  by 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Their  department  may  retain  up  to  five  percent 
for  the  cost  of  collection.  The  petition  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  may  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the 
fund  to  meet  cash  requirements  in  advance  of  receiving  revenues.  The  tax  levied  by  this 
section  is  separate  and  in  addition  to  any  general  state  and  local  sales  tax  that  applies  to 
retail  sales.  Because  their  department  does  not  have  enforcement  responsibilities,  it  may 
make  more  sense  for  the  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
and  then  sent  to  their  department  for  deposit  into  the  fund. 

Administrative  Impact; 

Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

This  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  registration  phone  calls,  business  tax 
account  update  requests,  and  delinquent  phone  contacts  from  the  additional  businesses 
registering  to  collect  sales  tax  on  medical  marijuana.  Collections  and  Tax  Assistance 
requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  per  24,000 
additional  contacts  to  the  registration  section  and  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment. 


Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  selling  price,  it  is  separate 
from  sales  and  use  tax.  This  tax  needs  to  be  reported  and  deposited  separately  from  sales 
and  use  tax.  This  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to  track  and 
distribute  receipts.  This  will  include  a  new  program  within  the  Integrated  Tax  System. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  Director  and  the  Division 

of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  each  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this 
initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  for  the  Criminal  Records 
Fund  estimated  revenue  of  $179,040  and  estimated  costs  of  $67,140  for  fiscal  year  2018, 
unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

For  each  fingerprint-based  background  check  processed,  the  state  retains  the  $20  state  fee 
and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  for  a  pass-thru  fee. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  allow  medical  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  provide  that 
it  shall  be  taxed  at  four  percent  of  the  retail  price. 

According  to  the  2015  United  States  Census  Bureau’s  census  estimate,  Missouri’s 
population  was  6,083,672.  Based  on  this  total,  the  number  of  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  is  as  follows: 

Cultivation  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  100,000  inhabitants  per  the 
proposed  amendment,  60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  may  be  issued.  Further 
estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record 
checks  for  employees,  owners  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  1,500  (60  x  25). 

Dispensing  Facilities 

Assuming  the  maximum  number  of  licenses  that  will  be  issued  in  each  of  the  eight 
United  States  Congressional  Districts  in  the  state  of  Missouri  is  24,  the  maximum  number 
of  licenses  issued  for  Dispensing  facilities  equals  192  (24  x  8).  Further  estimating  10 
employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners 
etc.  of  Dispensary  Facilities  equals  1,920  (192  x  10). 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  70,000  inhabitants  (per  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment)  the  number  of  facilities  would  equal  87  (6,083,672  / 
70,000).  Further  estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of 
criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners,  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  2,175 
(87  x  25). 

The  estimated  number  of  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  checks 
estimated  to  be  generated  with  the  passage  of  this  amendment  is  5,595  (1,500  for 


Cultivation  Facilities;  1,920  -  Dispensing  Facilities;  2,175  -  Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities). 


The  charge  for  each  background  check  processed  is  $40.30.  Twenty  dollars  for  the  state 
fingerprint  check,  $12  for  the  federal  check,  and  an  $8.30  charge  for  the  statewide 
applicant  fingerprinting  contractor  fee  ($20  +  $12  +  8.30  =  $40.30).  Of  this  amount,  the 
state  retains  the  $20  fee  and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  of  $12  for  a  pass-thru  fee.  The 
$8.30  charge  is  paid  directly  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  application. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY 1 8 

5,595  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check)  $179,040 

Estimated  Expense  FY  1 8 

5,595  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge)  $67,140 

Subsequent  yearly  background  checks  will  be  based  on  turnover. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check) 

Estimated  Expense  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge) 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Article  XVI,  Section  1  through  3  allows  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
(DHSS)  to  grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  and 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  This  authority  includes  the  creation  and  imposition  of 
administrative  penalties;  however,  no  actual  amounts  are  given. 

The  article  establishes  facility  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities, 
medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and  medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities.  Table  1  outlines  the  fees  and  renewal  periods  by  facility  license 


type.  In  addition  to  facility  fees,  Section  3  creates  certifications  for  a  seed-to-sale  system, 
transportation,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  DHSS  is  allowed  to  charge  up  to 
$5,000  per  certification  and  must  certify  at  least  two  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems  and 
two  testing  facilities;  however,  no  minimum  requirement  was  listed  for  the  transportation 
of  medical  marijuana. 


Table  1:  Facility  License  and  Annual  Fees 

Section 

Facility  License  Type 

License 

Fee*  Years 

1-3 

License 

Fee* 

Years  3+ 

Annual 

Fee* 

Renewal 

Period 

3(8) 

medical  marijuana  cultivation 
facilities 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Every  3  years 

3(9) 

medical  marijuana  dispensary 
facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

3(10) 

medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

*  License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (12)  allows  qualifying  patients,  or  his  or  her  primary  caregiver,  to  obtain  an 
identification  card  allowing  for  personal  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana 
plants.  Section  3  (19)  and  Section  3  (20)  establish  identification  cards  for  qualifying 
patients  of  medical  marijuana  and  primary  caregivers.  Table  2  outlines  the  fees  and 
renewal  periods  for  the  different  identification  cards. 


Table  2:  Identification  Fees 

Section 

Identification  Type 

Fee* 

Renewal  Period 

3(12) 

Personal  Cultivation  I.D.  Card 

$100 

annually 

3(19) 

Qualifying  Patient  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

3  (20) 

Primary  Caregiver  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

*License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (15)  states  that  DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one 
license  per  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (16)  states  that 
DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one  license  per  seventy 
thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (17)  states  that  DHSS  may  limit  the  number 
of  dispensary  facilities  to  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district.  Table  3  outlines  the  facility  count  limits  and  estimates  what  the  facility  counts 
would  be  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  data  should  these  limits  be  implemented.  Once  the 
minimum  number  of  facilities  has  been  established,  any  decrease  in  the  number  of 
inhabitants  within  Missouri,  or  changes  to  the  number  or  boundaries  of  the  Congressional 
Districts,  shall  have  no  impact  to  the  established  minimum  number  of  licenses  allowed  by 
the  article. 


Table  3:  Facility  Count  Limits 

Section 

Facility  Type 

Minimum  Limit 

Facility 

Count 

3(15) 

cultivation  facilities 

1  per  100,000 

60 

3(16) 

marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities 

1  per  70,000 

86 

3(17) 

medical  marijuana  dispensaries 

24  per  U.S. 

Congressional  District 

192 

Section  4  (1)  creates  a  4%  sales  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at 
medical  dispensary  facilities  within  the  state.  Revenues  from  this  tax  shall  be  paid  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  for  collection  costs. 
The  remainder  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund. 

Section  4  (2)  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  in  the  state  treasury 
which  will  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  This  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  DHSS 
shall  be  appropriated  an  amount  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for 
military  veterans. 

Section  9  states  that  the  effective  date  of  Article  XVI  would  be  December  6,  2018. 
However,  B&P  estimates  that  revenue  generation  would  not  begin  until  at  least  June  2019 
for  patients  and  July  2019  for  facilities  given  the  provisions  in  Section  3. 

Using  data  from  Arizona,  which  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law,  B&P  estimates  that 
up  to  65,547  patients  and  caregivers  could  utilize  this  bill.  Of  these,  up  to  2,000  may 
gain  approval  for  personal  cultivation.  B&P  estimates  that  annual  fees  for  patients, 
caregivers,  and  personal  cultivation  could  generate  approximately  $1.4M  annually  by  FY 
2021,  assuming  growth  is  similar  to  that  seen  with  the  Arizona  medical  marijuana 
program. 

B&P  estimates  that  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  facilities  could  generate 
approximately  $2.3M  in  FY  2020,  and  $1.1M  every  three  years  thereafter.  The  initiative 
petition  does  not  specify  whether  these  facilities  would  pay  the  annual  fee  and  a  license 
renewal  fee  every  three  years.  Therefore,  B&P  assumes  that  both  would  need  to  be  paid 
in  the  third  year  of  a  license.  Table  4  outlines  the  revenues  from  the  license  and  annual 
fees. 


Table  4:  License  and  Annual  Fees  by  Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

$87,000 

$1,046,000 

$1,186,000 

$1,704,000 

$1,737,000 

Personal  Cultivation** 

$17,000 

$200,000 

$204,000 

$208,000 

$212,000 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

$600,000 

$1,531,000 

$1,561,000 

$1,905,000 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

$516,000 

$879,000 

$896,000 

$1,183,000 

Dispensary* 

$1,152,000 

$1,962,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,642,000 

Total 

$104,000 

$3,514,000 

$5,762,000 

$6,369,000 

$7,679,000 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 


Section  4  requires  a  four  percent  sales  tax  to  be  applied  to  all  sales  of  marijuana  products, 
in  addition  to  current  state  and  local  sales  tax.  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during 
2014  of  $110M  and  2015  of  approximately  $155. 7M,  B&P  calculates  that  this  provision 
could  increase  TSR  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  5 
outlines  the  estimated  revenues  from  each  tax  and  where  revenues  will  be  directed. 


Table  5:  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Sales  Tax  Fund 

Revenue  Generated  by  Sales  Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health 

and  Care  Fund 

$2,200,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

General  Revenue 

$1,650,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

Education 

$550,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

$55,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

Conservation 

$69,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

Total 

$0 

$4,524,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

*  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 


B&P  estimates  that  all  provisions  in  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  $2.3M 
and  GR  by  $1.7M  in  FY20.  In  FY21,  TSR  could  increase  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M. 
This  initiative  petition  will  not  impact  the  calculations  under  18(e). 


Table  6:  Summary  of  Revenue  Generated  by  Medical  Marijuana  Taxes  and  Fees 

Revenue  Source 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

License  and  Annual  Fees 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

0.1 

1.0 

1.2 

1.7 

1.7 

Personal  Cultivation** 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

0.6 

1.5 

1.6 

1.9 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

0.5 

0.9 

0.9 

1.2 

Dispensary* 

1.2 

2.0 

2.0 

2.6 

Total  License  and  Annual  Fees: 

0.1 

3.5 

5.8 

6.4 

7.7 

Sales  Tax** 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and 

Care  Fund 

2.2 

6.2 

6.2 

6.2 

General  Revenue 

1.7 

4.7 

4.7 

4.7 

Education 

0.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Conservation 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Total  Sales  Tax: 

4.5 

12.8 

12.8 

12.8 

Total  Revenue  to  Missouri 

Veterans'  Health  and  Care  Fund 

0.1 

5.7 

12.0 

12.6 

13.9 

Total  State  Revenues 

2.3 

6.6 

6.6 

6.6 

Total  Local  Sales  Tax 

2.0 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

figures  in  $M 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 

AA Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 


each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  will  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  the 
local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000  annually. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  the 
following  information  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Fiscal  Impact  of  Marijuana  Legalization 


The  fiscal  impact  of  marijuana  legalization  is  far  reaching.  Colorado  has  provided  a  great  deal  of  data  for 
Missouri  to  utilize  to  determine  the  impact  legalization  will  have  here. 

The  information  in  this  report  is  from  The  Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area  (HIDTA) 
Report1,  and  it  provides  a  basis  of  study  for  the  effects  of  the  legalization  of  marijuana,  including  fiscal 
ramifications.  The  American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine  (ASAM)  "asserts  that  the  anticipated  public 
health  costs  of  marijuana  legalization  are  significant..."2  It  is  important  to  note  the  various  costs 
incurred  with  legalization,  including  enforcement,  prevention,  education,  treatment,  medical  costs, 
etc.  By  utilizing  the  HIDTA  Report,  Missouri  can  predict  the  cost  to  the  state.  A  summary  of  their  findings 
follows: 

Colorado  tracked  data  from  three  waves  of  marijuana  legalization: 

•  2006-2008  is  the  "early  medical  marijuana  era" 

•  2009-Present  is  the  "medical  marijuana  commercialization  and  expansion  era" 

•  2013-Present  is  the  "recreational  marijuana  era" 

Impaired  Driving 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  48  percent  in  the  three-year  average  (2013-2015)  since 
Colorado  legalized  recreational  marijuana  compared  to  the  three-year  average  (2010-2012)  prior  to 
legalization. 

During  the  same  time,  all  traffic  deaths  increased  11  percent. 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  62  percent  from  71  to  115  persons  after  recreational 
marijuana  was  legalized  in  2013. 

In  2009,  Colorado  marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  involving  operators  testing  positive  for  marijuana 
represented  10  percent  of  all  traffic  fatalities.  By  2015,  that  number  doubled  to  21  percent. 

The  Colorado  State  Patrol  DUID  Program  2015  data  includes: 

•  77  percent  (665)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana 

•  40  percent  (347)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana  only 

Average  Marijuana  Related  Fatalities  increased  48%  between  2008-2012  and  58%  between  2012-2015. 

Operators  involved  in  fatalities  testing  positive  for  marijuana  more  than  tripled: 

•  2006  was  4.03% 

•  2009  was  6.41% 

•  2013  was  8.97% 


i 

Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area.  "The  Legalization  of  Marijuana  in  Colorado:  The  Impact".  Volume  4,  September  2016. 
http://www.rmhidta.org/html/2016%20FINAL%20Legalization%20of%20Mariiuana%20in%20Colorado%20The%20lmpact.pdf 

American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine,  State-Level  Proposals  to  Legalize  Marijuana,  http://www.asam.org/advocacv/find-a-policv- 
statement/view-policv-statement/public-policy-statements/2012/07/30/state-level-proposals-to-legalize-mariiuana,  July  2012. 


•  2015  was  12.06% 


Effects  on  Youth 


From  school  years  2008-2014,  drug  related  suspensions/expulsions  increased  40%. 

58%  of  all  drug  related  expulsions  were  for  marijuana. 

Past  month  marijuana  use  for  youth  aged  12-17  reports: 


National  rates 

Colorado  rates 

2008-6.72  %  of  youth 

2008-8.75%  of  youth 

2014-7.22%  of  youth 

2014-11.74%  of  youth 

Referrals  to  Law  Enforcement 


In  2006,  total  drug  related  referrals  to  law  enforcement  were  23.4%;  compared  to  alcohol  at  8%. 

In  2016,  total  referrals  were  29.7%,  compared  to  4.3%  for  alcohol. 

In  the  2015/16  school  year,  73%  of  all  drug  related  referrals  were  for  marijuana. 

Emergency  Room  Visits  Related  to  Marijuana 

2012- 9,982 

2013- 12,888 

2014- 18,255 

From  2012-2014,  there  was  a  49%  increase. 

Total  of  all  hospitalizations  that  were  marijuana  related: 

2000-2,541 

2013- 8,078 

2014- 9,856 

The  national  average  percent  of  children  ages  0-5  reported  for  marijuana  exposure  from  2010-2013 
was  4.97%.  In  Colorado  it  was  17.81% 

Between  2003  and  2013,  accidental  marijuana  exposure  to  youth  under  age  six  increased  by  about  150 
percent. 

Treatment  Admissions  for  Marijuana 

Data  from  Colorado  from  2005-2013  doesn't  demonstrate  a  definitive  trend  and  averages  about  6,500 
admissions  a  year... .There  may  be  a  drop  in  treatment  admissions  for  marijuana  abuse  among  adults 
because  of  a  reduction  in  criminal  justice  referrals  through  diversion  and  drug  courts  due  to  fewer 
people  entering  the  system. 

73.6%  of  youth  in  the  Denver  Health  Clinic  youth  are  male,  the  mean  age  is  15.8  years,  and  98.1%  are 
there  primarily  for  cannabis  use  disorder. 


Other  Pertinent  Information 


•  As  of  January  2016,  there  were  424  retail  marijuana  stores  in  the  state  of  Colorado  compared  to 
322  Starbucks  and  202  McDonald's. 

•  68  percent  of  local  jurisdictions  have  banned  medical  and  recreational  marijuana  businesses. 

•  From  2014  to  2015,  property  crime  increased  6.2  percent,  violent  crime  increased  6.7  percent, 
and  all  crime  increased  6.2  percent. 

•  93%  of  CO  medical  marijuana  card  holders  obtained  it  to  treat  "severe  pain" 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's 
Office. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  generate  annual  taxes  and  fees  of  $18  million  for  state  operating 
costs  and  veterans  programs,  and  $6  million  for  local  governments.  Annual  state  operating  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $7  million. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  29,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITOR’S  OFFICE 

ran(annnnnra 


D 

nv  v  t.  s* 

llDTSTnD 


NOV  2  9  2016 

erne/ 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  XVI,  version  I  (20 1 8-05 1 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sheila  Dundon  on  November  28,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herse|£jays:  1  have 

personally  signed  this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (gSCity  of  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  5r[gmc. -- <~i 

Nr 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 
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STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF_ 


I, _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street,  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/ 

/ 

| 

2. 

/ 

/ 

3. 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

6. 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

8. 

/ 

/ 

9. 

/ 

/ 

10. 

/ 

/ 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1 8  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D. _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires _ 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XVI  is  created  by  enacting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  1  of  Article  XVI,  to 
read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Right  to  Access  Medical  Marijuana 
_L  Purposes 

This  section  is  intended  to  permit  state-licensed  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for  medical 
purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  section  allows  patients 
with  qualifying  medical  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  freely  with  their  physicians  the  possible 
benefits  of  medical  marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice 
concerning  the  same,  and  the  right  to  use  medical  marijuana  for  treatment  under  the  supervision 
of  a  physician. 

This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  changes  to  Missouri  laws  that  are  necessary  to 
protect  patients,  their  primary  caregivers,  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal  penalties, 
and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale  and  purchase  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  governing  the 
use  of  marijuana  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow  for  the  public  use  ol 
marijuana  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

2.  Definitions 

(1)  “Administer”  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  by  way 
of  any  of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  marijuana-infused  products; 

(b)  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or 
oils: 

(c)  Application  of  ointments  or  balms: 

(d)  Transdermal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(e)  Consuming  marijuana-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Any  other  method  recommended  by  a  Qualifying  Patient’s  physician. 

(2)  ‘"Department”  means  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Sendees,  or  its  successor 
agency. 

(3)  “Entity”  means  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust, 
limited  liability  company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership, 
joint  venture,  or  any  other  legal  entity. 

(4)  “Flowering  plant”  means  a  marijuana  plant  from  the  time  it  exhibits  the  first  signs  of 
sexual  maturity  through  harvest. 

(5)  “Marijuana”  or  “Marihuana”  means  Cannabis  indica ,  Cannabis  sativa.  and  Cannabis 
ruderalis,  hybrids  of  such  species,  and  any  other  strains  commonly  understood  within 
the  scientific  community  to  constitute  marijuana,  as  well  as  resin  extracted  from  the 
plant  and  marijuana-infused  products.  “Mariiuana”  or  “Marihuana”  do  not  include 
industrial  hemp  containing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol  concentration 
that  does  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities 
or  products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp. 

(6)  “Marijuana-Infused  Products”  means  products  that  are  infused  with  mariiuana  or  an 
extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking, 
including,  but  not  limited  to,  edible  products,  ointments,  tinctures  and  concentrates. 

(71  “Medical  Mariiuana  Cultivation  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  cultivate,  process,  store,  transport,  and  sell  mariiuana  to  a  Medical 
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Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(8)  “Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility”  means  a  facility  licensed  by  the  Department, 
to  acquire,  store,  sell  transport,  and  deliver  marijuana,  marijuana-infused  products, 
and  drug  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana  as  provided  for  in  this  section  to 
a  Qualifying  Patient  a  Primary  caregiver,  another  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(9)  “Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility”  means  a  facility 
licensed  by  the  Department,  to  acquire,  store,  manufacture,  transport,  and  sell 
marijuana-infused  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  another  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility. 

(10)  “Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility”  means  a  facility  certified  by  the  Department,  to 
acquire,  test,  certify,  and  transport  marijuana. 

(11)  “Medical  use”  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  distribution,  transportation, 
or  administration  of  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  or  drug  paraphernalia 
used  to  administer  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
Qualifying  Patient  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient’s  qualifying 
medical  condition. 

(12)  “Physician”  means  an  individual  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  standing  to  practice 
medicine  or  osteopathy  under  Missouri  law. 

(13)  “Physician  certification”  means  a  document,  whether  handwritten,  electronic  or  in 
another  commonly  used  format,  signed  by  a  physician  and  stating  that,  in  the 
physician’s  professional  opinion,  the  patient  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical 
condition. 

(14)  “Primary  caregiver"  means  an  individual  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 
significant  responsibility  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  and  who 
is  designated  as  such  on  the  primary  caregiver’s  application  for  an  identification  card 
under  this  section  or  in  other  written  notification  to  the  Department. 

(15)  “Qualifying  medical  condition”  means  the  condition  of,  symptoms  related  to,  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a)  Cancer; 

(b)  Epilepsy; 

(c)  Glaucoma; 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment; 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent 
muscle  spasms,  including  but  not  limited  to  those  associated  with  multiple 
sclerosis,  seizures,  Parkinson’s  disease,  and  Tourette’s  syndrome; 

(f)  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  post-traumatic 
stress  disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription 
medication  that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a 
physician  determines  that  medical  use  of  marijuana  could  be  effective  in 
treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer  alternative  to  the 
prescription  medication; 

(i)  Any  terminal  illness;  or 
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(j_)  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  any  other  chronic,  debilitating  or 
other  medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C. 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn’s  disease. 
Huntington’s  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle  cell  anemia,  agitation  of 
Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

(16)  “Qualifying  Patient”  means  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 
medical  condition. 


T  Creating  Patient  Access  to  Medical  Marijuana 

(1 )  In  carrying  out  the  implementation  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  have  the 
authority'  to: 

(a)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  and  certifications  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  law:  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or 
revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon  a  violation  of  this  section  or 
a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section;  and  impose  any 
administrative  penalty  authorized  bv  this  section  or  any  rule 
promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(b)  Promulgate  rules  and  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the  proper 
regulation  and  control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  and 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  for  the  enforcement  of  this  section 
so  long  as  patient  access  is  not  restricted  unreasonably  and  such  rules  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  patient  safety  or  to  restrict  access  to  only 
licensees  and  Qualifying  Patients. 

(c)  Develop  such  forms,  certificates,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and 
applications  as  are  necessary  for,  or  reasonably  related  to.  the 
administration  of  this  section  or  any  of  the  rules  promulgated  under  this 
section; 

(d)  Require  a  seed-to-sale  tracking  system  that  tracks  medical  marijuana 
from  either  the  seed  or  immature  plant  stage  until  the  medical  marijuana 
or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  is  sold  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  or 
Primary  Caregiver  to  ensure  that  no  medical  marijuana  grown  bv  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  manufactured  bv  a  Medical 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  is  sold  or  otherwise 
transferred  except  bv  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  The 
Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  commercially  available 
systems  to  licensees  as  compliant  with  its  tracking  standards  and  issue 
standards  for  the  creation  or  use  of  other  systems  bv  licensees. 

(e)  Issue  standards  for  the  secure  transportation  of  Marijuana  and 
Marijuana-Infused  Products.  The  Department  shall  certify  entities  which 
demonstrate  compliance  with  its  transportation  standards  to  transport 
Marijuana  and  Marijuana-Infused  Products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  another  entity  with  a 
transportation  certification.  The  Department  shall  develop  or  adopt  from 
any  other  governmental  agency  such  safety  and  security  standards  as  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  transportation  of  marijuana.  Any  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  allowed  to  transport 
cannabis. 

(f)  The  Department  may  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5.000  for  any 
certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(g)  Prepare  and  transmit  annually  a  publicly  available  report  accounting  to 
the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  to 
the  Department  under  this  section; 
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(h)  Establish  a  system  to  numerically  score  competing  medical  marijuana 
licensee  and  certificate  applicants,  only  in  cases  where  more  applicants 
apply  than  the  minimum  number  of  licenses  or  certificates  as  calculated 
bv  this  section,  which  scoring  shall  be  limited  to  an  analysis  of  the 
following:  (i)  the  character,  veracity,  background,  qualifications,  and 
relevant  experience  of  principal  officers  or  managers:  (ii)  the  business 
plan  proposed  bv  the  applicant,  which  in  the  case  of  cultivation  facilities 
and  dispensaries  shall  include  the  ability  to  maintain  an  adequate  supply 
of  marijuana,  plans  to  ensure  safety  and  security  of  Qualifying  Patients 
and  the  community,  procedures  to  be  used  to  prevent  diversion,  and  any 
plan  for  making  Marijuana  available  to  low-income  Qualifying  Patients: 
(iiO  site  security:  (iv)  experience  in  a  legal  cannabis  market:  (v~)  in  the 
case  of  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  the  experience  of  their 
personnel  with  testing  marijuana,  food  or  drugs  for  toxins  and/or 
potency  and  health  care  industry  experience:  (vi)  the  potential  for 
positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community:  (vii)  in  the  case  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with 
agriculture,  horticulture,  and  health  care:  (viiO  in  the  case  of  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  health  care, 
the  suitability  of  the  proposed  location,  and  its  accessibility  for  patients: 
(ix)  in  the  case  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  food  and  beverage  manufacturing: 
and  (x)  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use 
marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses  and 
certificates,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract  with  other  public 
agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Department 
shall  lift  or  ease  any  limit  on  the  number  of  licensees  or  certificate 
holders  in  order  to  meet  the  demand  for  marijuana  for  medical  use  bv 
Qualifying  Patients. 

(2)  The  Department  shall  issue  any  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the 

implementation  and  enforcement  of  this  section  and  to  ensure  the  right  to.  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  In  developing  such 
rules  or  emergency  rules,  the  Department  may  consult  with  other  public  agencies.  In 
addition  to  any  other  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  to  carry  out  the  mandates  of 
this  section,  the  Department  may  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  relating  to  the 
following  subjects: 

(a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement  of.  or  violation  of  any  provision  of  this 
section  or  any  rule  issued  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  procedures 
and  grounds  for  denying,  suspending,  fining,  restricting,  or  revoking  a 
state  license  or  certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section; 

(b)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  of  the  Department; 

(c)  Instructions  or  guidance  for  local  authorities  and  law  enforcement 
officers: 

(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 
such  additional  enforcement  activities  as  may  become  necessary  from 
time  to  time: 

(e)  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the 
Department: 

( f)  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices: 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises 
provided  that  the  rules  may  not  prevent  or  unreasonably  restrict 
appropriate  signs  on  the  property  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  product  display  and  examination  bv  the  Qualifying  Patient 
and/or  Primary  caregiver,  listings  in  business  directories  including  phone 
books,  listings  in  marijuana- related  or  medical  publications,  or  the 
sponsorship  of  health  or  not  for  profit  charity  or  advocacy  events: 
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(h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  a  fingerprint- 
based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544,  or  its  successor  provisions,  as  mav  be  required  by 
the  Department  prior  to  issuing  a  card  and  procedures  to  ensure  that 
cards  for  new  applicants  are  issued  within  fourteen  days.  Applicants 
licensed  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  submit  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri 
state  highway  patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  The  Missouri  state 
highway  patrol,  if  necessary,  shall  forward  the  fingerprints  to  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 
fingerprint-based  criminal  background  check.  Fingerprints  shall  be 
submitted  pursuant  to  43.543  and  fees  shall  be  paid  pursuant  to  43.530; 

(i)  Security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to 
this  section,  including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video, 
alarm  requirements,  and  other  minimum  procedures  for  internal  control 
as  deemed  necessary  by  the  Department  to  properly  administer  and 
enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  reporting  requirements 
for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

£jj  Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use; 

(10  Sanitary  requirements  for,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  preparation 
of  medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products; 

{1)  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  may  accept  when  verifying  a 
sale; 

(mILabeling  and  packaging  standards; 

(n)  Records  to  be  kept  by  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the 
records; 

(o)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals, 
reinstatements,  initial  licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees; 

(p)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  tax  payments; 

(q)  Authorization  for  the  Department  of  Revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing 
information  to  ensure  tax  payment  and  the  effective  administration  of 
this  section;  and 

(r)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 
comprehensive  administration  of  this  section. 

(31  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  for  a  medical  marijuana  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  independent  testing  and  certification  program  for 
medical  marijuana  licensees  and  requiring  licensees  to  test  medical  marijuana  using 
one  or  more  impartial,  independent  laboratories  to  ensure,  at  a  minimum,  that  products 
sold  for  human  consumption  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health, 
to  ensure  correct  labeling  and  measure  potency.  The  Department  shall  not  require  any 
medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused  products  to  be  tested  more  than  once 
prior  to  sale. 

(4)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  to  provide  for  the  certification  of 
and  standards  for  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  including  the  requirements  for 
equipment  and  qualifications  for  personnel,  but  shall  not  require  certificate  holders  to 
have  any  federal  agency  licensing  or  have  any  relationship  with  a  federally  licensed 
testing  facility.  The  Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  entities  as 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  No  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  be 
owned  by  an  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management  as 
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a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Product 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

(5)  The  Department  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  reports  or  other  information 
obtained  from  an  applicant  or  licensee  containing  any  individualized  data,  information, 
or  records  related  to  the  licensee  or  its  operation,  including  sales  information,  financial 
records,  tax  returns,  credit  reports,  cultivation  information,  testing  results,  and  security 
information  and  plans,  or  revealing  any  patient  information,  or  any  other  records  that 
are  exempt  from  public  inspection  pursuant  to  state  or  federal  law.  Such  reports  or 
other  information  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by  this  section.  Any 
information  released  related  to  patients  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by 
federal  law  and  this  section,  including  verifying  that  a  person  who  presented  a  patient 
identification  card  to  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession 
of  such  card. 


(6)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application 
instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(7)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 
shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for 
Qualifying  Patient.  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation,  and  Primary  caregiver  identification 
cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the 
Department  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  such  identification  cards. 

(8)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  grow 
marijuana  as  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall 
require  a  separate  license,  but  multiple  licenses  may  be  utilized  in  a  single  facility. 
Each  indoor  facility  utilizing  artificial  lighting  may  be  limited  by  the  Department  to 
thirty  thousand  square  feet  of  flowering  plant  canopy  space.  Each  outdoor  facility 
utilizing  natural  lighting  may  be  limited  by  the  Department  to  two  thousand  eight 
hundred  flowering  plants.  Each  greenhouse  facility  using  a  combination  of  natural  and 
artificial  lighting  may  be  limited  by  the  Department,  at  the  election  of  the  licensee,  to 
two  thousand  eight  hundred  flowering  plants  or  thirty  thousand  square  feet  of 
flowering  plant  canopy.  The  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of 
issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge 
each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or 
renewal  for  all  applicants  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date 
of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  five  thousand 
dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department 
shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  per  facility 
license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control, 
ownership,  or  management. 

(9)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  operate 
a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall  require  a 
separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of  issuance  and 
shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge  each  applicant 
a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  for  each 
applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section 
and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  three  thousand  dollars  per 
license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department  shall  charge 
each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per  facility  license.  Application  and 
license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or 
decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or 
successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor 
agency.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  be 
issued  to  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 
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(10)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to 
operate  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Each  facility  in 
operation  shall  require  a  separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from 
its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department 
shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license 
application  or  renewal  for  each  applicant  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the 
effective  date  of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundable  fee  of 
three  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the 
Department  shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  ten  thousand  dollars  per 
facility  license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year 
by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of 
the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under 
substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 

(Ill  Any  applicant  for  a  license  authorized  bv  this  section  may  pre-file  their 

application  fee  with  the  Department  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
section. 

(12)  Except  for  good  cause,  a  Qualifying  Patient  or  his  or  her  Primary  caregiver  may 
obtain  an  identification  card  from  the  Department  to  cultivate  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  for  the  exclusive  use  of  that  Qualifying  Patient.  The  card  shall  be 
valid  for  twelve  months  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable  with  the 
annual  submittal  of  a  new  or  updated  physician’s  certification.  The  Department  shall 
charge  an  annual  fee  for  the  card  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased 
or  decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the 
previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published 
bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency. 

(13)  The  Department  may  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mav  be 
purchased  bv  or  on  behalf  of  a  single  Qualifying  Patient  in  a  thirty  day  period- 
provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  four  ounces  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its 
equivalent.  Any  such  limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written 
certification  from  two  independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  why 
the  Qualifying  Patient  needs  a  greater  amount  than  the  limit  established  bv  the 
Department. 

(14)  The  Department  mav  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mav  be 
possessed  bv  or  on  behalf  of  each  qualifying  patient,  provided  that  limit  is  not  less 
than  a  sixty  day  supply  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its  equivalent.  A  Primary 
caregiver  mav  possess  a  separate  legal  limit  for  each  Qualifying  Patient  under  their 
care  and  a  separate  legal  limit  for  themselves  if  they  are  a  Qualifying  Patient- 
Qualifying  Patients  cultivating  marijuana  for  medical  use  mav  possess  up  to  a  ninety 
day  supply,  so  long  as  the  supply  remains  on  property  under  their  control.  Any  such 
limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  with  written  certification  from  two 
independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  for  additional  amounts. 
Possession  of  between  the  legal  limit  and  up  to  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  subject  the 
possessor  to  Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and  loss  of 
their  patient  identification  card  for  up  to  a  year.  Purposefully  possessing  amounts  in 
excess  of  twice  the  legal  limit  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  of  up  to  one  year 
and  a  fine  of  up  to  two  thousand  dollars. 

(15)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  mav  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  or 
any  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the 
United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
have  no  impact. 

(16)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the 
number  mav  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  seventy  thousand 
inhabitants,  or  any  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most 
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recent  census  of  the  United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state 
of  Missouri  shall  have  no  impact. 

(17)  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  may  not 
be  limited  to  fewer  than  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district  in  the  state  of  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  map  of  each  of  the  eight  congressional 
districts  as  drawn  and  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Future  changes  to 
the  boundaries  of  or  the  number  of  congressional  districts  shall  have  no  impact. 

(18)  The  Department  shall  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  applications  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  for  transportation  of 
marijuana  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 
Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  under  this  section  shall  be  approved  or 
denied  by  the  Department  no  later  than  one  hundred  fifty  days  after  their  submission. 

If  the  Department  fails  to  carry  out  its  non-discretionarv  duty  to  approve  or  deny  an 
application  within  one  hundred  fifty  days  of  submission,  an  applicant  may 
immediately  seek  a  court  order  compelling  the  Department  to  approve  or  deny  the 
application. 

(19)  Qualifying  Patients  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  or  cards  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of 
twenty-five  dollars  per  year  per  card  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 
year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar 
year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a 
Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification 
card,  the  Department  shall  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or  provide  a  written 
explanation  for  its  denial.  If  the  Department  fails  to  deny  and  fails  to  issue  a  card  to  an 
eligible  Qualifying  Patient  within  thirty  days,  then  their  physician  certification  shall 
serve  as  their  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card  for  up  to  one  year  from  the  date  of  physician  certification.  All  initial 
applications  for  or  renewals  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card  shall  be  accompanied  bv  a  physician  certification 
that  is  less  than  thirty  days  old. 

(20)  Primary  caregivers  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of  twenty- 
five  dollars  per  year,  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  bv  the 
percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a  Primary  caregiver 
identification  card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or 
provide  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial. 

(21)  All  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  in  Missouri  shall  be  cultivated  in  a  licensed 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  located  in  Missouri. 

(22)  All  marijuana-infused  products  for  medical  use  sold  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 
be  manufactured  in  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(23)  The  denial  of  a  license,  license  renewal,  or  identification  card  by  the  Department 
shall  be  appealable  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  its  successor  entity. 
Following  the  exhaustion  of  administrative  review,  denial  of  a  license,  license 
renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department  shall  be  subject  to  judicial  review  as 
provided  bv  law. 

(24)  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Department’s 
obligations  and  activities  under  this  section. 

(25)  The  Department  shall  not  have  the  authority  to  apply  or  enforce  any  rule  or 
regulation  that  would  impose  an  undue  burden  on  any  one  or  more  licensees  or 


18-051 


certificate  holders,  any  Qualifying  Patients,  or  act  to  undermine  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 


4  Taxation  and  Reporting 

(1)  A  tax  is  levied  upon  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  be  at  a  rate  of  four 
percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  tax  shall  be  collected  by  each  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  After  retaining 
no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  amounts  generated  by  the  tax 
levied  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  into  the 
Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 
the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the 
returned  item  and  the  purchaser  was  given  the  refund  or  credit. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  “Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.”  which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 
Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  monies  in  the  fund 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  monies  earned  on 
such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  any  monies  remaining  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the 
credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  is  authorized 
to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting  the  cash 
requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application, 
licensimi.  and  tax  revenue,  with  any  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  by  law. 
The  fund  shall  be  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further 
legislative  action  as  follows: 


(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out 
this  section,  including  repayment  of  any  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made 
through  contract  or  agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve  fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash 
balance  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section: 

(b)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  to  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including 
the  following  purposes:  operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the 
Missouri  Veterans  Homes,  the  Missouri  Service  Officer’s  Program,  and  other 
services  for  veterans  approved  by  the  Commission,  including,  but  not  limited  to. 
health  care  services,  mental  health  services,  drug  rehabilitation  services,  housing 
assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance  to  prevent 
homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other 
public  agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

(c)  All  monies  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide 
additional  dedicated  funding  For  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not 
replace  existing  dedicated  funding. 

(3)  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana  for  medical  use,  a  record  shall  be  kept  by  the  seller 
which  identifies,  by  secure  and  encrypted  patient  number  issued  by  the  seller  to  the 
qualifying  patient  involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in 
the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money  involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations, 
taxes  collected  and  grand  total  sale  amounts.  All  such  records  shall  be  kept  on  the 
premises  in  a  readily  available  format  and  be  made  available  for  review  by  the 
Department  and  the  Department  of  Revenue  upon  request.  Such  records  shall  be 
retained  for  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  sale. 

(4)  The  tax  levied  pursuant  to  this  subsection  is  separate  from,  and  in  addition  to.  any 
general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that  apply  to  retail  sales,  which  shall 
continue  to  be  collected  and  distributed  as  provided  by  general  law. 

(5)  Except  as  authorized  in  this  subsection,  no  additional  taxes  shall  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use. 
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(6)  The  fees  and  taxes  provided  for  in  this  Article  XVI.  Section  1  shall  be  fully 
enforceable  notwithstanding*  any  other  provision  in  this  Constitution  purportedly 
prohibiting  or  restricting  the  taxes  and  fees  provided  for  herein. 

(7)  The  unexpended  balance  existing  in  the  fund  shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 
section  33.080  relating  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the  general  revenue 
fund. 


5,,  Additional  Patient.  Physician.  Caregiver  and  Provider  Protections 

(1)  Except  as  provided  in  this  section,  the  possession  of  marijuana  in  quantities  less  than 
the  limits  of  this  section,  or  established  by  the  Department,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  from  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  the  Qualifying  Patient’s 
residence  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or 
sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  provided  that  the  possessor  produces  on  demand  to  the 
appropriate  authority  a  valid  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card:  a  valid  Qualifying 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card;  a  valid  physician  certification  while  making 
application  for  an  identification  card;  or  a  valid  Primary  caregiver  identification  card. 
Production  of  the  respective  equivalent  identification  card  or  authorization  issued  by 
another  state  or  political  subdivision  of  another  state  shall  also  meet  the  requirements 
of  this  subdivision. 

(2)  No  patient  shall  be  denied  access  to  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they 
hold  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(3)  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  by  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing 
Arts,  or  its  successor  agency,  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  by. 
or  contracting  with  any  entity  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  issuing  a 
physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying  medical  condition  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(4)  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution  under 
Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or 
sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission 
for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed  by.  or  contracting  with  any  entity 
licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  providing  health  care  services  that 
involve  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(5)  A  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal 
prosecution  under  Missouri  law,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege,  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or 
commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  of 
marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(6)  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana  by  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patients  under  eighteen 
years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  with  consent  of  a  parent  or 
guardian, 

(7)  A  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  marijuana  for  medical  use 
to  a  qualifying  patient  or  participating  in  the  patient  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering 
marijuana  plants  per  patient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  generally 
established  legal  standards  of  personal  or  professional  conduct. 

(8)  An  attorney  shall  not  be  subject  to  disciplinary  action  by  the  state  bar  association  or 
other  professional  licensing  body  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed 
bv.  contracting  with,  or  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities.  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law 
pursuant  to  this  section. 
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(9)  Actions  and  conduct  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers,  Medical  Marijuana 
Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 
licensed  or  registered  with  the  Department,  or  their  employees  or  agents,  as  permitted 
by  this  section  and  in  compliance  with  Department  regulations  and  other  standards  of 
legal  conduct,  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law,  except  as  provided  for  by  this  section. 

(10)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  either  common  law 
or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft, 
dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(11)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana 
for  medical  use  that  are  entered  into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers. 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  by  those  entities,  should 
be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 
into  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  or  bv  a  person 
who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal 
penalties  bv  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 
medical  marijuana  may  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

(x  Legislation 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  limit  the  General  Assembly  from  enacting  laws  consistent  with 
this  section,  or  otherwise  effectuating  the  patient  rights  of  this  section.  The  legislature  shall 
not  enact  laws  that  hinder  the  right  of  Qualifying  Patients  to  access  marijuana  for  medical  use 
as  granted  bv  this  section. 

7.  Additional  Provisions 


(1)  Nothing  in  this  section  permits  a  person  to: 

(a)  Consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  jail  or  correctional  facility; 

(b)  Undertake  any  task  under  the  influence  of  marijuana  when  doing  so  would 
constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice;  or 

(c)  Operate,  navigate,  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or 
motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or  motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana:  or 

(d)  Bring  a  claim  against  any  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer 
for  wrongful  discharge,  discrimination,  or  any  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy, 
based  on  the  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer  prohibiting  the 
employee,  former  employee,  or  prospective  employee  from  being  under  the 
influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  disciplining  the  employee  or  former 
employee,  up  to  and  including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or 
attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(2)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility. 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  be  owned, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  board  member,  manager,  or 
employee,  any  individual  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense.  A  “disqualifying 
felony  offense”  is  a  violation  of.  and  conviction  or  guilty  plea  to.  state  or  federal  law 
that  is.  or  would  have  been,  a  felony  under  Missouri  law,  regardless  of  the  sentence 
imposed,  unless  the  Department  determines  that: 

(a)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana;  or 

(b)  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  he  or  she  was  not 
incarcerated  and  that  is  more  than  five  years  old:  or 
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(c)  More  than  five  years  have  passed  since  the  person  was  released  from  parole  or 
probation,  and  he  or  she  has  not  been  convicted  of  any  subsequent  criminal 
offenses. 


The  Department  may  consult  with  and  rely  on  the  records,  advice  and 
recommendations  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  or 
their  successor  entities,  in  applying  this  subdivision. 

(81  All  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
and  Medical  Marijuana- Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses,  entities  with 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  certifications,  and  entities  with  transportation 
certifications  shall  be  held  by  entities  that  are  majority  owned  by  natural  persons  who 
have  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  application 
for  such  license  or  certification.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  entities  outside  the 
state  of  Missouri  may  own  a  minority  stake  in  such  entities. 

(41  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or 
Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  manufacture, 
package  or  label  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  products  in  a  false  or  misleading 
manner.  No  person  shall  sell  any  product  in  a  manner  designed  to  cause  confusion 
between  a  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  product  and  any  product  not  containing 
marijuana.  A  violation  of  this  subdivision  shall  be  punishable  by  an  appropriate  and 
proportional  Department  sanction,  up  to  and  including  loss  of  license. 

(51  All  edible  marijuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in  individual,  child-resistant 
containers  that  are  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated 
length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana  and  mariiuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in 
containers  clearly  and  conspicuously  labeled,  in  a  font  size  at  least  as  large  as  the 
largest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  “Mariiuanaf  or  a 
“Mariiuana-lnfused  Product.”  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty. 

(61  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  Primary  caregiver  for  more  than  three  Qualifying 
Patients. 

(71  No  Qualifying  Patient  shall  consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  public  place, 
unless  provided  by  law.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
sanctions  as  provided  by  general  law. 

(81  No  person  shall  extract  resins  from  marijuana  using  dangerous  materials  or 

combustible  gases  without  a  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facility  license.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to  Department 
sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and,  if  applicable,  loss  of  their 
identification  card,  certificate,  or  license  for  up  to  one  year. 

(91  All  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  shall  take  place  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility  that  is 
equipped  with  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  by  the  Qualifying  Patient  or  by 
such  patient’s  Primary  caregiver.  Two  Qualifying  Patients,  who  both  hold  valid 
Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification  cards,  may  share  one  enclosed,  locked 
facility.  No  more  than  twelve  Qualifying  Patient  or  Primary  caregiver  cultivated 
flowering  marijuana  plants  mav  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed  locked  facility, 
except  when  a  Primary  caregiver  also  holds  a  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 
identification  card,  in  which  case  no  more  than  eighteen  flowering  marijuana  plants 
mav  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed,  locked  facility. 

(101  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility.  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  assign, 
sell,  give,  lease,  sublicense,  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  or  certificate  to  any  other 
entity  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Department,  not  to  be  unreasonably  withheld. 

(IF)  Unless  allowed  by  the  local  government,  no  new  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility, 
or  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  be  initially  sited 
within  one  thousand  feet  of  any  then-existing  elementary  or  secondary  school,  child 
dav-care  center,  or  church.  No  local  government  shall  prohibit  Medical  Marijuana 
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Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facilities,  or  entities  with  a  transportation  certification  either  expressly  or  through  the 
enactment  of  ordinances  or  regulations  that  make  their  operation  unduly  burdensome 
in  the  jurisdiction.  However,  local  governments  may  enact  ordinances  or  regulations 
not  in  conflict  with  this  section,  or  with  regulations  enacted  pursuant  to  this  section, 
governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  such  facilities  in  the  locality.  A 
local  government  may  establish  civil  penalties  for  violation  of  an  ordinance  or 
regulations  governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  entity 
holding  a  transportation  certification  that  may  operate  in  such  locality, 

(12)  Unless  superseded  by  federal  law  or  an  amendment  to  this  Constitution,  a 
physician  shall  not  certify  a  qualifying  condition  for  a  patient  by  any  means  other 
than  providing  a  physician  certification  for  the  patient,  whether  handwritten, 
electronic,  or  in  another  commonly  used  format.  A  Qualifying  Patient  must  obtain  a 
new  physician  certification  at  least  annually. 

(13)  A  physician  shall  not  issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  for  a 
non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  The  Department  shall 
not  issue  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  on  behalf  of  a  non-emancipated 
Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  card  shall  be  issued  to  one  of  the 
parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or  guardian  may 
serve  as  a  Primary  caregiver  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  Only  the  Qualifying  Patient’s  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or 
possess  medical  marijuana  for  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 
of  eighteen.  A  parent  or  guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical 
marijuana  to  a  non-emancipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen 

(14)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  mandating  health  insurance  coverage 
of  medical  marijuana  for  Qualifying  Patient  use. 

(15)  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing, 
distribution,  sale,  and  administration  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities 
otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 
solely  because  of  that  use. 

8^  Severability 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  severable,  and  if  any  clause,  sentence,  paragraph  or  section 
of  this  measure,  or  an  application  thereof,  is  adjudged  invalid  by  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  the  other  provisions  shall  continue  to  be  in  effect  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 


9,  Effective  Date 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6.  2018, 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-051) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  29,  2016) 


Date 


December  19,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  information 
for  this  initiative  petition  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to  issue  new  licenses  for  the  cultivation, 
manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  It  requires  their  department  to  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  the  proposal,  develop  forms  and  issue  standards  in 
addition  to  licensure  and  certification  of  facilities.  The  proposal  requires  a  minimum  of 
60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  (one  per  every  100,000  inhabitants),  a  minimum  of  85 
licenses  for  manufacturing  facilities  (one  per  70,000  in  inhabitants),  and  a  minimum  of 
192  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities  (24  per  each  Congressional  district). 
Licensure  and  certification  is  subject  to  AHC  appeal  and  judicial  review.  AGO  assumes  it 
would  need  2  AAG  Is  to  provide  legal  representation  regarding  issuance,  denial,  and 
discipline  of  licenses  and  promulgation  of  and  challenges  to  administrative  rules.  If 
adopted  this  proposal  would  increase  AGO  operating  expenses  of  $139,474  for  FY2018; 
$150,610  for  FY2019;  and  $152,155  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  no  impact  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  the  costs  will 
be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $3,062,147  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $7,035,064  for  fiscal  year 
2020.  The  revenues  will  be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $1,134,000  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$12,124,800  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  entire  duplication,  however;  Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their 
department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  for  persons  suffering  from  intractable 
epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows  for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of 
cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the  legal  use  of  marijuana  for  persons 
who  are  issued  a  registration  card  due  to  a  debilitating  medical  condition.  Under  this 
proposal,  patients  with  intractable  epilepsy  could  also  qualify  to  receive  a  registration 
card  for  medical  marijuana  use. 

Rental  space  for  97  FTE  located  in  Jefferson  City:  97.00  FTE  x  230  sq  ft/FTE  x 
$21.00/sq.  ft.  =  $468,510. 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medicinal  purposes. 
There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as  cultivators, 
manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  testing  and/or  transportation  centers. 


Fiscal  Note  18-006  USD  -  DHSS 

Bill  Number  I  nitiative  Petition 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X  Yes  No 

I  ndicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented _ FY  2020 _ 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal  Funds 

- 

Total 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are 
at  full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

0 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1 T  Consultants 

75 

8,237.16 

- 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

Other  Costs: 

Disk  Storage  (SAN) 

45.36 

12 

- 

558.00 

572.00 

Backup  and  Recovery  (DistSys 
Backup-Recovery) 

0.49 

365 

- 

183.00 

188.00 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

741.00 

760.00 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment  requires  their  department  to  issue  annual 
registrations  for  patients  and  their  designated  caregivers,  patient  and  caregiver  cultivators, 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  In  addition,  the  amendment 


requires  their  department  to  certify  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation  entities, 
and  testing  facilities. 

The  proposal  allows  for  the  following  registration/license  fees  to  be  collected: 


Initial  Application  and  Annual  Renewal 

Qualifying  Patient  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Primary  Caregiver  ID  Card 

$25.00 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation 
ID  Card 

$100.00 

Within  3  years  of  Effective 
Date  of  Proposal  (December  6, 
2018  -  December  6,  2021) 

After  3  years  of  Effective  Date 
(after  December  6,  2021) 

Initial 
Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Fee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Initial 

Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Lee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Cultivation 

Facility 

$10,000 

$25,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Dispensary 

Facility 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Medical 

Marijuana- 

Infused 

Products 

Manufacturing 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Certification  Lee 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 

Up  to  $5,000 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 

Up  to  $5,000 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018.  According  to 
the  proposed  provisions  of  this  section,  they  shall  make  available  to  the  public  all  license 
application  forms  (cultivation,  dispensary,  manufacturing  and  testing  facilities)  and  the 
application  forms  for  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  and  qualifying  patient  cultivation 
identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  section  (June  6,  2019). 
They  shall  accept  all  applications  for  patients,  caregivers  and  cultivators  no  later  than  210 
days  following  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (July  6,  2019).  They  shall  accept 
applications  for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities  no  later 
than  240  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (August  6,  2019).  The  provisions  of 
this  section  also  allow  any  applicant  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with 
them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (January  6,  2019).  For 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  assumed  that  the  first  fees  for  license  applications  (pre¬ 
file)  would  be  accepted  January  6,  2019  (FY  2019).  The  first  fees  for  patient,  caregivers, 
and  cultivators  are  assumed  to  be  collected  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  The  first 
certification  fees  (seed-to-sale,  testing,  and  transportation)  are  assumed  to  be  collected 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020)  as  well. 

The  estimations  for  the  number  of  each  type  of  registration,  license  and  certification 
issued  each  year  are  detailed  under  the  headings  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH)  and  Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification  below..  The 
total  estimate  of  collected  fees  equals  $1,134,000  for  FY  2019  and  $12,124,800  for  FY 
2020. 

Section  1.3(2)(e)  allows  them  to  issue  rules  creating  a  range  of  administrative  penalties 
related  to  implementation  and  enforcement  of  rules  that  ensure  the  right  to,  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  These  administrative  penalties  could  include 
penalty  fees  but  the  fee  amounts  and  frequency  of  penalties  issued  is  unknown  at  this 
time. 

Section  1.4(1)  of  the  proposed  amendment  mandates  each  licensed  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  facility  to  collect  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  all  medical  marijuana 
products  sold  to  be  collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  The  amount  of  tax 
that  will  be  collected  is  unknown  and  is  referred  to  the  DOR  for  these  estimations. 

The  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  of  the  annual  taxes  collected.  The  rest  of  the  tax 
collected  is  to  be  deposited  by  the  DOR  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  This  fund  shall  consist  of  all  fees  and  taxes  collected  by  this  proposed  section. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 

Section  1.3(1)  authorizes  them  to  grant  or  refuse  licenses  and  certifications  for  the 
cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  the  provisions  of  Section  1.  This  section  also 
authorizes  them  to  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon 
any  violation  of  this  section  or  a  rule  promulgated  by  them  pursuant  to  this  section.  They 


shall  develop  such  rules,  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as 
necessary  to  implement  provisions  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  certify  at 
least  two  commercially  available  software  products  that  licensees  must  use  for  seed-to- 
sale  tracking  standards  and  issue  standards  for  the  certification  of  secure  transportation  of 
marijuana  an  marijuana-infused  products.  They  are  to  prepare  annually  a  publicly 
available  report  accounting  to  the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all 
responsibilities  assigned  to  them  by  this  section.  They  must  also  establish  a  system  to 
numerically  score  applicants  for  licenses  and  certificates  when  the  number  of  applicants 
are  more  than  the  minimum  required. 

Section  1.3(2)  permits  them  to  issue  any  rules  necessary  to  ensure  the  right  to,  availability 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  qualifying  patients.  This  includes 
addressing:  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and  such 
additional  enforcement  activities  that  may  become  necessary;  the  creation  of  a  range  of 
administrative  penalties;  development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owner, 
officers,  managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed 
pursuant  to  this  section;  security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed;  regulation  of  the 
storage  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for  medical  use;  sanitary  requirements  for  the 
preparation  of  medical  marijuana- infused  products;  labeling  and  packaging  standards; 
and  records  to  be  kept  by  the  licensees,  state  licensing  procedures  for  initial  licenses, 
renewals  and  reinstatements. 

Section  1.3(3)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  regarding  independent  testing  and  certification 
for  medical  marijuana  licensees  to  ensure  products  that  are  sold  for  human  consumption 
are  correctly  labeled  and  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health. 

Section  1.3(4)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  to  provide  for  the  standards  and  certification  of 
Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  They  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facility  entities. 

Section  1.3(6)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and 
(for  all  types  of  licensees  including  testing  facilities)  and  instructions  within  180  days  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(7)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and 
accompanying  instructions  for  qualifying  patients,  qualifying  patient  or  caregiver 
cultivation,  and  primary  caregiver  identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  accept  these  applications  within  210  days 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(18)  requires  them  to  begin  accepting  license  and  certification  application 
forms  and  instructions  (for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities)  no 
later  than  240  days  from  the  effective  date  and  shall  either  approve  or  deny  within  150 
days  after  submission. 


Section  1.3(19)  requires  them  to  process  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Section  1.3(20)  requires  them  to  process  a  primary  caregiver  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Support  of  an  IT  vendor  to  build  a  data  system  to  support  the  administration  and 
reporting  requirements  indicated  in  Section  1  of  Article  XVI  (Right  to  Access  Medical 
Marijuana).  The  system  would  be  used  by  the  department  to  process  applications  to 
include  issuance  of  licenses  and  identification  cards. 

Division  of  Administration 


Specific  program  impact  for  their  department  is  in  the  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH).  Each  application  and  license  transaction  will  have  an  associated  fee 
transaction,  which  impacts  the  Division  of  Administration  (DA). 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  required  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and,  represent  their  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

The  proposed  amendment  requires  them  to  adjust  (increase  or  decrease)  registration  and 
license  fees  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor.  The  change  in  fees  collected  (increase  or  decrease)  due  to  this  provision  is 
unable  to  be  determined  at  this  time. 

Also,  the  initial  application  and  renewal  licensing  fees  for  a  cultivation  facility, 
manufacturing  facility,  and  dispensing  facility  decrease  in  half  after  three  years  from  the 
effective  date  of  this  proposal. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH  ) 

Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  registration  cards  for  qualified  patients  and  their 
caregivers.  A  study  by  the  nonprofit  entity  ProCon  organization,  updated  March  2016, 
published  the  rates  of  patient  registration  cards  issued  for  each  state  with  a  medical 
marijuana  program 

(http://medicalmariiuana.procon.org/view.resource.php?resourceID=005889).  This  study 
found  that  Oregon  was  issuing  qualified  patient  cards  at  a  ratio  of  19.2  per  1,000  state 
residents.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  the  State  of  Oregon’s  program  will  be 
benchmarked  in  regard  to  the  number  of  patient  and  primary  caregiver  registrants.  While 
the  Oregon  program  was  initiated  in  May  1999  and  therefore  has  an  established  program, 


the  state  of  Missouri’s  chronic  disease  rates  are  generally  higher  and  the  qualifying 
medical  conditions  accepted  under  Missouri’s  proposal  are  broader  than  those  of  Oregon. 


Calculation  of  applications: 

•  Patients:  According  to  the  2015  U.S.  Census  Bureau  information,  Missouri’s 
population  is  at  6,083,672.  Applying  the  rate  of  19.2  applications  per  1,000 
residents,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  116,807  patient  registration  cards 
annually  ((6,083,672/1,000)  x  19.2)). 

•  Caregivers:  According  to  the  October  1,  2016  data  on  Oregon’s  Medical  Marijuana 
Program  Website,  the  ratio  of  patient  registration  cards  to  caregiver  cards  is 
calculated  at  2.29.  Calculating  this  same  ratio,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing 
51,007  caregiver  cards  annually  (116,807/2.29). 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the  medical  marijuana  program  is  December  6,  2018.  They 
are  required  to  have  the  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  identification 
cards  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  (June  6,  2019).  Section  1.3(6)  requires 
them  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  cards  no  later 
than  210  days  from  the  effective  date  (July  6,  2019).  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  they  will  begin  accepting  applications  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
They  will  collect  an  application  fee  of  $25  per  card,  per  Section  1.3(19)  and  1.3(20).  It  is 
assumed  that  the  fees  will  be  collected  in  the  same  fiscal  year  the  applications  are  received. 
It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application 
within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

116,807 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

51,007 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

5,101 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Applications  for  Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  identification  cards  for  a  qualifying  patient  or  his  or  her 
primary  caregiver  for  purposes  of  cultivating  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana  plants  for  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  qualifying  patient.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that 
10  percent  of  the  qualifying  patients  will  grow  marijuana  for  themselves  or  it  will  be  grown 
by  their  designated  primary  caregiver.  Therefore,  it  is  estimated  that  11,681  (116,807  x  .10) 
will  be  issued  in  FY  2020.  They  will  collect  an  annual  application  fee  of  $100  per  Section 
1.3(12).  It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  renew  their 
application  within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Cultivation  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

1,168 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
61  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  cultivation  facilities  by  the  end 
of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
cultivation  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  100,000  residents 
(6,083,672  Missouri  residents/ 100,000  residents  per  facility  =  61  facilities)  as  allowed  per 
Section  1.3(15).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019 
(FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019). 
They  estimates  that  half  of  the  cultivation  facilities  that  will  be  licensed  in  FY  2020  will 
pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial  application  fee  at 
$10,000  with  an  additional  $25,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the  facilities 
applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Application  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$300,000 

(pre-file) 

$310,000 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($25,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,525,000 

Total  Cultivation  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensing  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  dispensing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
192  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  dispensing  facilities  by  the 
end  of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
dispensing  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  twenty-four  (24)  licenses  per  each 
of  the  current  eight  U.S.  Congressional  Districts  (24  facilities  x  8  districts  =  192  facilities) 
as  allowed  per  Section  1.3(17).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a 
license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date 
(January  6,  2019).  They  estimate  that  half  of  the  dispensing  facilities  that  will  be  licensed 
in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial 


application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the 
facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Dispensing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$576,000 
(pre-file  fees) 

$576,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,920,000 

Total  Dispensing  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  estimated  that  87  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate 
medical  marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  by  the  end  of  FY  2020.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of  manufacturing 
facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  70,000  residents  (6,083,672 
Missouri  residents/70,000  residents  per  facility  =  87  facilities)  as  allowed  per  Section 
1.3(16).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  proposal 
and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application 
fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019).  They  estimate 
that  half  of  the  medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
licensed  in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the 
initial  application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license 
for  the  facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Manufacturing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$258,000 

$264,000 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  License 

Fees  ($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$870,000 

Total  Manufacturing  Application  & 

License  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  of  Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  Systems,  Transportation  Entities,  and  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities 

Section  1.3.(l)(d)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  commercially  available  systems  that 
licensees  may  use  as  their  seed-to-sale  tracking  system.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  certifications  for  two  commercially  available  systems. 


Section  1.3.(l)(e)  requires  them  to  certify  entities  which  demonstrate  compliance  with 
transportation  standards  in  order  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana- infused  products. 
For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that  all  licensed  medical  marijuana 
cultivation  facilities  and  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  will  obtain 
certification  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products.  Therefore,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  148  certifications  for  transportation  (61  cultivation  facilities  + 
87  manufacturing  facilities  =  148  total  facilities).  The  certification  process  will  occur 
simultaneous  with  the  licensure  of  the  facilities. 

Section  1.3. (4)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  facilities  as  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  It  is  estimated  that  only  two  facilities  will  be  certified.  The  certification  will 
occur  in  FY  2020. 

Section  1.3.(l)(f)  allows  the  department  to  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  any 
certification  issued.  It  is  assumed  that  they  will  charge  a  fee  of  $5,000  for  each  certification 
issued. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Transportation  Entity  Certifications 

0 

0 

148 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Total  Certifications 

0 

0 

152 

Total  Certification  Fees  ($5,000  ea.) 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Revenue  in  Application,  Licensing,  and  Certification  Fees 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Cultivation  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Fees 

$0 

$1,134,000 

$12,124,800 

Program  Operations:  Staffing 

Section  1  requires  the  establishment  of  a  medical  marijuana  program  through  promulgation 
of  rules  and  implementation  of  those  rules  for  administration  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards;  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards;  licensing  of 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing  facilities  and  infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities;  and  certification  of  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation 
entities,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  This  also  includes  the  development  of  all 
program  applications  and  forms,  identification  cards,  and  a  computerized  database  system 
to  allow  for  the  electronic  storage  of  and  processing  of  data  needed  to  issue  identification 


cards  and  licenses.  As  a  result,  DCPH  anticipates  the  need  to  hire  the  following  staff 
beginning  on  December  6,  2018  (FY  2019)  to  begin  development  of  the  program/system: 

One  Program  Manager  Broad  Band  2  ($65,000)  -  will  serve  as  Chief  of  the  Medical 
Marijuana  Bureau.  Duties  will  include  overall  program  management,  including  involvement 
in  rule  promulgation,  development  of  forms,  program  policies  and  procedures,  information 
system  development,  and  initial  program  set-up.  This  position  will  also  supervise  the  two 
Unit  (Program)  Coordinators,  two  Investigator  III  positions,  a  Health  Program 
Representative  III,  and  a  Bureau  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant. 

Two  Program  Coordinators  (A30,  $50,112,  Step  H)  -  will  serve  as  Unit  Coordinators.  One 
unit  will  be  responsible  for  processing  patient  and  caregiver  applications,  including  patient 
or  caregiver  cultivation  applications.  The  other  unit  will  be  responsible  for  the  applications 
and  licensing  and/or  certification  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing 
facilities,  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities;  testing  facilities,  transportation  entities, 
and  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems.  These  positions  will  be  involved  in  the  initial  program 
development  with  the  Bureau  Chief,  hiring  of  staff,  and  development  of  training  for  staff. 
Once  the  program  is  operational,  the  Coordinators  responsibilities  extend  to  implementation 
and  maintenance  of  the  program,  responsibility  for  meeting  application  decision  deadlines, 
and  ongoing  management  responsibilities. 

One  Health  Program  Representative  III  (A24,  $39,708.  Step  G)  -  duties  will  include 
assistance  in  rule  promulgation,  program  policies  and  procedures,  forms  development, 
information  system  development/troubleshooting  and  maintenance,  and  initial  program  set¬ 
up.  This  position  will  serve  as  the  liaison  between  the  Units  and  IT  work  on  system 
maintenance  and  enhancements.  This  position  will  also  certify  the  seed-to-sale  tracking 
systems  that  are  commercially  available  to  use  by  the  licensed  facilities.  This  position  will 
also  be  responsible  for  establishing  materials  to  educate  the  public  about  the  program  and 
exhibiting  at  conferences  or  other  venues  to  education  physicians  and  the  general  public. 

One  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant  (A15,  $28,668,  Step  F)  -  duties  will  include 
providing  administrative  assistance  to  the  Bureau  Chief,  Program  Coordinators, 
Investigators,  Inspectors,  and  HPR  III  positions.  As  allowed,  this  position  will  also  assist  in 
initial  processing  of  patient  and  caregiver  applications  for  registration  cards. 

The  following  staff  will  be  hired  to  begin  March  1,  2019.  This  hire  date  will  allow  for 
training  and  final  program  preparation  to  occur  prior  to  the  required  release  dates  for  the 
application  forms  for  patients  and  caregivers,  patient  or  caregiver  cultivators,  certifications, 
and  facility  licenses: 

Two  Investigator  III  positions  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  investigate  all 
instances/complaints  of  possible  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  behalf  of  a  recommending 
physician,  a  registered  patient  and/or  caregiver,  a  cultivator,  or  a  medical  marijuana  facility. 
With  a  new  program  of  this  size  and  the  legalization  of  something  that  remains  illegal  for 
the  majority  of  the  population,  it  is  anticipated  that  they  will  receive  a  fair  number  of  calls 
reporting  instances  of  possible  violations.  While  two  is  estimated  for  purposes  of  this  fiscal 


note,  it  may  be  necessary  to  add  additional  staff  after  the  program  is  operational  for  some 
time.  The  additional  costs  remain  unknown. 

Two  Grain  Inspector  IV  positions  (A23,  $38,304,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  complete 
the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities  to  monitor  compliance 
with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be 
met  for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible 
for  certifying  the  cultivation  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  the  process  of  testing  plants  for  molds, 
mildew,  and  pesticides  and  making  sure  the  facilities  are  dealing  with  these  issues  in  a 
proper  way. 

One  Grain  Inspector  Compliance  Coordinator  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this  position 
coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  Grain  Inspector  positions;  ensuring  inspections 
are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  will  also  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  inspectors  and  make  final  action  decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

Four  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G)  -  these 
positions  will  complete  the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  dispensing  and  the 
medical-marijuana  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be  met 
for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible  for 
certifying  the  manufacturing  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  ensuring  sanitation  requirements  are  met 
and  the  infused-products  are  labeled  and  packaged  correctly. 

One  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  V  position  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this 
position  coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  EPHS  IV  positions;  ensuring 
inspections  are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  also  provides  technical 
assistance  to  the  environmental  specialists  and  makes  final  action 
decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

One  Health  Facilities  Consultant  (A29,  $48,852,  Step  H)  -  this  position  will  complete  the 
inspections  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities  in  order  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  needed  to  obtain  and  maintain  certification.  This  position  will 
also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  testing  facilities  to  assist  with  obtaining  and 
maintaining  the  certification.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  as  this  classification 
currently  completes  the  inspections  of  other  medical  laboratories  certified  by  the  state. 

49  Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  positions  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  processing  of  paper  applications  to  include  opening  and  date  stamping  of  mail,  entry 
of  application  information  into  the  electronic  registry,  initial  verification  of  applicant  and 
physician  identification,  initial  application  review  to  include  determination  of  application 
approval  or  denial  (including  incomplete  status),  preparation  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards,  preparation  of  patient/caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards,  initial 
processing  of  medical  marijuana  facility  applications,  preparation  of  identification  cards  for 


all  owners  and  employees  of  the  medical  marijuana  facility  licensees,  processing  revoked 
cards,  and  answering  of  phones  and  assisting  telephone  callers. 

24  Health  Program  Representative  II  (HPR  II)  positions  (A21,  $35,640,  Step  G)  -  duties 
will  include  supervision  of  the  SOSA  positions  and  quality  assurance  checks  of  the 
application  entry  and  initial  verification  completed  by  the  SOSAs.  This  position  will  have 
responsibility  for  final  approval  of  application  incomplete  notices,  rejects,  revocations,  and 
card  issuances.  This  position  will  ensure  application  process  deadlines  as  mandated  by 
proposed  amendment  are  met.  This  position  will  also  verify  all  registrations  of  owners  and 
employees  associated  with  the  licensed  medical  marijuana  facilities,  including  coordination 
with  the  Inspectors  and  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialists  for  final  issuance  of 
facility  licenses. 

For  fiscal  note  purposes  they  calculated  45  minutes  per  patient  and  caregiver  application 
and  45  minutes  per  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  application. 

197,445  (184,596  patient  and  caregiver  apps  +  12,849  cultivation  apps)  X  .75/hour  /  2,080 
hours  per  year  per  staff  =71.2  staff  (round  to  71  staff). 

They  calculated  14  hours  for  the  processing  of  a  dispensing  facility  license  application  and 
15  hours  for  the  processing  of  the  cultivation  and  manufacturing  facility  license  (additional 
hour  for  processing  transportation  certification  application). 

(192  dispensing  facilities  x  14  hours)  +  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  15  hours)  +  (87  infused 
products  manufacturing  facilities  x  15  hours)  =  4,908  total  hours/divided  by  2,080  hrs/year 
per  staff  =  2.4  staff  (round  to  2  staff).  This  is  a  total  of  73  processing  staff  (SOSA  and  HPR 
II  positions). 

Printing  Costs 

They  will  print  individual  identification  cards  for  the  qualified  patient,  caregiver,  patient  or 
caregiver  cultivation  identification  card,  and  identification  cards  for  each  owner,  board 
member,  employee  of  the  licensed  facilities.  The  cards  are  encoded  with  a  magnetic  stripe 
for  security  and  linkage  to  the  IT  system  for  dispensing  purposes.  DCPH  will  purchase  a 
card  delivery  system  with  the  ability  to  print  the  card  with  the  magnetic  stripe,  attach  the 
card  to  a  personalized  letter,  and  secure  in  an  envelope  ready  for  mailing.  The  initial  cost  of 
the  card  delivery  system  is  estimated  at  $277,000.  In  addition  there  will  be  an  annual 
equipment  preventative  maintenance  fee  of  $34,000.  The  average  supply  cost  to  print  each 
card  is  $0.5 9/card. 

They  are  estimating  the  number  of  identification  cards  to  be  printed  each  year  per  facility 
licensed  to  be  25  for  a  cultivation  facility,  10  for  a  dispensing  facility,  and  25  for  a 
manufacturing  facility.  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  25  =  1,525  cards,  192  dispensing 
facilities  x  10  =  1,920  cards,  87  manufacturing  facilities  x  25  =  2,175  cards)  License 
certificates  will  be  printed  for  each  facility  on  special  certificate  paper  (heat  sensitive  ink 
background)  provided  by  state  printing  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $200  per  1,000  pieces  of 


certificate  paper.  The  license  certificates  and  identification  cards  for  facilities  will  not  be 
produced  until  FY  2020  when  the  facility  becomes  licensed. 


DCPH  will  print  100,000  brochures  each  year  the  program  is  operational  at  a  cost  of  $0.06 
per  brochure.  This  brochure  will  provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  medical 
cannabis  program  and  assistance  in  completing  a  valid  registration. 

FY  2019 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 
FY  2020 

•  184,596  patient  and  caregiver  cards  +  12,849  cultivation  cards  +  1,525  identification 
cards  for  cultivation  facilities,  1,920  identification  cards  for  dispensing  facilities  + 
2,175  for  manufacturing  facilities  =  203,065  cards  x  $0.59  per  card/print  supplies  = 
$119,808 

•  492  Certificates  for  facility  licenses  and  certifications  ($200/1,000)  =  $200 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 

Mailing  Costs 

Each  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver  will  receive  his/her  card  in  the  mail.  If  the 
patient  or  caregiver  applied  for  a  cultivation  identification  card,  that  card  will  be  mailed 
separately.  Each  licensed  facility  will  be  mailed  a  copy  of  their  license  and  identification 
cards.  It  is  estimated  that  10  percent  of  the  registered  participants,  caregivers  and 
patient/caregiver  cultivators  will  submit  a  change  request  to  their  application  requiring  a 
change  notification  receipt  by  mailing.  It  is  projected  that  five  percent  of  all  applications 
will  be  incomplete  and  requires  mailing  of  an  incomplete  notice.  It  is  also  projected  that  25 
percent  of  the  printed  brochures  (25,000)  along  with  paper  applications  will  be  mailed  to  the 
public  upon  request.  The  other  printed  brochures  will  be  available  for  distribution  at 
conferences  and  other  public  venues. 


Projected  mailings  are  as  follows: 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  and  Caregiver  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Cultivation  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Facility  Certificates 

0 

0 

492 

Facility  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

5,620 

Change  Request  Notifications 

0 

0 

17,774 

Incomplete  Notifications 

0 

0 

8,887 

Brochures/app  mailed 

0 

25,000 

25,000 

Total  mailings 

0 

25,000 

255,218 

FY  2019 

•  25,000  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  25  X  $41  =  $1,025 

•  Postage  (25,000  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $9,750 


FY  2020 

•  255,218  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  256  X  $41  =  $10,496 

•  Postage  (255,218  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $99,535 

Criminal  Records  Check 

Section  1.3.(2)(h)  suggests  that  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees  and  other  support  staff  of  the  licensed  facilities  shall 
include  a  fingerprint-based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  Section  1.7(2)  states  no  licensed  facility  shall  have  an  owner,  officer, 
manager,  contractor,  employee  or  other  support  staff  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense. 
They  assumes  that  as  part  of  the  facility  license  application,  the  facilities  would  need  to 
submit  a  current  finger  print  based  criminal  record  report  as  would  be  promulgated  in  rule. 
Therefore,  they  assume  no  cost  for  obtaining  the  fingerprint  check. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Application  Storage  Costs 

In  order  to  manage  the  final  storage  of  paper  applications  submitted,  Content  Manager  for 
electronic  scanning  and  storage  will  be  utilized.  The  costs  for  Content  Manager  are 
estimated  at  $132  per  month  for  the  state  data  server  costs,  $234  for  an  annual  license  for 
each  user  who  needs  to  view  files  and  $828  for  an  annual  license  for  each  position  with 
ability  to  scan/import  documents.  Content  Manager  services  will  not  be  acquired  until  FY 
2020. 

Information  Systems  Development 

Estimating  a  12  month  project  duration  with  a  project  team  consisting  of  4  IT  Consultants. 
Applications  will  be  received  as  paper  submissions  to  the  department.  System  will  print 
licenses  and  identification  cards  for  physical  delivery  to  the  applicant.  The  system  will  be 
hosted  in  the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  virtual  servers.  Disk  space  has  been 
estimated  at  50  GB  for  Development  and  Test  with  150  GB  estimated  for  Production. 
While  we  have  estimated  for  a  system  build  it  is  possible  COTS  solutions  are  available  at  a 
similar  cost.  Estimated  costs  are  detailed  above  in  the  ITSD-DHSS  table. 

Division  of  Administration 


DHSS-DA  assumes  one  Accounting  Clerk  can  process  30,000  receipt  transactions  per  year. 
An  Accounting  Generalist  I/II  would  be  needed  to  supervise  for  every  five  Account  Clerks. 

Accounting  Clerk  (A  12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  duties  would  include: 

•  Open  and  sort  mail; 

•  Process  and  enter  receipts  in  the  department  computer  system; 

•  Prepare  bank  deposits  and  cash  receipts  documents; 

•  Reconcile  daily  receipts; 

•  Distribute  supporting  documentation  program. 


Accounting  Generalist  I/II  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  duties  would  include: 

•  Supervise  and  review  the  work  of  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  processing  the  fees. 


Each  application  and  license  would  have  a  fee  transaction. 


FY2019 

FY2020 

Transaction 

0 

184,596 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application 

0 

12,849 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Cultivation  Application 

30 

92 

Cultivation  Facility  Application 

96 

288 

Dispensing  Facility  Application 

43 

131 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application 

0 

152 

Certifications 

169 

198,108 

Total  Number  of  Transactions 

6.00  FTE 

Accounting  Clerk 

1.00  FTE 

Accounting  Generalist  I/ll 

Office  of  General  Counsel 


Legal  Counsel  ($50,000) 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  needed  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and  represent  the  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $11,229  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $35,262  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $67,160  in  fiscal  year  2025  and  thereafter. 

Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 


Thus,  the  expected  impact  of  IP  18-51  should  bring  about  2  new  prison  admissions  and  3 
new  field  admissions  in  the  first  year  of  enactment  (FY19).  The  maximum  impact  should 
be  expected  by  FY25  and  will  lead  to  an  additional  3  offenders  in  prison  and  18  offenders 
in  the  field. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  we  currently  test 
our  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  our  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  us  to  determine  which  of  our  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $242,855  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $124,921  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$126,460  for  fiscal  year  2020,  which  includes  information  technology  (IT)  related  costs 
of  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  for  fiscal  year 
2020  for  IT  consultants. 

This  legislation  increases  total  state  revenue  by  an  unknown  amount  from  the  sales  tax 
collected  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana. 

Section  4 

The  legislation  levies  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  marijuana  by 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Their  department  may  retain  up  to  five  percent 
for  the  cost  of  collection.  The  petition  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  may  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the 
fund  to  meet  cash  requirements  in  advance  of  receiving  revenues.  The  tax  levied  by  this 
section  is  separate  and  in  addition  to  any  general  state  and  local  sales  tax  that  applies  to 
retail  sales.  Because  their  department  does  not  have  enforcement  responsibilities,  it  may 
make  more  sense  for  the  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
and  then  sent  to  their  department  for  deposit  into  the  fund. 

Administrative  Impact; 

Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

This  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  registration  phone  calls,  business  tax 
account  update  requests,  and  delinquent  phone  contacts  from  the  additional  businesses 
registering  to  collect  sales  tax  on  medical  marijuana.  Collections  and  Tax  Assistance 
requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  per  24,000 
additional  contacts  to  the  registration  section  and  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment. 


Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  selling  price,  it  is  separate 
from  sales  and  use  tax.  This  tax  needs  to  be  reported  and  deposited  separately  from  sales 
and  use  tax.  This  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to  track  and 
distribute  receipts.  This  will  include  a  new  program  within  the  Integrated  Tax  System. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  Director  and  the  Division 

of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  each  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this 
initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  for  the  Criminal  Records 
Fund  estimated  revenue  of  $179,040  and  estimated  costs  of  $67,140  for  fiscal  year  2018, 
unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

For  each  fingerprint-based  background  check  processed,  the  state  retains  the  $20  state  fee 
and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  for  a  pass-thru  fee. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  allow  medical  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  provide  that 
it  shall  be  taxed  at  four  percent  of  the  retail  price. 

According  to  the  2015  United  States  Census  Bureau’s  census  estimate,  Missouri’s 
population  was  6,083,672.  Based  on  this  total,  the  number  of  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  is  as  follows: 

Cultivation  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  100,000  inhabitants  per  the 
proposed  amendment,  60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  may  be  issued.  Further 
estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record 
checks  for  employees,  owners  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  1,500  (60  x  25). 

Dispensing  Facilities 

Assuming  the  maximum  number  of  licenses  that  will  be  issued  in  each  of  the  eight 
United  States  Congressional  Districts  in  the  state  of  Missouri  is  24,  the  maximum  number 
of  licenses  issued  for  Dispensing  facilities  equals  192  (24  x  8).  Further  estimating  10 
employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners 
etc.  of  Dispensary  Facilities  equals  1,920  (192  x  10). 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  70,000  inhabitants  (per  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment)  the  number  of  facilities  would  equal  87  (6,083,672  / 
70,000).  Further  estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of 
criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners,  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  2,175 
(87  x  25). 

The  estimated  number  of  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  checks 
estimated  to  be  generated  with  the  passage  of  this  amendment  is  5,595  (1,500  for 


Cultivation  Facilities;  1,920  -  Dispensing  Facilities;  2,175  -  Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities). 


The  charge  for  each  background  check  processed  is  $40.30.  Twenty  dollars  for  the  state 
fingerprint  check,  $12  for  the  federal  check,  and  an  $8.30  charge  for  the  statewide 
applicant  fingerprinting  contractor  fee  ($20  +  $12  +  8.30  =  $40.30).  Of  this  amount,  the 
state  retains  the  $20  fee  and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  of  $12  for  a  pass-thru  fee.  The 
$8.30  charge  is  paid  directly  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  application. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY 1 8 

5,595  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check)  $179,040 

Estimated  Expense  FY  1 8 

5,595  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge)  $67,140 

Subsequent  yearly  background  checks  will  be  based  on  turnover. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check) 

Estimated  Expense  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge) 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Article  XVI,  Section  1  allows  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  (DHSS)  to 
grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  distribution,  and  sale  of 
marijuana  for  medical  use.  This  authority  includes  the  creation  and  imposition  of 
administrative  penalties;  however,  no  actual  amounts  are  given. 

The  article  establishes  facility  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities, 
medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and  medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities.  Table  1  outlines  the  fees  and  renewal  periods  by  facility  license 


type.  In  addition  to  facility  fees,  Section  3  creates  certifications  for  a  seed-to-sale  system, 
transportation,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  DHSS  is  allowed  to  charge  up  to 
$5,000  per  certification  and  must  certify  at  least  two  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems  and 
two  testing  facilities;  however,  no  minimum  requirement  was  listed  for  the  transportation 
of  medical  marijuana. 


Table  1:  Facility  License  and  Annual  Fees 

Section 

Facility  License  Type 

License 

Fee*  Years 

1-3 

License 

Fee* 

Years  3+ 

Annual 

Fee* 

Renewal 

Period 

3(8) 

medical  marijuana  cultivation 
facilities 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Every  3  years 

3(9) 

medical  marijuana  dispensary 
facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

3(10) 

medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

*  License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (12)  allows  qualifying  patients,  or  his  or  her  primary  caregiver,  to  obtain  an 
identification  card  allowing  for  personal  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana 
plants.  Section  3  (19)  and  Section  3  (20)  establish  identification  cards  for  qualifying 
patients  of  medical  marijuana  and  primary  caregivers.  Table  2  outlines  the  fees  and 
renewal  periods  for  the  different  identification  cards. 


Table  2:  Identification  Fees 

Section 

Identification  Type 

Fee* 

Renewal  Period 

3(12) 

Personal  Cultivation  I.D.  Card 

$100 

annually 

3(19) 

Qualifying  Patient  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

3  (20) 

Primary  Caregiver  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

*License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (15)  states  that  DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one 
license  per  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (16)  states  that 
DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one  license  per  seventy 
thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (17)  states  that  DHSS  may  limit  the  number 
of  dispensary  facilities  to  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district.  Table  3  outlines  the  facility  count  limits  and  estimates  what  the  facility  counts 
would  be  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  data  should  these  limits  be  implemented.  Once  the 
minimum  number  of  facilities  has  been  established,  any  decrease  in  the  number  of 
inhabitants  within  Missouri,  or  changes  to  the  number  or  boundaries  of  the  Congressional 
Districts,  shall  have  no  impact  to  the  established  minimum  number  of  licenses  allowed  by 
the  article. 


Table  3:  Facility  Count  Limits 

Section 

Facility  Type 

Minimum  Limit 

Facility 

Count 

3(15) 

cultivation  facilities 

1  per  100,000 

60 

3(16) 

marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities 

1  per  70,000 

86 

3(17) 

medical  marijuana  dispensaries 

24  per  U.S. 

Congressional  District 

192 

Section  4  (1)  creates  a  4%  sales  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at 
medical  dispensary  facilities  within  the  state.  Revenues  from  this  tax  shall  be  paid  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  for  collection  costs. 
The  remainder  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund. 

Section  4  (2)  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  in  the  state  treasury 
which  will  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  This  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  DHSS 
shall  be  appropriated  an  amount  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for 
military  veterans. 

Section  9  states  that  the  effective  date  of  Article  XVI  would  be  December  6,  2018. 
However,  B&P  estimates  that  revenue  generation  would  not  begin  until  at  least  June  2019 
for  patients  and  July  2019  for  facilities  given  the  provisions  in  Section  3. 

Using  data  from  Arizona,  which  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law,  B&P  estimates  that 
up  to  65,547  patients  and  caregivers  could  utilize  this  bill.  Of  these,  up  to  2,000  may 
gain  approval  for  personal  cultivation.  B&P  estimates  that  annual  fees  for  patients, 
caregivers,  and  personal  cultivation  could  generate  approximately  $1.4M  annually  by  FY 
2021,  assuming  growth  is  similar  to  that  seen  with  the  Arizona  medical  marijuana 
program. 

B&P  estimates  that  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  facilities  could  generate 
approximately  $2.3M  in  FY  2020,  and  $1.1M  every  three  years  thereafter.  The  initiative 
petition  does  not  specify  whether  these  facilities  would  pay  the  annual  fee  and  a  license 
renewal  fee  every  three  years.  Therefore,  B&P  assumes  that  both  would  need  to  be  paid 
in  the  third  year  of  a  license.  Table  4  outlines  the  revenues  from  the  license  and  annual 
fees. 


Table  4:  License  and  Annual  Fees  by  Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

$87,000 

$1,046,000 

$1,186,000 

$1,704,000 

$1,737,000 

Personal  Cultivation** 

$17,000 

$200,000 

$204,000 

$208,000 

$212,000 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

$600,000 

$1,531,000 

$1,561,000 

$1,905,000 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

$516,000 

$879,000 

$896,000 

$1,183,000 

Dispensary* 

$1,152,000 

$1,962,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,642,000 

Total 

$104,000 

$3,514,000 

$5,762,000 

$6,369,000 

$7,679,000 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 


Section  4  requires  a  four  percent  sales  tax  to  be  applied  to  all  sales  of  marijuana  products, 
in  addition  to  current  state  and  local  sales  tax.  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during 
2014  of  $110M  and  2015  of  approximately  $155. 7M,  B&P  calculates  that  this  provision 
could  increase  TSR  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  5 
outlines  the  estimated  revenues  from  each  tax  and  where  revenues  will  be  directed. 


Table  5:  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Sales  Tax  Fund 

Revenue  Generated  by  Sales  Tax 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health 

and  Care  Fund 

$2,200,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

General  Revenue 

$1,650,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

Education 

$550,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

$55,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

Conservation 

$69,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

Total 

$0 

$4,524,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

*  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 


B&P  estimates  that  all  provisions  in  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  $2.3M 
and  GR  by  $1.7M  in  FY20.  In  FY21,  TSR  could  increase  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M. 
This  initiative  petition  will  not  impact  the  calculations  under  18(e). 


Table  6:  Summary  of  Revenue  Generated  by  Medical  Marijuana  Taxes  and  Fees 

Revenue  Source 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

License  and  Annual  Fees 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

0.1 

1.0 

1.2 

1.7 

1.7 

Personal  Cultivation** 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

0.6 

1.5 

1.6 

1.9 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

0.5 

0.9 

0.9 

1.2 

Dispensary* 

1.2 

2.0 

2.0 

2.6 

Total  License  and  Annual  Fees: 

0.1 

3.5 

5.8 

6.4 

7.7 

Sales  Tax** 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and 

Care  Fund 

2.2 

6.2 

6.2 

6.2 

General  Revenue 

1.7 

4.7 

4.7 

4.7 

Education 

0.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Conservation 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Total  Sales  Tax: 

4.5 

12.8 

12.8 

12.8 

Total  Revenue  to  Missouri 

Veterans'  Health  and  Care  Fund 

0.1 

5.7 

12.0 

12.6 

13.9 

Total  State  Revenues 

2.3 

6.6 

6.6 

6.6 

Total  Local  Sales  Tax 

2.0 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

figures  in  $M 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 

AA Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 


each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000  annually. 

Joy  Sweeney,  Executive  Director,  Council  for  Drug  Free  Youth  provided  the 
following  information  for  this  initiative  petition. 


Fiscal  Impact  of  Marijuana  Legalization 


The  fiscal  impact  of  marijuana  legalization  is  far  reaching.  Colorado  has  provided  a  great  deal  of  data  for 
Missouri  to  utilize  to  determine  the  impact  legalization  will  have  here. 

The  information  in  this  report  is  from  The  Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area  (HIDTA) 
Report1,  and  it  provides  a  basis  of  study  for  the  effects  of  the  legalization  of  marijuana,  including  fiscal 
ramifications.  The  American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine  (ASAM)  "asserts  that  the  anticipated  public 
health  costs  of  marijuana  legalization  are  significant..."2  It  is  important  to  note  the  various  costs 
incurred  with  legalization,  including  enforcement,  prevention,  education,  treatment,  medical  costs, 
etc.  By  utilizing  the  HIDTA  Report,  Missouri  can  predict  the  cost  to  the  state.  A  summary  of  their  findings 
follows: 

Colorado  tracked  data  from  three  waves  of  marijuana  legalization: 

•  2006-2008  is  the  "early  medical  marijuana  era" 

•  2009-Present  is  the  "medical  marijuana  commercialization  and  expansion  era" 

•  2013-Present  is  the  "recreational  marijuana  era" 

Impaired  Driving 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  48  percent  in  the  three-year  average  (2013-2015)  since 
Colorado  legalized  recreational  marijuana  compared  to  the  three-year  average  (2010-2012)  prior  to 
legalization. 

During  the  same  time,  all  traffic  deaths  increased  11  percent. 

Marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  increased  62  percent  from  71  to  115  persons  after  recreational 
marijuana  was  legalized  in  2013. 

In  2009,  Colorado  marijuana-related  traffic  deaths  involving  operators  testing  positive  for  marijuana 
represented  10  percent  of  all  traffic  fatalities.  By  2015,  that  number  doubled  to  21  percent. 

The  Colorado  State  Patrol  DUID  Program  2015  data  includes: 

•  77  percent  (665)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana 

•  40  percent  (347)  of  the  862  DUIDs  involved  marijuana  only 

Average  Marijuana  Related  Fatalities  increased  48%  between  2008-2012  and  58%  between  2012-2015. 

Operators  involved  in  fatalities  testing  positive  for  marijuana  more  than  tripled: 

•  2006  was  4.03% 

•  2009  was  6.41% 

•  2013  was  8.97% 


i 

Rocky  Mountain  High  Intensity  Drug  Trafficking  Area.  "The  Legalization  of  Marijuana  in  Colorado:  The  Impact".  Volume  4,  September  2016. 
http://www.rmhidta.org/html/2016%20FINAL%20Legalization%20of%20Mariiuana%20in%20Colorado%20The%20lmpact.pdf 

American  Society  of  Addiction  Medicine,  State-Level  Proposals  to  Legalize  Marijuana,  http://www.asam.org/advocacv/find-a-policv- 
statement/view-policv-statement/public-policy-statements/2012/07/30/state-level-proposals-to-legalize-mariiuana,  July  2012. 


•  2015  was  12.06% 


Effects  on  Youth 


From  school  years  2008-2014,  drug  related  suspensions/expulsions  increased  40%. 

58%  of  all  drug  related  expulsions  were  for  marijuana. 

Past  month  marijuana  use  for  youth  aged  12-17  reports: 


National  rates 

Colorado  rates 

2008-6.72  %  of  youth 

2008-8.75%  of  youth 

2014-7.22%  of  youth 

2014-11.74%  of  youth 

Referrals  to  Law  Enforcement 


In  2006,  total  drug  related  referrals  to  law  enforcement  were  23.4%;  compared  to  alcohol  at  8%. 

In  2016,  total  referrals  were  29.7%,  compared  to  4.3%  for  alcohol. 

In  the  2015/16  school  year,  73%  of  all  drug  related  referrals  were  for  marijuana. 

Emergency  Room  Visits  Related  to  Marijuana 

2012- 9,982 

2013- 12,888 

2014- 18,255 

From  2012-2014,  there  was  a  49%  increase. 

Total  of  all  hospitalizations  that  were  marijuana  related: 

2000-2,541 

2013- 8,078 

2014- 9,856 

The  national  average  percent  of  children  ages  0-5  reported  for  marijuana  exposure  from  2010-2013 
was  4.97%.  In  Colorado  it  was  17.81% 

Between  2003  and  2013,  accidental  marijuana  exposure  to  youth  under  age  six  increased  by  about  150 
percent. 

Treatment  Admissions  for  Marijuana 

Data  from  Colorado  from  2005-2013  doesn't  demonstrate  a  definitive  trend  and  averages  about  6,500 
admissions  a  year... .There  may  be  a  drop  in  treatment  admissions  for  marijuana  abuse  among  adults 
because  of  a  reduction  in  criminal  justice  referrals  through  diversion  and  drug  courts  due  to  fewer 
people  entering  the  system. 

73.6%  of  youth  in  the  Denver  Health  Clinic  youth  are  male,  the  mean  age  is  15.8  years,  and  98.1%  are 
there  primarily  for  cannabis  use  disorder. 


Other  Pertinent  Information 


•  As  of  January  2016,  there  were  424  retail  marijuana  stores  in  the  state  of  Colorado  compared  to 
322  Starbucks  and  202  McDonald's. 

•  68  percent  of  local  jurisdictions  have  banned  medical  and  recreational  marijuana  businesses. 

•  From  2014  to  2015,  property  crime  increased  6.2  percent,  violent  crime  increased  6.7  percent, 
and  all  crime  increased  6.2  percent. 

•  93%  of  CO  medical  marijuana  card  holders  obtained  it  to  treat  "severe  pain" 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 
the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of 
Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape 
Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College 
of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St.  Louis  Community  College,  and 
the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  generate  annual  taxes  and  fees  of  $18  million  for  state  operating 
costs  and  veterans  programs,  and  $6  million  for  local  governments.  Annual  state  operating  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $7  million. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


ir"  - ;  w  ij  '  "  j 

NOV  2  8  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  28,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Timothy  Gilio  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Timothy  Gilio  on  November  28,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  116.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for 
anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more 
than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a 
registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  ot  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis), 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of 
the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"'  day  of  November,  2018, 
and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

ant) _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city, 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  alter  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

MOV  2  8  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ __J.  — 

first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name  (signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Street  Address,  City 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Name  (printed) 

sioned  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signei  is  a 

pur^Sre%embyswearor  affirm  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  all  statements 

MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age. 

I  do  _  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer - — * 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this - day  of 


Signature  of  Notary. 
Address  of  Notary_ 


Address  of  Affiant 


My  commission  expires - - - - — 

If  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements 
of  section  1 16.050  and  section  1 16.080  are  met,  it  shall  be 
sufficient,  disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical 


errors. 
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This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals  in  part  or  in  whole,  and 
amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105, 105.1108, 105.1112,  195.010.(10)(b)(c), 
195.010.(10)(d),  195.010. (17)(g),  195.010.(17)(1),  195.010(24),  195.015.4,  195.017.2(4),  195.017. 2(4)(z),  195.017.2(4)(ii),  195.140.2(2), 
195.202.2,  195.203.3,  195.211.2,  195.211.3,  195.211.4,  195.222.7,  195.223.7,  195.223.8,  263.250.1 


Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV,  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

1  .Cannabis  aka  marijuana  and  cannabis  hemp  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  Missouri  s  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among. 
Missouri's  drugs  schedules. 

2.  Definitions  of  terms  used  in  this  Act:  cannabis  and  cannabis  hemp  refer  to  cannabis  marijuana,  cannabis  sativa,  cannabis  indica,  cannabis  ruderalis  or  any. 
variety  of  cannabis  including  any  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower  leaf  particle  preparation  resin  root  salt  seed  stalk  stem  or  any  product.theregL 

a.  Medical  cannabis  refers  to  Physician  or  Veterinarian  written  recommended  use  of  cannabis  or  any  form  of  cannabis  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flQweL 
stem,  stalk,  root,  leaf,  or  anv  Cannabis  product  thereof. 

b.  Personal  aka  recreational  use  refers  to  any  cannabis  products  use  not  recommended  by  Physician’s  or  Veterinarian’s 

c.  Cannabis  accessories  means  anv  equipment,  products  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used  or  intended  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing^ 
harvesting,  manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing,  packaging,  repackaging  or  storing  of  cannabis  or 
hemp  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing  smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  or  onto  the  human  body  with  anv  vehicle  or  what  could  be  construed. 
as  a  dangerous  device. 

d.  Establishment  refers  to  cannabis  cultivating  facility,  a  cannabis  manufacturing  facility  or  retail  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares  manufactures 
packages  transports  or  sells  cannabis  or  hemp  products  or  accessories. 

3.  Minors  refers  to  anyone  under  the  age  of  21 

a.  Cannabis  or  its  products  shall  not  be  sold  to  anyone  under  the  age  21. 

b.  Anyone  under  the  age  21  shall  have  legal  access  to  cannabis  through  a  physician's  written  recommendation,  parental  supervision  or  a  legal  quardianfor 
medical  conditions  or  diseases  that  cannabis  might  help  with. 

c.  No  minor  shall  be  prosecuted  for  possession  of  cannabis  or  its  products  &  shall  not  be  prohibited  from  taking  cannabis  as  medicine  in  any  school  within_the_ 
boundaries  of  Missouri. 


4.  The  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  these  revised  Missouri  law's 

a.  Possession  or  cultivation  of  cannabis  for  personal  or  medical  use  in  an  area  sufficient  to  produce  the  Quantity  necessary  to  address  one's  personal  or  medical, 
needs 

b.  Cultivating,  harvesting,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring,  displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and 
cannabis  products  for  commercial  purposes,  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licenses  to  run  a  business  in  Missouri.  No  special  licensing  will  be 
reouired  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the  cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display,  or  possessing  of  any 
non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

c.  Providing  cannabis,  aka  marijuana  and  or  anv  part  of  the  cannabis  plant  thereof  to  be  sold  to  the  public  must  be  tested  by  an  accredited  testing  facility  and  all 
packaging  labeled  accordingly  to  reflect  said  testing. 

d.  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  anv  person,  corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted 
lawfully  in  accordance  with  paragraphs  through  e  of  this  section 

e.  The  use  or  possession  of  cannabis  is  not  grounds  alone  for  a  “DU1"  driving  under  the  influence  infraction 

5.  Patients’  rights:  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  all  patients  regardless  of  age,  race  or  gender  without  taxation  when  recommended  by  a  physician  as  a 
medicine. 

a.  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges  afforded  to  anv  patient  treated  through  conventional  therapeutic 
means. 


6.  All  prisoners  that  have  been  found  guilty  in  a  Missouri  Court  off  a  nonviolent  cannabis  related  crime  shall  immediately  be  released  and  all  charges  for  non¬ 
violent  cannabis  crimes  shall  be  expunged  from  their  records. 

a.  Within  60  days  of  passage  of  this  act,  the  attorney  general's  office  shall  develop  and  make  available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate 
destruction  of  all  cannabis  related  nonviolent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri,  to  be  distributed  to  all  circuit  court  judges  within  the  state. 

7.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel,  state,  county,  city  employee,  state  or  federal  funds  shall  be  used  to  asset  or  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  federal  or 
preexisting  Missouri  cannabis  or  hemp  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  state  of  Missouri  under  this  amendment  to  the  Missouri  constitution. 

a.  Anv  person  who  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  class  A  misdemeanor  and  is  subject  to  all  penalties  or  fines  thereof. 

b.  An  additional  5%  tax  will  be  added  to  all  personal  /  recreational  sales  of  Cannabis  not  to  include  anv  Hemp  or  Hemp  by  products  sold  within  the  boundaries  of 
Missouri  in  addition  to  anv  established  state,  countv  or  city  sales  tax  already  set  in  place  to  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division.  The  5% 
additional  sales  tax  monies  collected  will  be  collected  by  the  State  of  Missouri  Sales  Taxation  Division,  divided  and  distributed  as  directed  in  this  paragraph  on  a 
Quarterly  basis  as  follows.  2.5%  will  go  to  Missouri  Public  Schools  that  teach  Preschool  or  K  through  12  grade  or  anv  combination  of  for-mentioned  .  The 
remaining  2.5%  will  be  directed  to  the  Missouri  Veteran  Administration  to  help  with  housing,  clothing,  food  and  medical  needs  for  our  multitude  of  Missouri 
veterans. 


8.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturer's  processors  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special  zoning  reguirements,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive, 
discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  anv  wav  contrary  to  that  which  is  relative  to  anv  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or  distributor  of 
agricultural  products. 

9.  Pursuant  to  the  ninth  and  tenth  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  people  of  Missouri  hereby  repudiate  and  challenge  federal  cannabis 
prohibitions  that  conflict  with  this  act. 

a.  The  state  of  Missouri  will  honor  all  legally  obtained  patients  medical  cards  regardless  of  the  state  where  issued  and  Missouri  shall  become  reciprocity  with  all 
legal  states  where  Cannabis  is  considered  legalized  by  law  for  medical  or  recreational  use. 

b.  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a  criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians  or  Veterinarian's  ;  no 
physician  or  Veterinarian  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  license  review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

c.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  anv  wav  based  on  a  person’s  use  of  cannabis,  hemp  or  any  derivatives  or  parts  thereof. 

10.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  serviceable.  Except  where  otherwise  indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document  this  constitutional  amendment 
shall  supersede  anv  and  all  conflicting  citv.  county,  state  or  federal  statutory,  local  charter,  ordinance  or  resolution  and  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than 
January  31st,  following  the  election  that  placed  this  initiative  before  the  people  of  Missouri. 
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State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 
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NOV  2  3  2016 

Q^ninroiy 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  8  (2018-049) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 


this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


NOV  2  3  2016 

MO,  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
ibllowing  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  1 05.496  and  Sections  130.011  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 1 9,  and  adopting  three  new'  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

A  Iter  the  elfecti  ve  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  two 

calendar  years  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  cm  p  lovee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  after 

the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  any  tangible  or  intangible  item. 

service,  or  tiling  of  value  front  any  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  'Hi is  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reclection.  or  candidates  for  offices  within  the  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gills,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount 

(c)  The  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  the  General  Assembly,  nor  anv  law  that 

circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  by  law, 

the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  than  the  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 

the  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  the  following: 


( 1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  senator,  tyvo  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  anv  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  this  subsection. 

Eor  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  the  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  tin's  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  the  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount  for  all  years  after  20 1 8. 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person. 

or  bv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to,  or  yvith  the  intent  to,  conceal  the  identity  of  the  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 

rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  yvitli  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 

imposed  in  this  section  yvhen  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  be  deemed  to 

be  pri mari Iv  funded  bv  a  single  poison,  individual,  or  other  committee  yvhen  the  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 

funding  from  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(c)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  tire  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(f)  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  would  be  required  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 


Section3. 


(a)  There  is  hereby  established  the  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  the  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  the  house  apportionment 

commission  and  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission- 

lb)  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  appointed  bv  the  Governor  through  a  merit  based  process.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve 

a  term  of  five  years  and  mav  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an  individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan. 

elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  the  appointment.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  lire 

general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent  legislative  redistricting  map  to  the  house  apportionment 

commission  or  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  The  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  folloyving 
manner:]  as  provided  in  tin's  section. 

Q)  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  the  folloyving 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  the  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  determined  bv  dividing  tire  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  the  total  population  of  the  state  reported  in  the  federal  decennial  census. 

£b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  yvith  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 

Constitution  and  applicable  federal  layvs,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  yvith  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 

or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  designed  in  a  manner  that  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily, 
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competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  that  parties  shall  be  able  to  translate  their  popular  support  into 

legislative  representation  with  approximately  equal  efficiency.  Competitiveness  means  that  parties’ . 
legislative  representation  shall  be  substantially  and  similarly  responsive  to  shifts  in  the  electorate's 

preferences. 

To  this  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  the  average  electoral  pertormance  ot  the  two 

parties  receiving  the  most  votes  in  the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and 
for  President  of  the  United  States.  T  his  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  total  votes  received  bv  each  party  in 

the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and  for  President  of  the  United  States, 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  both  parties  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  number  of  wasted  votes  for  each  party,  summing  across  all  of  the 

districts  in  the  plan.  Wasted  votes  are  votes  cast  for  a  losing  candidate  or  for  a  winning  candidate  in  excess 

of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  any  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts 

submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  ensure  the 

difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes,  divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is 

as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

To  promote  competitiveness,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 

to  simulate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide  vote  shifts  bv  one  percent,  two  percent,  three 

percent,  four  percent,  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party.  The  vote  in  each  individual  district  shall  be 

assumed  to  shift  bv  the  same  amount  as  the  statewide  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall 

ensure  that,  in  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes. 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( 1 1(a)  and  ( 1  'Ifb'l,  Districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  (1  Yal  -  (lXc)  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  The  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  among  more  titan  one  district 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 

drawn  along  a  countv  line  which  passes  through  a  city  that  lies  in  more  than  one  county. 

(e)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  ( 1  Xa)  -  (1  Yd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  these  standards.  In  general. 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(2) .  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or,  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  tor 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  tire  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  rcfets  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  tine  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  tire  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
pennitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States  or.  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  alter  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  tire  secretary'  of  state  and  with  the  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 

the  creation  of  tire  plan  and  map. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts,  meet  in  tire  capital  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretarvfand].  The  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  tire  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  tire  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  tire  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  tire  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  received  from  tire  iron- 

partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths 

of  the  commissioners.  If  no  chances  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 

map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

tire  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  tire 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  tire  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  tire  number  one  bundled  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 
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Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  duting  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  rime  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapporrionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapporrionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(aJThe  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  senatorial  [respective!  districts  for  a  term  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  Ill.  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


(JJ  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  foe  United  States  or.  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapporrionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3.  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  requited  bv  Article  111.  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  rite  Mouse 

of  Representatives. 

(2)  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  that]  a  reapporrionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parries  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  patty'  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  rime  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  patty'  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  Resident  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  the 

event  that  a  reapporrionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  rite  secretary  of  state  and  with  tire  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  the  tentative  nlan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  [and].  The 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable.  The  commission 
may  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  the  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the 

commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  tire 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts, 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county'  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretaty  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessaty  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary'  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapporrionment  is  made  as  herein  provided. 
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except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  tram  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  'I hereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  titan  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  19. 

(a)  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  arrest  during 
the  session  of  the  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  after  the  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(b)  Legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  Law."  Legislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  in  whatever  form  or  format,  of  the  official  acts  of  the  general  assembly,  of 

the  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  the  official  acts  of  members  of  the  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  staff,  of  tire 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms. 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  the  general  assembly  is  tire  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  the  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  and  staff  The  chief  clerk  of  the  house  or  the  secretary  of  the  senate  are  the  custod  ians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively. 

(cl  Legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  Law."  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  bv  citizens,  so  long  as  the 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 

Section  20(c). 

No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  bv  any  member  of  or  candidate  for  the  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 

solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  any  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  the  State  of  Missouri  or  anv  agency  or  division 

thereof.  Any  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  up  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 
an  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  this  section  ns 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  anv  provision  of  sections  2, 3, 7, 19.  or  20(c)  or  the  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  anv  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 

and  the  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-049) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department.  They  also  indicated  we  haven’t 
mentioned  it  before  now,  but  Section  2  goes  from  (a)  to  (c)  -  it  skips  (b). 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  system  and  shall  serve  a  term  of  five 
years.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following 
the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize 
partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if 
that  post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an 
estimated  $128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for 
other  staff  hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
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Secretary  or  State 
State  oe  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  7  (2018-048) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

m  2  3  20 16 


,  being  First  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

lames  of  sinners! 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify'  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I.  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  1 05.450  through  1 05.496  and  Sections  1 30.0 1 1  through  1 30. 1 60.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  bv  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by>  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 19,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

Alter  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist,  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  two 

calendar  years  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  after 

the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  anv  tangible  or  intangible  item. 

service,  or  tiling  of  value  from  anv  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  This  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  the  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gilts,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  tire  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount. 

(c)  The  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  the  General  Assembly,  nor  anv  law'  that 

circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law, 

the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  than  the  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 

the  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  the  following: 


( 1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  any  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  this  subsection. 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  the  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  the  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  neatest  dollar  amount,  for  all  years  after  2018, 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person. 

or  bv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  tire  intent  to,  conceal  the  identity  of  the  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 

rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 

imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  tinder  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  be  deemed  to 

be  primitrilv  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  when  the  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty'  percent  of  its  annual 

funding  from  that  single  person,  individual  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  tin's  section. 

ffl  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  would  be  required  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 


Section  3. 


(a)  There  is  hereby  established  the  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  the  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  the  house  apportionment 

commission  and  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

fb)  The  non-partisan  slate  demographer  shall  be  selected  through  the  following  process.  First,  state  residents  may  apply  for  selection  to  tine  state  auditor 

using  an  application  developed  bv  the  state  auditor  to  determine  an  applicant's  qualifications  and  expertise  relevant  to  the  position.  Second,  the  state  auditor 

shall  deliver  to  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  the  senate  a  list  of  at  least  three  applicants  with  sufficient  expertise  and  qualifications,  as 

determined  bv  the  state  auditor,  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  non-partisan  state  demographer.  Third,  if  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  tine  senate 

together  agree  that  a  specific  applicant  should  be  selected  to  be  the  non-partisan  state  demographer,  that  applicant  shall  be  selected  and  the  selection  process 

shall  cease.  Fourth,  if  the  majority  leader  and  minority'  leader  of  the  senate  cannot  together  agree  on  an  applicant  they  mav  each  remove  a  number  of 

applicants  on  the  state  auditor's  list  equal  to  one-third  of  the  total  number  of  applicants  on  that  list,  rounded  down  to  the  next  integer,  and  the  state  auditor 

shall  then  conduct  a  random  lottery'  of  the  applicants  remaining  after  removal  to  select  the  non-partisan  state  demographer.  The  state  auditor  shall  prescribe 

a  time  frame  and  deadlines  for  this  application  and  selection  process  that  both  encourages  numerous  qualified  applicants  and  avoids  delay  in  selection.  The 

non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve  a  term  of  five  years  and  mav  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an 

individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan,  elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  the  appointment  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be 

disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent 

legislative  redistricting  map  to  the  house  apportionment  commission  or  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  The  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  following 
manner]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(1)  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 
made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  the  following 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  the  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  determined  bv  dividing  the  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  the  total 
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population  of  the  stale  reported  in  the  federal  decennial  census. 

£b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States. 
Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  Votiim  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 
amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 

or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  designed  in  a  manner  that  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily. 

competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  that  parties  shall  be  able  to  translate  their  popular  support  into 

legislative  representation  with  approximately  equal  efficiency.  Competitiveness  means  that  parties’ 

legislative  representation  shall  be  substantially  and  similarly  responsive  to  shifts  in  the  electorate's 

preferences. 

To  this  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  the  average  electoral  performance  of  the  two 

parties  receiving  the  most  votes  in  the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and 

for  President  of  the  United  States.  This  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  total  votes  received  bv  each  party  in 

the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and  for  President  of  the  United  States. 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  both  parties  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  number  of  wasted  votes  for  each  party,  summing  across  all  of  the 

districts  in  the  plan.  Wasted  votes  are  votes  cast  for  a  losing  candidate  or  for  a  winning  candidate  in  excess 

of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  anv  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts 

submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  ensure  the 

difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes,  divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is 

as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

To  promote  competitiveness,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 

to  simulate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide  vote  shifts  bv  one  percent,  two  percent,  three 

percent,  four  percent,  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party.  The  vote  in  each  individual  district  shall  be 

assumed  to  shift  bv  the  same  amount  as  the  statewide  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall 

ensure  that,  in  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes. 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( 1  )(a)  and  ( 1  )(b).  Districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  (lVa)  -  (lXc)  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  'Hie  number  of  comities  and  cities  divided  among  more  than  one  distinct 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  distinct  boundary 

drawn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  through  a  city  that  lies  in  more  titan  one  countv. 

(e)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  tire  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  ( 1  Xa)  ( IXd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  these  standards.  In  general. 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  pennitted  bv  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(2) .  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  lire  United  States  [and]  or  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  stale 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  lour  years  following  tire 
date  of  the  filing  by  tire  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  tire  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
permitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  lor  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  lire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  tire  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 

the  creation  of  the  plan  and  map. 

I  lie  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  meet  in  tire  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretarv[and|.  The  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  may  make  changes  to  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  received  Ironi  the  rion- 
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partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of at  least  seven-tenths 

of  the  commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 

map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  titan  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

the  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  distinct  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory'  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  tin's  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  tire  boundaries  of  tire  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  tiled  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  tire  time  fixed  for  tire  appointment  of  tire 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  tire  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  tire  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  tire  date  of  tire  discharge  of  the  apport  ionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  tire  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  tire  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  tire  commission. 

No  rcapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  The  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  tire  senatoriaL  [respective]  districts  for  a  tenrr  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  stale  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


Within  ten  davs  after  tire  population  of  tin's  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3.  shall  begin  tire  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  required  bv  Article  Ill.  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House 

of  Representatives. 

(2)  Within  sixty  days  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  tire  governor  that]  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
tire  state  committee  of  each  of  tire  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  tire  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  tire  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  tire  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  tire  party'  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  front 
the  party'  of  tire  committee  so  failing  to  act 

Members  of  tire  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  tire  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  tire  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  (breach  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  iir  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  and  with  tire  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts. 

Tire  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

tire  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  lairdl.  Tire 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  tire  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  tire  secretary  of  tire  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  tire  commission  deems  advisable,  The  commission 
may  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  received  from  tire  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  the  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 
Article  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  tire 
commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 
proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire 
proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  tire  boundaries  of  tire 
districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  tire  population  of  tire  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  tire  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city'  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  count)'  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  tire  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  tire  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 
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Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  ol  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  19. 

(a)  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  bteach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  arrest  during 
the  session  of  the  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  after  the  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(b)  Legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  I  .aw,"  1  egislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  in  whatever  form  or  format  of  the  official  acts  of  the  general  assembly,  of 

the  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  the  official  acts  of  members  of  tire  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  staff,  of  the 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms, 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  the  general  assembly  is  the  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  the  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  and  staff  'I  he  chief  clerk  of  the  house  or  the  secretary  of  the  senate  are  the  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively. 

(c)  Legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  Law."  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  by  citizens,  so  long  as  the 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 

Section  20(c). 


No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  bv  any  member  of  or  candidate  for  the  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 

solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  any  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  the  State  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 

thereof.  Anv  purposeful  violation  of  tin's  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  up  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 

an  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  litis  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  anv  provision  of  sections  2, 3. 7,  1 9.  or  20fc)  or  the  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  anv  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 

and  the  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-048) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  at  least  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the 
majority  member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  and  the  list  is  only  three 
names,  they  may  each  remove  one  person,  leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random 
lottery  would  be  necessary.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for 
four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process 
shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 


SECRETARY  OP  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  6  (2018-047) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street*  Jefferson  City 65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis],  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  i  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

Wv  2  3  2016 


Mo.  secretary  OF 

being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


STATE 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

t. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Signature  of  Notary' 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  1 05.450  through  1 05.496  and  Sections  1 30.0 1 1  through  1 30. 1 60.  Hie  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  I II  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  and  1 9  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  1 1 1  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 1 9,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  HI  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

After  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  foe  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist,  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist,  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  foe  time  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  two 

calendar  veal's  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  alter 

foe  effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  foe  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  anv  tangible  or  intangible  item. 

service,  or  thing  of  value  from  anv  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  This  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

foe  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  foe  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gifts,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  foe  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  by  foe  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  foe  end  of  foe  previous  calendar  year  of  foe  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  bv  foe  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  foe  nearest  dollar  amount. 

(c)  Tlte  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  foe  General  Assembly,  nor  anv  law  that 
circumvents  foe  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Coastitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law. 

foe  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  than  foe  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 

foe  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  foe  following: 


(1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  foe  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  foe  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  anv  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  this  subsection. 

For  ptuposes  of  tin's  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  tlte  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  he 

adjusted  on  the  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  foe  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount,  for  all  years  after  2018, 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  foe  name  of  another  person, 

or  bv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  the  intent  to.  conceal  tlte  identity  of  tlte  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 

rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  foe  intent  to  circumvent  foe  limitations  on  contributions 

imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  hits  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  be  deemed  to 

be  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  when  foe  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 

funding  from  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  tlte  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 
agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  foe  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  tins  section. 

(f)  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  tutless  foe  committee  has  filed  foe  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  would  be  required  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Section  3. 

(at  There  is  hereby  established  foe  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 
develop  procedures  in  preparation  lor  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  foe  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  foe  house  apportionment 

commission  and  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(b)  Ihe  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  selected  through  foe  following  process.  First,  stale  residents  may  apply  for  selection  to  tlte  state  auditor 

using  an  application  developed  bv  foe  state  auditor  to  detennine  an  applicant’s  qualifications  and  expertise  relevant  to  foe  position.  Second  foe  state  auditor 

shall  deliver  to  foe  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  foe  senate  a  list  of  at  least  three  applicants  with  sufficient  expertise  and  qualifications,  as 

determined  by  foe  state  auditor,  to  perform  foe  duties  of  the  non-partisan  state  demographer,  'lliird,  if  foe  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  tlte  senate 

together  agree  that  a  spccilic  applicant  should  be  selected  to  be  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer,  that  applicant  shall  be  selected  and  foe  selection  process 

shall  cease.  Fourth,  if  foe  majority'  leader  and  minority  leader  of  tlte  senate  cannot  together  agree  on  an  applicant  they  mav  each  remove  a  number  of 

applicants  on  foe  state  auditor’s  list  equal  to  one-third  of  foe  total  number  of  applicants  on  that  list,  rounded  down  to  tlte  next  integer,  and  tlte  state  auditor 

shall  then  conduct  a  random  lottery'  of  foe  applicants  remaining  after  removal  to  select  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer.  Tlte  state  auditor  shall  prescribe 

a  time  Irame  and  deadlines  for  this  application  and  selection  process  that  both  encourages  numerous  qualified  applicants  and  avoids  delay  in  selection.  Tlte 

non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve  a  term  of  five  years  and  mav  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an 

individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan,  elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  foe  appointment  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be 
disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  foe  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  tlte  date  of  tlte  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent 

legislative  redistricting  map  to  foe  house  apportionment  commission  or  foe  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  Tlte  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  following 
manner:]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(1)  Within  ten  days  after  foe  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  foe  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  foe  United  States  or,  in  foe 
event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  foe  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  foe  following 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  foe  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  foe  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  determined  bv  dividing  foe  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  foe  total  population  of  foe  state  reported  in  foe  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 
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Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including  but  not  limited  to.  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended).  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridiring  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 

or  by  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  which  maximizes  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness  treating  similarly-situated 

parties  equitably  so  that  each  receives  the  same  fraction  of  legislative  seats  for  a  particular  vote  percentage  as  the  other  party' 

would  receive  if  it  had  received  the  same  percentage  of  the  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  draw  districts  that 

meet  as  closely  as  possible  the  tests  for  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

To  that  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  a  district  party  partisan  performance  index  for  each  district 

bv  detennining  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  the  two  top  vote-  getting  parties  in  each  district  and  then  calculating  the 

percentage  ol~  those  votes  won  bv  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  three  preceding 

gubernatorial  elections,  for  United  States  Senate  at  the  last  three  preceding  United  States  Senate  elections,  and  for  Resident 

of  the  United  States  at  the  last  three  preceding  Presidential  elections.  The  party  partisan  performance  index  for  each  district 

will  then  be  averaged  to  create  a  statewide  electoral  performance  index.  Using  the  resultant  statewide  electoral  performance 

index,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  test  the  plan.  simulating  an  evenly  split  statewide  election  bv  normalizing 

district  party  partisan  performance  indices  bv  the  amount  bv  which  the  statewide  electoral  performance  index  varies  from 

fifty  percent.  In  a  hypothetical  evenly  divided  statewide  election  under  the  proposed  plan,  the  legislative  seats  should  be 

distributed  evenly  between  parties. 

The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  promote  competitiveness  bv  ensuring  the  plan  is  drawn  so  as  to  be  equally 

responsive  to  surges  in  tire  electorate  favoring  cither  party.  To  test  this,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  again  use  the 

normalized  district-level  results  within  the  proposed  plan  to  simulate  separate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide 

vote  varies  from  fifty  percent  bv  one  percent,  two  percent,  three  percent  four  percent  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party. 

The  number  of  additional  seats  yielded  bv  tire  simulation  for  any  party  for  any  amount  it  performs  over  fifty  percent  should 

be  matched  bv  the  number  of  seats  gained  bv  tire  other  party'  when  it  performs  the  same  amount  over  fifty'  percent. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  (l)(a)  and  (l)(b).  districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  (Ufa)  -  UYc)  of  tins  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  The  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  among  more  titan  one  district 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 

drawn  along  a  countv  line  which  passes  through  a  city  that  lies  in  more  titan  one  county. 

(e)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  ( I  Ka)  ( lXd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  mid  these  standards.  In  general. 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(2) .  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or.  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  serv  ed  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  distinct  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
pennitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 

the  creation  of  the  plan  and  map. 

'file  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretarv[and],  Tire  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

Hie  commission  may  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non¬ 

partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths 
of  the  commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 

map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

the  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  tire  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 
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[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  tine  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  tine  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  tine  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary'  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  months  after  tine  appointment  of  tine  commission,  tine  commission  shall  file  with  tine  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  tine  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  tine  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  tine 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  tine  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary'  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  tine  discharge  of  tine  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  tine  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  tine  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  tine  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  tine  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  The  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  tine  senatorial  [respective!  districts  for  a  tenn  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  HI.  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


Q)  Within  ten  days  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tine  1  Resident  for  each  decennial  census  of  tine  United  States  or.  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tine  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  Ill  Section  3.  shall  begin  tine  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  required  bv  Article  111.  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  fertile  I  louse 

of  Representatives. 

(2)  Within  sixty  days  after  tine  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tine  United  States,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  tine  governor  that]  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
tlte  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  tine  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  tine  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  tire  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  tire  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  tine 
date  of  the  filing  by  tire  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  retxrrted  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  lire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts. 

lire  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capital  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretaiy  [and!.  The 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  tire  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  tire  commission  deems  advisable.  Tire  commission 
may  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  received  from  tire  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  tire  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  tire  establishment  of  districts  for  the  Mouse  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  tire 

commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tire  secretary'  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  tire  boundaries  of  tire 
districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[Tire  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  tire  population  of  tire  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure:  no  counts'  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  tire  state  by  tire  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  tire  appointment  of  the  commission  tire  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretaiy  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  and  during  tire  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  tire  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  tire  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
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approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
tlie  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 

Section  19. 

(a)  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  anest  during 
tlie  session  of  the  general  assembly,  and  for  file  fifteen  days  next  before  file  commencement  and  after  file  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(b)  Legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  Law."  Legislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  all  records,  in  whatever  fonn  or  format,  of  file  official  acts  of  the  general  assembly,  of 

the  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  file  official  acts  of  members  of  the  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  stall,  of  file 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms. 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  file  general  assembly  is  file  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  file  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  and  staff.  The  chief  clerk  of  the  house  or  file  secretary  of  the  senate  are  file  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  file  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively, 

(cf  I  .egislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  file  "Sunshine  Law."  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  by  citizens,  so  long  as  the 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 

Section  20fcl 

No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  by  any  member  of  or  candidate  for  file  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 

solicitation  or  delivery'  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  anv  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  property  or  building  owned  leased  or  controlled  bv  the  State  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 

thereof  Anv  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  up  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 

an  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  fin's  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  anv  provision  of  sections  2,  3.  5. 7,  19,  or  20(c)  or  file  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  anv  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  file  remainder  of  those 

provisions  and  file  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-047) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  at  least  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the 
majority  member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  and  the  list  is  only  three 
names,  they  may  each  remove  one  person,  leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random 
lottery  would  be  necessary.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for 
four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process 
shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(5731751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


OFFICE 

^  NOV  2  3  2016 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  5  (2018-046) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St  Louis],  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 


this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


RECEIVED 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


nov  23  ;-u;s 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.496  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130. 160.  Tire  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  Ill  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5. 7,  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  ill  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 19.  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

After  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  two 

calendar  years  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  after 

the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  any  tangible  or  intangible  item- 

service.  or  thing  of  value  from  any  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  This  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  the  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gifts,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  tire  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  bv  tire  U.S.  Department  of  1  ,abor.  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount. 

(c)  The  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  tire  General  Assembly,  nor  any  law  that 

circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law. 

the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  any  person  other  than  the  candidate  in  any  one  election  for 

the  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  the  following: 


( 1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  tire  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  anv  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  this  subsection. 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  tire  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  the  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  tire  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount  for  all  years  after  2018. 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person. 

or  bv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  the  intent  to.  conceal  the  identity  of  the  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 
rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  puhl ic  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 

imposed  in  tins  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  Rinded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  Ire  deemed  to 

be  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  when  the  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  [Tencent  of  its  annual 

funding  from  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  tire  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  tins  section. 

(I)  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  committee  has  tiled  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  would  be  required  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Section  3. 

(a)  There  is  hereby  established  the  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  infonnation  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  (or  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  the  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  tire  house  apportionment 

commission  and  tire  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(b)  flie  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  appointed  bv  the  Governor  through  a  merit  based  process.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve 

a  term  of  five  years  and  may  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an  individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan- 

elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  the  appointment.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  the 

general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent  legislative  redistricting  map  to  the  house  apportionment 

commission  or  tire  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  'Hie  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  following 
manner:]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(1)  Within  ten  days  after  die  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  teen 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  the  following 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  tire  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  determined  bv  dividing  tire  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  the  total  population  of  the  state  reported  in  the  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 

Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended).  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 

or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  which  maximizes  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness  treating  similarly-situated 

parties  equitably  so  that  each  receives  tire  same  fraction  of  legislative  seats  for  a  particular  vole  percentage  as  the  other  party 
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would  receive  if  it  had  received  the  same  percentage  of  the  vote.  The  non-partisan  slate  demographer  shall  draw  distnets  that 
meet  as  closely  as  possible  the  tests  for  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

To  that  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  a  district  party  partisan  performance  index  for  each  district 

bv  determining  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  the  two  top  vote-  getting  parties  in  each  district  and  then  calculating  the 
percentage  of  those  votes  won  bv  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  three  preceding 
gubernatorial  elections,  for  United  States  Senate  at  the  last  three  preceding  United  States  Senate  elections,  and  for  President 
of  the  United  States  at  the  last  three  preceding  Presidential  elections.  Hie  party  partisan  perfonnance  index  lor  each  district 

will  then  be  averaged  to  create  a  statewide  electoral  perfonnance  index.  Using  the  resultant  statewide  electoral  perfonnance 

index,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  test  the  plan,  simulating  an  evenly  split  statewide  election  bv  normalizing 

district  party  partisan  perfonnance  indices  bv  the  amount  bv  which  the  statewide  electoral  perfonnance  index  vanes  from 

fifty  percent  In  a  hypothetical  evenly  divided  statewide  election  under  the  proposed  plan,  the  legislative  scats  should  be 

distributed  evenly  between  parties. 

The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  promote  competitiveness  bv  ensuring  the  plan  is  drawn  so  as  to  be  equally 

responsive  to  surges  in  the  electorate  favoring  either  party.  To  test  this,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  again  use  the 

nonnalized  district-level  results  within  the  proposed  plan  to  simulate  separate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide 

vote  varies  thorn  fifty  percent  bv  one  percent  two  percent  three  percent  four  percent  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party. 

The  number  of  additional  seals  yielded  bv  the  simulation  for  anv  party  for  anv  amount  it  perfonns  over  fifty  percent  should 

be  matched  bv  the  number  of  seats  gained  bv  the  other  party  when  it  performs  the  same  amount  over  fifty  percent. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  (Ufa)  and  ( 1  ~)(b~).  districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 
Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  ( 1  Xa)  -  (lVc)  of  this  subsection,  distinct  boundaries  shall  coincide  w  ith  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  The  number  of  comities  and  cities  divided  among  more  than  one  distinct 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  them  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  distinct  boundary 

drawn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  through  a  city  that  lies  in  more  than  one  countv. 

(e)  I ’reference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  fonn.  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  ( 1  Xa)  -  ( 1  Xd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  these  standards.  In  general- 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(2) .  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or,  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  bundl  ed  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  tire  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

l-'or  tire  purposes  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  tire  congressional  district 
committee  or  tire  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  tenn  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  tire  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  tenrr  congressional  distract  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  actioir  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
permitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  Resident  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States  or,  iir  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  inline  Iras  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  tire  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  the  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  irr 

tire  creation  of  tire  plan  and  map. 

Tire  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  tire  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  tire  proposed  districts,  meet  in  tire  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  front  their  number  a  chaintran,  vice  chairman  and  secretarv[and1.  The  commission  shall  adopt  air 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  front 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  tire  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

Tire  commission  ntav  make  changes  to  tire  tentative  plait  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  front  tire  iron- 

partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  chances  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths 

of  the  commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 

map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  of  receiving  tire  tentative  nlair  of  apportionment  and  nrap  of 

tire  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tire  secretary'  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  tire 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  tire  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  tire  state  by  tire  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  tire  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territoiy  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  tire  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  tire  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 
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Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  rcapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  The  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  senatorial  [  respect  ive]  districts  for  a  term  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  111,  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


£1]  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3,  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  required  by  Article  111,  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  1  louse 

ofRepresentatives. 

(2)  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  that]  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  tire  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  cither  of  the  party'  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  tire  population  of  tins  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  tire  secretary'  of  state  and  with  tire  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  required  by  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  landl.  'Hie 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable.  The  commission 
mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  aptxirtionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  the  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the 

commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsectioa  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary'  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

['Ifie  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty  -four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  yvhen  necessary'  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  yvhich  lies  partly 
yvithin  such  multi-district  county'  or  city'  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  yvith  a  population  in  excess 
of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  titan  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  yvith  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  yvith  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  yvith  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  yvithin  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secretary'  of  state  yvithin  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 
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Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  out  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 

Section  19. 

(a)  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  arrest  during 
the  session  of  the  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  after  tire  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(b)  legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  Law."  Legislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  all  records,  in  whatever  form  or  format,  of  the  official  acts  ot  the  general  assembly,  of 

tire  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  tire  official  acts  of  members  of  the  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  staff,  of  tire 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms, 
including  electronic.  Each  member  of  tire  general  assembly  is  the  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  tire  custody  and  control  ot  tire  member,  their 
employees  and  staff.  The  chief  clerk  of  tire  house  or  the  secretary'  of  the  senate  are  tire  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively. 

(cl  Legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  tire  "Sunshine  Law."  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  by  citizens,  so  long  as  tire 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 

Section  20(c). 

No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  bv  any  member  of  or  candidate  for  the  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  tire 
solicitation  or  delivery'  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  anv  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 
political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  tire  State  of  Missouri  or  airy  agency  or  divisioir 

thereof.  Anv  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  oire  year  or  a  fine  of  up  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 

an  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions,  'lire  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  this  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  anv  provision  of  sections  2,  3.  5.  7,  19.  or  20(c)  or  tire  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  anv  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  tire  remainder  of  those 
provisions  and  tire  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-046) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  process.  This  demographer  will  be 
unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative 
districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  4  (2018-045) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6!h  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

N0V  2  3  2016 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


iSSF8****® 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_ ,  A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 

My  mm  mission  expires 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  tire  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  die  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  tire  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.496  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  die  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 19,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

Alter  tire  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist,  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  tire  expiration  of  one 

calendar'  year  alter  the  conclusion  of  die  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  sendee  was  alter  the 

effective  date  of  this  section- 

la)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  die  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gilt  of  any  tangible  or  intangible  item, 

service,  or  tiling  of  value  from  any  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  This  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  die  senate  or  house  irorn  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gilts,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  degree  by  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  die  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  tire  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount 

(c)  flie  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  die  General  Assembly,  nor  any  law  that 

circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  by  law, 

the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  any  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  any  person  other  titan  die  candidate  in  any  one  election  for 

the  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  die  following: 


( 1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

Tile  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  tins  section  shall  also  apply  to  anv  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  i  n  this  subsection. 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  die  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  die  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount,  for  all  years  after  2018. 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  lor  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person. 

or  by  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  the  intent  to.  conceal  die  identity  of  die  actual  source  of  die  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 

rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 

imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  his  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  am  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  lx*  deemed  to 

be  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  when  die  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 

fiinding  from  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  die  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

agency,  or  a  cotirt  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  tit  is  section. 

(f)  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  would  be  required  ofa  Missouri  political  action  committee. 


Section  3. 


(a)  There  is  hereby  established  die  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  die  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  die  house  apportionment 

commission  aid  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(b)  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  appointed  bv  the  Governor  through  a  merit  based  process.  Hie  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve 

a  term  of  five  years  and  mav  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an  individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan. 

elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  the  appointment  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  die 

general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent  legislative  redistricting  map  to  die  house  apportionment 

commission  or  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  The  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  following 
manner:]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(1)  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  die  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  die  following 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  the  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  determined  bv  dividing  the  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  die  total  population  of  the  state  reported  in  the  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 

Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended-).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 

or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  designed  in  a  manner  that  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily, 
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competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  that  parties  shall  be  able  to  translate  their  popular  support  into 

legislative  representation  with  approximately  equal  efficiency.  Competitiveness  means  that  parties’ 
legislative  representation  shall  be  substantially  and  similarly  responsive  to  shifts  in  the  electorate's 

preferences. 

To  this  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  the  average  electoral  performance  ot  the  two 

parties  receiving  the  most  votes  in  the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and 
for  President  of  the  United  States.  This  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  total  votes  received  by  each  party  in 
the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and  for  President  of  the  United  States, 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  both  parties  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  number  of  wasted  votes  for  each  party,  summing  across  all  ol  the 

districts  in  the  plan.  Wasted  votes  are  votes  cast  for  a  losing  candidate  or  for  a  winning  candidate  in  excess 

of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  any  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts 

submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  ensure  the 

difference  between  the  two  parties7  total  wasted  votes,  divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is 
as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

To  promote  competitiveness,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 

to  simulate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide  vote  shifts  bv  one  percent,  two  percent,  three 

percent,  four  percent,  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party.  The  vote  in  each  individual  district  shall  be 

assumed  to  shift  bv  the  same  amount  as  the  statewide  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall 

ensure  that,  in  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes, 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( 1 1(a)  and  ( 1  Kbl.  Districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  tenitorv. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguoas, 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  UKal  -  OYcl  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  'Hie  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  among  more  than  one  district 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  tire  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 

drawn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  through  a  cits'  that  lies  in  more  titan  one  county. 

(e)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  UYa]  -  UYd)  oftliis 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  these  standards.  In  general, 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  pennitted  by  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(21.  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or,  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  ot  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  tlie  purposes  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
permitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tlie  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapnortionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tlie  non-partisan  stale  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  tlie  secretary'  of  state  and  with  tlie  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  tlie  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 
the  creation  of  the  plan  and  map. 

Hie  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  tlie  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  tlie  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  meet  in  tlie  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  [and] .  flic  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  tlie  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  tlie  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  tlie  clerk  of  tlie  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  tlie  commission  deems  advisable. 

Tlie  commission  mav  make  changes  to  tlie  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tlie  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non¬ 

partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths 
of  tlie  commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  tlie  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 
map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

tlie  proposed  districts,  tlie  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary'  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tlie  numbers  and  the  boundaries  ol  the 
districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[Tlie  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  tlie  state  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 


18-045 


Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessaty  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  inclined  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  The  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  senatorial  [respective]  districts  for  a  tenn  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.  ]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  III,  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


QJ  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  Stales  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  hits  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  mling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3,  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  reciuired  bv  Article  111,  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  Mouse 

of  Representatives. 

(2)  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  that]  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  mling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  slate  and  with  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Simdays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  the  tenlative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  landl.  The 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  line  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable.  The  commission 
may  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non-partisan  state 
demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  the  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the 

commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  tire  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  count)'  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  tire  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  tire  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county'. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessary'  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  tire  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided. 
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except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secretary'  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  19. 

fa)  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  underfill's  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  arrest  during 
the  session  of  tire  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  after  the  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(b)  Legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  Law."  Legislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  in  whatever  fonn  or  format,  of  tire  official  acts  of  tire  general  assembly,  of 

tire  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  tire  official  acts  of  members  of  tire  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  staff',  of  tire 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms. 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  tire  general  assembly  is  tire  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  tire  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  and  staff'.  The  chief  clerk  of  tire  house  or  tire  secretary  of  tire  serrate  are  the  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  tire 

senate,  respectively. 

(c)  legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  I  .aw,"  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  by  citizens,  so  long  as  tire 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 

Section  20(c). 


No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  by  any  member  of  or  candidate  for  tire  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  tire 

■solicitation  or  delivery'  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  any  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  tire  State  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 

thereof.  Any  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  hv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  un  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 

an  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  this  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  any  provision  of  sections  2, 3, 7,  1 9.  or  20(c)  or  tire  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  any  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 

and  tire  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-045) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  process.  This  demographer  will  be 
unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative 
districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  3  (2018-044) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 10 1 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis],  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


RECEIVED 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


NOV  2  3  2016 

M0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.496  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  Ill  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 19,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

After  the  effective  date  ofthis  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist,  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  one 

calendar  year  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  after  the 

effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  any  tangible  or  intangible  item. 

service,  or  thing  of  value  from  any  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  This  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  the  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gifts,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount 

(c)  The  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  the  General  Assembly,  nor  anv  law  that 

circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law, 

the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  than  the  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 

the  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  the  following: 


( 1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  tin's  section  shall  also  apply  to  any  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  tins  subsection. 

For  purposes  of  th is  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  the  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  the  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount  for  all  years  after  20 1 8. 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person. 

or  bv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to,  or  yvith  the  intent  to.  conceal  the  identity  of  the  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  Ihere  shall  be  a 

rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  yvith  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 

imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  layv  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  be  deemed  to 

be  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  yvhen  the  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 

funding  Horn  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

acencv.  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(I)  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  committee  has  Hied  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  yvould  be  requited  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 


Section  3. 

(a)  There  is  hereby  established  tine  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drayving  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  the  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  tine  hoase  apportionment 

commission  and  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(b)  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  selected  through  the  folloyving  process.  First,  state  residents  may  apply  for  selection  to  the  state  auditor 

using  an  application  developed  bv  the  state  auditor  to  determine  an  applicant’s  qualifications  and  expertise  relevant  to  the  position.  Second,  the  state  auditor 

shall  deliver  to  the  majority  leader  and  minority'  leader  of  the  senate  a  list  of  at  least  three  applicants  yvith  sufficient  expertise  and  qualifications,  as 

determined  bv  the  state  auditor,  to  perfonn  the  duties  of  the  non-partisan  state  demographer.  Third,  if  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  the  senate 

together  agree  that  a  specific  applicant  should  be  selected  to  be  the  non-partisan  state  demographer,  that  applicant  shall  be  selected  and  the  selection  process 

shall  cease.  Fourth,  if  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  the  senate  cannot  together  agree  on  an  applicant,  they  may  each  remove  a  number  of 

applicants  on  tire  state  auditor's  list  equal  to  one-third  of  the  total  number  of  applicants  on  that  list  rounded  doyvn  to  tire  next  integer,  and  the  state  auditor 

shall  then  conduct  a  random  lottery'  of  the  applicants  remaining  after  removal  to  select  the  non-partisan  state  demographer.  'Ihe  state  auditor  shall  prescribe 

a  time  frame  and  deadlines  for  this  application  and  selection  process  that  both  encourages  numerous  qualified  applicants  and  avoids  delay  in  selection.  The 

non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve  a  term  of  five  years  and  may  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an 

individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan,  elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  the  appointment  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be 

disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent 

legislative  redistricting  map  to  the  house  apportionment  commission  or  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  The  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  following 
manner:]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

£])  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  yvithin  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  the  folloyving 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  the  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  detemnned  bv  dividing  the  number  of  districts  to  be  established 
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into  the  total  population  of  the  stale  reported  in  the  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comolv  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 

Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  by  themselves 

or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  designed  in  a  manner  that  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily. 

competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  that  parties  shall  be  able  to  translate  their  popular  support  into 

legislative  representation  with  approximately  equal  efficiency.  Competitiveness  means  that  parties' 
legislative  representation  shall  be  substantially  and  similarly  responsive  to  shifts  in  the  electorate's 

preferences. 

To  this  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  the  average  electoral  performance  of  the  two 

parties  receiving  the  most  votes  in  the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and 

for  President  of  the  United  States.  This  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  total  votes  received  bv  each  party  in 

the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and  for  President  of  the  United  States. 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  both  parties  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  number  of  wasted  votes  for  each  party,  summing  across  all  of  the 

districts  in  the  plan.  Wasted  votes  are  votes  cast  for  a  losing  candidate  or  for  a  winning  candidate  in  excess 

of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  anv  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts 

submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  ensure  the 

difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes,  divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is 

as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

To  promote  competitiveness,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 

to  simulate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide  vote  shifts  bv  one  percent,  two  percent,  three 

percent,  four  percent,  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party.  The  vote  in  each  individual  district  shall  be 

assumed  to  shift  bv  the  same  amount  as  the  statewide  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall 

ensure  that,  in  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  two  parties’  total  wasted  votes. 

divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( l)(a)  and  ( 1  )(b).  Districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  (Ufa)  -  (lYc)  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  The  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  among  more  than  one  district 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  tins  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 

drawn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  through  a  city  that  lies  in  more  than  one  county, 

fe)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  (Ufa)  (1  Xd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  tlie.se  standards.  In  general. 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(2) ,  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or,  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  tire  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  Tire  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  tire  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment 

Members  of  tire  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  tire  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Article,  tire  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  tire  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  tenu  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
permitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  tire 
event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  tire  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 

tire  creation  of  tire  plan  and  map. 

Tire  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  sccretaryfand].  The  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  tire  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  obiectrons  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  tire  clerk  of  tire  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  tire  commission  deems  advisable. 

Tire  commission  mav  make  changes  to  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  tire  non- 
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partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  by  a  vote  of  at  least  .seven-tenths 
oF  the  commissioners,  ir  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 
map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  titan  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 
the  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary'  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretary'  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  tire  discharge  of  tire  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  tire  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary'  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  tire  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  lire  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  tire  senatorial  [respective!  districts  for  a  term  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  HI,  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


(I)  Within  ten  davs  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States  or,  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  Iras  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3.  shall  begin  tire  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

turd  irraps  using  tire  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  required  bv  Article  III.  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  tire  1  louse 

of  Representatives. 

(21  Within  sixty  days  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States,  [turd]  or 

within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  that]  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
tire  state  committee  of  each  of  tire  two  political  parties  casting  tire  highest  vote  for  governor  at  tire  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  tire  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty'  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  front  each  list,  to 
reapportion  tire  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  tire  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  tire  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
tire  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  tire  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  tire 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(31  Within  six  months  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tire  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States  or  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  and  with  tire  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts. 

Tire  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  tire  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capital  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  front  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary  [andl.  'lire 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  tire  secretary  of  tire  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  tire  commission  deems  advisable.  The  commission 
mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  tire  proposed  districts  received  from  tire  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  tire  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  tire  establishment  of  districts  for  the  Mouse  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the 

commissioners.  If  rro  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  tire  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  tire  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  tire  state  by  tire  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  tire  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  tire  population  of  tire  state  by  tire  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 
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Not  later  titan  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plar 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  heatings  as  may  be 
necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  slate  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  tire  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
tlic  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

filch  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  tire  referendum. 


Section  19. 

(a)  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  tire  peace,  be  privileged  from  anest  during 
the  session  of  tire  general  assembly,  and  tor  tire  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  after  tire  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(b)  Legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  Law."  Legislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  in  whatever  fonrr  or  formal,  of  tire  official  acts  of  tire  general  assembly,  of 

tire  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  the  official  acts  of  members  of  tire  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  stall,  of  the 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms, 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  tire  general  assembly  is  tire  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  the  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  aird  staff.  Tire  chief  clerk  of  tire  house  or  tire  secretary'  of  tire  serrate  are  tire  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively. 

(cf  legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  Law,"  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  by  citizens,  so  long  as  the 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 


Section  20(c). 


No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  bv  anv  member  of  or  candidate  for  tire  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  tire 

solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  any  candidate,  iiritiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  anv  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  tire  State  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 

thereof.  Anv  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  up  to  one  thousand  dollar's  or  both,  plus 

air  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  Tire  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  this  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  any  provision  of  sections  2, 3. 7.  19.  or  20(c)  or  lire  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  airy  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those  provisions 

and  the  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  Ire  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-044) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  at  least  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the 
majority  member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  and  the  list  is  only  three 
names,  they  may  each  remove  one  person,  leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random 
lottery  would  be  necessary.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for 
four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process 
shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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Jason  Kander 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  2  (2018*043) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 


this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


NOV  2  3  2016 

MO,  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.496  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130.160.  Tire  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5. 7,  and  19  and  adopting  force  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  foe  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7, 1 9,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

Alter  foe  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  foe  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  foe  expiration  of  one 

calendar  year  after  tire  conclusion  of  tlie  session  of  foe  general  assembly  in  which  foe  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  alter  tire 

effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  foe  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  anv  tangible  or  intangible  item, 

service,  or  tiling  of  value  from  any  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence,  litis  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

tire  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  foe  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gifts,  family  support  or 

anything  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  foe  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  foe  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  foe  end  of  foe  previous  calendar  year  of  foe  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  foe  nearest  dollar  amount 

(c)  Ihe  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  foe  General  Assembly,  nor  anv  law  that 

circumvents  tlie  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law. 
the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  than  tire  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 

tlie  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  foe  following: 


( 1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  foe  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  foe  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  anv  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  this  subsection. 

For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  foe  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  tlie  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hcrealler  bv  multiplying  foe  base  year  amount  bv  foe  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount  for  all  years  after  20 1 8. 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitioas  name,  in  foe  name  of  another  person. 

or  bv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  foe  intent  to.  conceal  foe  identity  of  foe  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 
rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  w'ifo  tlie  intent  to  circumvent  foe  limitations  on  contributions 
imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  be  deemed  to 

be  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  when  the  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 

funding  from  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  lx-  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  tlie  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  foe  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(f)  No  candidate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  foe  committee  has  filed  foe  same  financial  disclosure  reports 
that  would  be  required  ofa  Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Section  3. 


(a)  'lliere  is  hereby  established  tlie  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer."  Tlie  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  tire  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  foe  house  apportionment 

commission  and  foe  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(b)  Ihe  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  selected  through  foe  following  process.  First,  state  residents  may  apply  for  selection  to  tlie  state  auditor 

using  an  application  developed  bv  the  state  auditor  to  determine  an  applicant's  qualifications  and  expertise  relevant  to  tire  position.  Second,  foe  state  auditor 

shall  deliver  to  foe  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  foe  senate  a  list  of  at  least  force  applicants  with  sufficient  expertise  and  qualifications,  as 

detennined  bv  tlie  state  auditor,  to  perform  tire  duties  of  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer.  Third,  if  foe  majority  leader  and  minority'  leader  of  the  senate 

together  agree  that  a  specific  applicant  should  be  selected  to  be  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer,  that  applicant  shall  be  selected  and  foe  selection  process 

shall  cease.  Fourth,  if  foe  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  foe  senate  cannot  together  agree  on  an  applicant  they  may  each  remove  a  number  of 

applicants  on  foe  state  auditors  list  equal  to  one-third  of  foe  total  number  of  applicants  on  that  list  rounded  down  to  foe  next  integer,  and  tire  state  auditor 

shall  then  conduct  a  random  lottery'  of  foe  applicants  remaining  after  removal  to  select  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer.  The  state  auditor  shall  prescribe 

a  time  frame  and  deadlines  for  this  application  and  selection  process  that  both  encourages  numerous  qualified  applicants  and  avoids  delay  in  selection.  Tire 

non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve  a  term  of  five  years  and  may  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  foe  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an 

individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan,  elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  foe  appointment  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be 

disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  foe  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  foe  date  of  foe  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent 

legislative  redistricting  map  to  tlie  house  apportionment  commission  or  foe  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(c)  Tlie  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-force  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  foe  following 
manner]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(1)  Within  ten  davs  after  foe  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  foe  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tlie  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  foe  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  the  following 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  foe  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  foe  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  detennined  bv  dividing  foe  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  foe  total  population  of  foe  state  reported  in  the  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 
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Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  he  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 
political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability'  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 
or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  which  maximizes  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness  treatinu  similarly-situated 

parties  equitably  so  that  each  receives  the  same  fraction  of  legislative  seats  for  a  particular  vole  percentage  as  the  other  party 

would  receive  if  it  had  received  the  same  nercentauc  of  the  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  draw  districts  that 

meet  as  closely  as  possible  the  tests  for  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

To  that  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  a  district  party  partisan  performance  index  for  each  district 

bv  determining  the  number  of  votes  cast  for  the  two  top  vote-  getting  parties  in  each  district  and  then  calculating  the 

percentage  of  those  votes  won  bv  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  three  preceding 

gubernatorial  elections,  for  United  States  Senate  at  the  last  three  preceding  United  States  Senate  elections,  and  for  Pics  idem 

of  the  United  States  at  the  last  three  preceding  Presidential  elections.  'Pie  party  partisan  perfonnance  index  for  each  district 

will  then  be  averaged  to  create  a  statewide  electoral  perfonnance  index.  Using  the  resultant  statewide  electoral  pcrfonnance 

index,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  test  the  plan,  simulating  an  evenly  split  statewide  election  bv  normalizing 

district  party  partisan  perfonnance  indices  bv  the  amount  bv  which  the  statewide  electoral  perfonnance  index  varies  from 

fifty  percent  In  a  hypothetical  evenly  divided  statewide  election  under  the  proposed  plan,  the  legislative  seals  should  be 

distributed  evenly  between  parties. 

The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  promote  competitiveness  bv  ensuring  the  plan  is  drawn  so  as  to  be  equally 

responsive  to  surges  in  the  electorate  favoring  either  party.  To  test  this,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  again  use  the 

nonnalized  district-level  results  within  the  proposed  plan  to  simulate  separate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide 

vote  varies  from  fifty  percent  bv  one  percent  two  percent  three  percent  four  percent  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party. 

The  number  of  additional  seats  yielded  bv  the  simulation  for  anv  party  for  anv  amount  it  peifonns  over  fifty  percent  should 

be  matched  bv  the  number  of  seats  gained  bv  the  other  party  when  it  performs  the  same  amount  over  fifty  percent. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  (l)(a)  and  (l)(b).  districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  tire  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  UYa)  -  (lYc)  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  wit!)  tire 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  Ific  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  among  more  than  one  district 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 

drawn  along  a  countv  line  which  passes  through  a  city  that  lies  in  more  than  one  county. 

(e)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  (lXa)-  (lVd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  these  standards.  In  general, 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  pennitted  bv  natural  or  political 

boundaries. 

(2) .  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or,  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  of  their  part)',  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  iist  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  tire  political  party  of  tire  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  tire  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  puiposes  of  tin's  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  tire  congressional  district 
committee  or  tire  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  tenn  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  tire  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
pennitted  to  vote. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  tins  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  inline  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 

the  creation  of  the  plan  and  map. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretarvfandl.  The  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

The  commission  mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non¬ 

partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths 
of  the  commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 

map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  aid  map  of 

the  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  stale  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 
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(The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretaiy  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  rcapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  secretaiy'  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incuned  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  The  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  senatorial  [respective]  districts  for  a  tenn  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  HI,  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


(JJ  Within  ten  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or,  in  the 

event  that  a  rcapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3,  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  usintz  tire  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  required  bv  Article  111.  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  lor  the  Mouse 

of  Representatives. 

(2)  Within  sixty  days  after  tire  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [andj  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  that]  a  rcapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  party  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  tin's  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  inline  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  pnroosed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chainnan  and  secretaiy'  landl.  The 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretaiy'  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable.  The  commission 
mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  Section  and  the  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  Hoase  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the 

commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure:  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretaiy'  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessary'  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
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approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  Ire  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  tire  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  Ire 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  tire  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  inclined  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  tire  referendum. 


Section  19. 

(a)  Senator's  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  arrest  during 
the  session  of  the  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  tire  commencement  and  after  the  termination  of  each  session:  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(bj  1  .egislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  tire 

"Sunshine  Law."  Legislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  in  whatever  fonn  or  fonnat,  of  tire  ollicial  acts  of  the  general  assembly,  of 

the  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  the  official  acts  of  members  of  the  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  staff,  of  tire 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms. 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  the  general  assembly  is  lire  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  the  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  and  slalf  The  chief  clerk  of  the  house  or  the  secretary  of  tire  senate  are  the  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively. 

(c)  Legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  Law."  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  bv  citizens,  so  long  as  the 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 


Section  20(c). 


No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  bv  any  member  of  or  candidate  for  the  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 

solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  anv  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  anv  premises,  property'  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  the  State  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 

thereof.  Anv  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  up  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 

an  amount  ecmal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  this  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  anv  provision  of  sections  2,  3,  3,  7,  19,  or  20(c)  or  the  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  anv  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  those 

provisions  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-043) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  at  least  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the 
majority  member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  and  the  list  is  only  three 
names,  they  may  each  remove  one  person,  leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random 
lottery  would  be  necessary.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for 
four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process 
shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  the  Office  of  Administration.  There  is  currently  a 
State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 
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Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  23, 2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  1  (2018-042) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  23, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ballot  title] 

NOV  2  3  2016 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _  _  secretary  of  state 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

_,A.D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 

My  commission  expires _ ,  Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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NOTICE:  You  are  advised  that  the  proposed  eonstitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  8  and  the 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.496  and  Sections  130.011  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  1 1 1  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  and  1 9  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  111  Sections  3, 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5, 7,  19,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

Allcr  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist,  register 

as  a  paid  lobbyist  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  the  time  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  one 

calendar  year  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  general  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  employee  last  served  and  where  such  service  was  after  the 

effective  date  of  this  section. 

(a)  No  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  the  General  Assembly  shall  accept  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  of  any  tangible  or  intangible  item, 

service,  or  thing  of  value  from  any  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occurrence.  This  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reelection,  or  candidates  for  offices  within  the  senate  or  house  from  accepting  campaign  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gifts,  family  support  or 

anythin!:  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  degree  bv  blood  or  marriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 

as  publ  ished  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount 

(cl  Hie  General  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  for  the  General  Assembly,  nor  any  law  that 
circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law, 

the  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  any  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  titan  the  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 

the  General  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  the  following: 

(1 )  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  live  hundred  dollars:  and 

(2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  office  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

The  contribution  I  imits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  shall  also  app  h  to  any  person  exploring  a  candidacy  for  a  public  office  listed  in  tin's  subsection. 

for  purposes  of  this  subsection,  "base  vear  amount"  shall  be  the  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  shall  be 

adjusted  on  the  lirst  dav  of  January'  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  bv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 

rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount  for  all  years  after  2018. 

(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  office  shall  be  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person, 

or  by  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to,  or  with  the  intent  to.  conceal  the  identity  of  the  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  There  shall  be  a 

rebuttable  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 
imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organization  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 

committee  that  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  or  organization  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee  when  the  committee  or  organization  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 

funding  from  that  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

(e)  In  no  circumstance  shall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  its  successor 

agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 

a  contribution  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(f)  No  cand idate  shall  accept  contributions  from  anv  federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 

that  would  be  required  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Section  3. 


(a)  Ibcre  is  hereby  established  the  post  of  "non-partisan  state  demographer.”  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  infonnation  to 

develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drawing  legislative  redistricting  maps  on  the  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  the  house  apportionment 

commission  and  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(b)  flte  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  appointed  bv  the  Governor  through  a  merit  based  process.  'Hie  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  serve 

a  tenn  of  live  years  and  mav  be  reappointed.  To  be  eligible  for  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  position  an  individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan, 

elected  position  for  four  years  prior  to  the  appointment.  The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  a  member  of  the 

general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the  date  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  her  most  recent  legislative  redistricting  map  to  the  house  apportionment 

commission  or  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(cl  Tlie  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  tine  following 
manner:]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(1)  Within  ten  days  after  tlie  population  of  this  stale  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  ccnsas  of  the  United  Stales  or,  in  tlie 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  begin  the  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  tlie  following 

methods,  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  of  total  population.  Legislative  districts  shall  each  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  practicable  to  the  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  detennined  bv  dividing  the  number  of  districts  to  be  established 

into  tlie  total  population  of  the  state  reported  in  tlie  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 

Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 

amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 

or  result  of  denying  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 

political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 

or  bv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  which  maximizes  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness  treating  similarly-situated 
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parties  equitably  so  that  each  receives  the  same  fraction  of  legislative  seats  for  a  particular  vote  percentage  as  the  other  party 

would  receive  if  it  had  received  the  same  percentage  of  the  vote.  The  non-nartisan  state  demographer  shall  draw  districts  that 

meet  as  closely  as  possible  the  tests  for  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

To  that  end,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  a  district  party  partisan  performance  index  for  each  district 
by  determining  the  number  of  votes  east  for  the  two  top  vote-  uettinu  parties  in  each  district  and  then  calculating  the 
percentage  of  those  votes  won  bv  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  three  preceding 

gubernatorial  elections,  for  United  States  Senate  at  the  last  three  preceding  United  States  Senate  elections,  and  for  President 

of  the  United  States  at  the  last  three  preceding  Presidential  elections.  The  parts'  partisan  performance  index  for  each  district 

will  then  be  averaged  to  create  a  statewide  electoral  perfonnance  index.  Using  the  resultant  statewide  electoral  performance 

index,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  test  the  plan,  simulating  an  evenly  split  statewide  election  by  normalizing 

district  party  partisan  perfonnance  indices  bv  the  amount  bv  which  the  statewide  electoral  perfonnance  index  varies  from 

fifty  percent.  In  a  hypothetical  evenly  divided  statewide  election  under  the  proposed  plan,  the  legislative  seals  should  be 
distributed  evenly  between  parties. 

The  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  promote  competitiveness  bv  ensuring  the  plan  is  drawn  so  as  to  be  equally 

responsive  to  surges  in  the  electorate  favoring  either  party.  To  test  this,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  again  use  the 

normalized  district-level  results  within  the  promised  plan  to  simulate  separate  elections  in  which  tire  hypothetical  statewide 

vote  varies  from  fifty  pencent  bv  one  percent,  two  percent  three  percent  four  percent  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party'. 

The  number  of  additional  seats  yielded  bv  the  simulation  for  any  party  for  any  amount  it  performs  over  fifty  percent  should 

be  matched  bv  the  number  of  seats  gained  bv  tire  other  party  when  it  performs  the  same  amount  over  fifty  percent. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( lKal  and  ( 1  Kb),  districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 

Areas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous, 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  UYal  —  HYc)  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  the 

boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  The  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  among  more  titan  one  district 

shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populoas.  but  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  district  boundary' 
drawn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  through  a  citv  that  lies  in  more  than  one  countv. 

(c)  Preference  shall  be  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  but  the  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  (I  Ya)  (1  Yd)  of  this 

subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  these  standards.  In  general. 

compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  natural  or  political 
boundaries. 

(2).  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  [and]  or.  in 

the  event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [after  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  the  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  the  elected  member's  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapportionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  state 
legislative  district.  The  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  days  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  the  political  party  of  the  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  front  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  fol  lowing  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  for  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  the  term  congressional  district  refers  to  those 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  be 
permitted  to  vote. 

(31  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  tire  United  States  or.  in  tire 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  make  public  and  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  house  apportionment 

commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  data  used  in 

the  creation  of  the  plan  and  map. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  meet  in  the  capital  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  sccretarvlandl.  The  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear-  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hour's  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

Ifie  commission  mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  foe  non¬ 

partisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths 
of  tire  commissioners.  If  no  chanties  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 
map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  titan  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

tire  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  tire  boundaries  of  tire 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure. 

Each  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory'  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  titan  five  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  tire  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
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hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretaiy  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  tire  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  tire  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  tire  appellate  courts  of  tire  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  tire  secretaiy'  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  tire  date  of  tire  discharge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessaiy  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  tire  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  tire  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(afllre  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  the  senatorial  I  respective!  districts  for  a  term  of  four  years.  [For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  be  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 

Section  7. 


Qj  Within  ten  davs  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or.  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  tire  non-partisan  state  demographer  authorized  in  Article  111  Section  3.  shall  begin  tire  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  required  bv  Article  II I.  Section  3  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  Mouse 

of  Representatives. 

(21  Within  sixty  days  after  tine  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  that]  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  thirty-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  party'  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  act 

Members  of  the  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  tire  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(3)  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  tins  state  is  reported  to  the  IVesident  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  the 

event  that  a  reapportionment  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  tire  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  mao  of  the  proposed  districts. 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  the  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  required  bv  this  subsection,  meet  in 

the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  chairman,  vice  chairman  and  secretary'  [andl.  The 
commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  held  to  hear 
objections  or  testimony  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within  twenty-four 
hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable.  Tire  commission 
mav  make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non-partisan  state 

demographer  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  tins  Section  and  the  methods  and  criteria  required  bv  Section  3  of  this 

Article  for  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the 

commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  tire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of 

proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the 

proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  tire  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  the 

districts  together  with  a  map  of  tire  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  tine  state  by  tine  number  thirty-four  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  that  tine  population  of  that  district  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure;  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city'  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county'  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  tine  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  tine  population  of  tine  state  by  tine  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  tire  appointment  of  the  commission  tine  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary'  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
necessary'  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  months  after  the  appointment  of  tine  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tine  secretaiy  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  tine  numbers  and  tine  boundaries  of  tine  districts  together  with  a  map  of  tine  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  tine  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  tine  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  tine  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  tine  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
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tlie  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided.] 

Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary'  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  reapportionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  19. 

(a)  Senator’s  turd  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  offenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  arrest  during 
the  session  of  the  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  after  tine  termination  of  each  session;  and  they  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(bf  Legislative  records  shall  be  public  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  state  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 

"Sunshine  1  aw."  I  .egislative  records  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  in  whatever  tonn  or  fonnat,  of  the  official  acts  of  tire  general  assembly,  of 

tire  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  tire  official  acts  of  members  of  tine  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  and  staff,  of  tire 

conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through  legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms, 

including  electronic.  Each  member  of  tire  general  assembly  is  the  custodian  of  legislative  records  under  tire  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 

employees  and  stall'.  Tire  chief  clerk  of  tire  house  or  tire  secretary  of  tire  senate  are  the  custodians  for  all  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  and  the 

senate,  respectively. 

(cf  legislative  proceedings,  including  committee  proceedings,  shall  be  public  meetings  subject  to  generally  applicable  law  governing  public  access  to 

public  meetings,  including  tire  "Sunshine  Law."  Open  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  be  subject  to  recording  bv  citizens,  so  long  as  tire 

proceedings  are  not  materially  disrupted. 

Section  20(c). 

No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  fundraising  event  bv  anv  member  of  or  candidate  for  tire  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 

solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions,  supporting  or  opposing  any  candidate,  initiative  petition,  referendum  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  party  or 

political  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  anv  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  tire  State  of  Missouri  or  anv  agenev  or  division 

thereof  Anv  purposeful  violation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  bv  imprisonment  for  up  to  one  year  or  a  fine  of  un  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  both,  plus 

air  amount  equal  to  three  times  the  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  to  enforce  this  section  as 

provided  bv  law. 

Section  20(d). 

If  anv  provision  of  sections  2,  3,  5,  7,  19,  or  20(c)  or  the  application  thereof  to  anyone  or  to  airy  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  tire  remainder  of  those 

provisions  and  the  application  of  such  provisions  to  others  or  other  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-042) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  23,  2016) 


Date 


December  13,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  would  be  no 
impact  to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  "non-partisan  State  Demographer"  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  system  and  shall  serve  a  term  of  five 
years.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following 
the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize 
partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identified  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  "Non-partisan  State  Demographer,"  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if 
that  post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an 
estimated  $128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for 
other  staff  hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  impact  to  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  should  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on 
local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  there  are  no  anticipated  financial 
impacts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

possible  increased  operating  costs  of  $67,478  for  the  first  year  implemented,  $61,107  for 
the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year  implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials, 
telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 

Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 


examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
oftheMEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone  and 
email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees' 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 

•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 


committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo,  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  this  initiative  petition.  Pursuant  to  1 16.175  RSMo,  I  submit  the  following 
information  regarding  the  initiative  petition. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General's  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  expect  no  fiscal  impact. 
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Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  22,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Bradley  Bradshaw  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  XIV  (20 18-041) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Bradley  Bradshaw  on  November  22,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Section  560.021 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other 
than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such 
person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the 

following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the 
general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis):  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city. 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  Title) 

received 

NOV  2  2  2016 

M0.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE.  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ I _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say 

(print  or  type  names  of  signers)  _ _ _ _ _ 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
Street,  No  PO  Boxes 
(City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/  / 

2. 

/  / 

3. 

/  / 

4. 

/  / 

5. 

/  / 

6. 

/  / 

7. 

/  / 

8. 

/  / 

<). 

/  / 

It). 

/  / 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or  her 

name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  Stale  of  Missouri  and 

County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not  _  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Address  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 
Address  ofNotary 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  Commission  expires 


1 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

One  new  article  and  twelve  new  sections  are  adopted  by  adding  twelve  new  sections  to  a  new  Article,  to  be 
known  as  Sections  1  through  Section  12  of  Article  XIV  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Purpose. 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  benefiting  the  citizens  of  Missouri  by  providing  for  medical  research  to  find  and 

develop  cures  and  treatments  for  cancer  and  other  incurable  and  chronic  diseases  or  medical  conditions,  and  by 

funding  said  medical  research  by  the  legalization  and  use  of  medical  marijuana  or  its  derivatives  as  palliative  or 

ameliorative  treatment  for  any  such  condition,  with  taxes  on  medical  marijuana  or  any  derivatives  thereof  as  set 

forth  herein,  with  the  proceeds  of  such  taxes  to  be  used  to  establish,  provide  for,  and  continue  such  medical 

research  as  provided  herein.  This  Article  XIV  permits  authorized  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for 

medical  purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  Article  XIV  allows  patients  with 

Qualifying  medical  conditions  the  riuht  to  discuss  freely  with  their  physicians  the  possible  benefits  of  medical 

marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice  concerning  the  same,  and  the  right  to 

use  medical  marijuana  for  treatment  under  the  supervision  of  a  physician.  This  Article  XIV  is  not  intended  to 

change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  govern  inti  the  use  of  marijuana  for  nonmedical  purposes.  The  section 

does  not  allow  for  the  public  use  of  marijuana  or  drivinu  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

Section  2.  Definitions: 


As  used  in  this  Article  XIV,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(a)  “Administer”  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  the  body  of  a  Qualifying  patient  by  any 

approved  methods,  as  defined  herein. 

(b)  “Approved  methods”  for  the  administration  of  marijuana  are  defined  to  include  ingestion  of  capsules. 

teas  and  other  sanctioned  marijuana-infused  products,  vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers/buds.  oils. 

resins,  or  plant  material,  application  of  ointments,  patches,  suppositories  or  balms,  consuming  marijuana- 

infused  food  products  or  any  other  method  recommended  by  a  qualifying  patient's  physician  and  approved  by 

the  Research  Board. 


(c)  “Article  XIV  Coordinator”  means  the  individual  who  coordinates  activation  and  implementation  of  this 

Article  XIV  and  its  subsections  by  initially  and  temporarily  functioning  as  the  Chairperson  of  the  Research 

Board  of  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Prim  Development  Institute  and  Chairperson  of  the  Land  Acquisition 

Board  until  those  positions  are  otherwise  filled  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV. 

(d)  "‘Authorized  physician"  means  an  individual  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  standing  to  practice  medicine 

or  osteopathy  under  Missouri  law  and  has  not  in  the  past  ten  years  had  their  licensed  suspended,  or  in  the  last 

twenty  years  revoked,  for  excessively  dispensing  controlled  substances. 

(e)  “Building  and  construction”  means  the  erection,  renovation,  development  or  remodeling  of  any  structure 

allowed  for  in  this  article  includiim,  but  not  limited  to.  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  offices,  buildings, 

clinics,  hospitals,  sidewalks,  roads,  public  transit  systems  and  structures,  public  recreational  and  entertainment 

facilities,  community  developments,  landscaping,  green  spaces,  enterprise  /ones,  housings,  narks,  recreational 

areas  and  the  planniim,  design,  development,  architectural  design  and  engineering  of  any  of  the  same. 

(0  “Campus”  means  the  primary  and  main  physical  location  of  a  campus  where  medical  research  and 

treatment  shall  be  performed,  medical  marijuana  and  the  diseases  it  ameliorates  may  be  cultivated  and  studied, 

and  headquarters  of  the  Research  Board  and  where  the  Research  Board  shall  primarily  operate,  also  including 

but  not  limited  to.  the  campus  selected  and  developed  under  land  acquisition  and  land  development,  and  used  as 

the  primary  physical  location  for  jobs,  buildinu  and  construction,  land  development,  improvements,  research. 

cures  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases  under  this  Article 

XIV. 


(g)  “Cures”  means  any  and  all  cures,  also  including  but  not  limited  to.  medical  treatments,  psychiatric  and 

psychological  treatments,  medications,  protocols,  therapies,  surgeries,  genetic  material,  biolouicals,  behavioral 

treatments,  clinical  trials,  laboratory  studies,  diagnostic  tests,  evaluations,  counseling,  treatments,  implants. 

grafts,  hardware,  orthotics,  machines,  electronic  devices,  computers,  software  programs,  studies,  and  endeavors 

that  help  or  may  help  in  studying,  slowing,  curing,  eliminating,  halting,  placing  in  remission,  ameliorating. 

ending,  or  regressing  any  or  all  presently  incurable  diseases,  targeted  diseases,  or  conditions,  illnesses  and 

diseases  that  are  otherwise  incurable. 


(h)  “Designated  primary  caregiver”  means  an  individual  twenty-one  (21 )  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 

significant  responsibility  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  person  who  has  a  physician  certification  and  has 

been  designated  as  such  on  that  person’s  application  for  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card 

consistent  with  the  regulations  of  the  Research  Board. 


2 


18-041 


(i)  “Designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card"  means  a  card  issued  by  the  Research  Board  to  a 

designated  primary  caregiver. 

(i)  “Education"  means  any  and  all  education,  also  including  but  not  limited  to,  teaching,  training  and 

education  that  is.  directly  or  indirectly,  necessary,  helpful  or  supportive  to  jobs,  building  and  construction,  land 

development,  campus  development,  campus  improvement,  research,  jobs  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the 

endeavor  to  find  cures  for  incurable  diseases. 


(k)  “Endeavor”  means  any  and  all  endeavors,  also  including  but  not  limited  to.  attempts,  quests,  searches. 

championing,  pursuit,  travel,  work,  inquiries,  treatments,  protocols,  implementations,  and  research  relating  to 

jobs,  building  and  construction,  land  development,  campus,  research  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  effort  to 

find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(l)  “In  Missouri'"  means  within  the  geographic  boundaries  of  the  State  of  Missouri  as  established  by  law 

and  this  Constitution. 


(m)  ‘Mobs’*  means  any  and  all  forms  of  jobs  and  work  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV.  also  including  but  not 

limited  to.  salaries,  consultants  and  ices,  employment  of  individuals  where  the  work  classification  is  directly  or 

indirectly  related  to  building  and  construction,  land  development,  campus,  research,  cures  and  education  in 

Missouri  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(n)  “Land  acquisition"  means  the  acquisition  of  real  and  personal  property,  also  including  but  not  limited  to 

investigations,  inquiries,  studies,  plans  and  review  of  data  to  determine  five  potential  locations  for  land 

development  and  acquisition  for  a  campus  where  jobs  will  be  had,  building  and  construction  will  occur  and 

research  and  education  in  Missouri  will  take  place  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases 

and  where  the  Research  Board  shall  be  primarily  located. 

(o)  “Land  development1'  means  any  and  all  land  planning  and  development,  also  including  but  not  limited  to 

studies,  inquiries,  exploration,  research,  planning,  and  actual  purchase  of  lands,  buildings,  real  estate  and 

property  related  to  site  development  and  campus,  land  acquisition,  land  design  and  use,  covenants,  restrictions. 

and  ancillary  jobs,  building  and  construction,  research  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures 

for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(p)  “Local  government"  means  a  county  or  city  not  within  a  county,  or  any  city,  town  or  village  under 

Chanters  71-82  RSMo. 

(q)  ‘‘Marijuana"’  means  Cannabis  iiu/ica.  Cannabis  saliva ,  and  Ccinnahis  ruderalis,  hybrids  of  such  species, 

and  any  other  strains,  including  but  not  limited  to  extractions,  resins,  concentrates  and  infusions,  commonly 

understood  within  the  scientific  community  to  constitute  or  contain  marijuana,  and  the  seeds  of  such  plants. 

•‘Marijuana"  does  not  include  industrial  hemp  containing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol 

concentration  that  does  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities  or 

products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp,  or  synthetic  marijuana. 

(r)  “Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility"  means  a  facility,  person  or  entity,  licensed  by  the  Research 

Board,  to  cultivate  in  Missouri,  store  and  transport  in  Missouri  and  sell  in  Missouri,  marijuana  to  a  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use  or  to  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction  Products 

Manufacturing  Facility  for  use  and  manufacture  in  marijuana-infuscd/cxtraction  products  for  sale  to  a  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use. 

(s)  “Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility"  means  a  facility,  person  or  entity,  licensed  by  the 

Research  Board,  to  cultivate  in  Missouri,  store  and  transport  in  Missouri  and  sell  in  Missouri,  marijuana  for 

research  purposes  or  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use  or  to  a  Medical 

Marijuana-lnfuscd/Hxtraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  for  use  and  manufacture  in  marijuana- 

infuscd/cxtraction  products  for  sale  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use,  with 

such  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  participating  in  the  research  in  some  fashion  directed  towards  the 

use  of  medical  marijuana,  by  voluntary  surveys,  or  otherwise,  with  qualifying  patients  who  purchase  the 

research  cultivated  marijuana. 

(t)  “Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility"  means  a  facility,  licensed  by  the  Research  Board,  to  transport. 

store  and  sell  in  Missouri  marijuana  or  marijuana-infuscd/cxtraction  products  for  medical  use,  as  provided  in 

this  Article  XIV. 


(u)  “Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility"  means  a  facility,  licensed  by 

the  Research  Board,  to  manufacture  products  which  are  infused  with  marijuana  or  its  extracts,  or  products 

produced  from  extracts  or  derivatives  of  marijuana,  and  store  and  transport  mariiuana-infused/extraction 

products  in  Missouri  for  sale  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use. 
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(v)  “Medical  use  of  marijuana”  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  transportation,  distribution  or 
administration  of  marijuana,  or  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana,  as  necessary  for  the  exclusive 

benefit  of  a  person  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  person's  qualifying  medical  condition. 

(w)  “Missouri  Resident"  means  for  purposes  of  this  Article  XIV  that  the  natural  person  was  physically 

present  and  maintained  a  residence  in  the  state  of  Missouri  for  greater  than  one  hundred  and  eighty  ( 180)  days 

out  ol'anv  calendar  year  in  Question  and  was  legally  in  both  the  United  States  and  Missouri  during  that  entire 

time  period. 

(x)  “Participating  research  entities”  means  public,  private,  quasi-public  or  quasi-private  entities  or 

individuals  that  enter  into  contracts  with  the  Research  Board  for  research,  building  and  construction  and 

endeavors  to  facilitate  finding  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(v)  “Physician  certification”  means  a  written  document,  valid  for  up  to  twenty-four  (24)  months  from  the 

date  of  the  authorized  physician’s  signature,  signed  by  an  authorized  physician,  that  states  in  the  physician's 

professional  opinion,  the  qualifying  patient  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical  condition,  is  likely  to  receive 

therapeutic  or  palliative  benefit  from  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  to  treat  or  alleviate  the  patient's  qualifying 

medical  condition  or  symptoms  associated  with  the  qualifying  medical  condition,  and  that  the  potential  benefits 

of  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  may  outweigh  the  health  risks  to  the  qualifying  patient. 

(z)  “Plant  canopy"  means  the  area  dedicated  to  live  marijuana  plants,  such  as  maintaining  mother  plants. 

propagating  plants  from  seed  to  plant  tissue,  clones,  vegetative  or  flowering  area.  Plant  canopy  does  not  include 

areas  such  as  space  used  for  the  storage  of  fertilizers,  pesticides,  or  other  products,  quarantine,  office  space, 

walkways  and  the  like. 

(aa)  “Presently  incurable  diseases”  means  any  and  all  diseases  and  disorders  that  are  presently  as  well  as  in 

the  future  determined/classified  to  be  incurable,  including  but  not  limited  to,  illnesses,  diseases,  ailments, 

conditions  and  syndromes  that  are  terminal,  fatal,  progressive.  not  necessarily  progressive  hut  result  in  long 

term  and  frequently  permanent  injury,  disability  or  suffering.  or  such  conditions  that  are  not  readily  or  not 

effectively  treatable  to  a  full  cure. 

(bb)  “Qualifying  medical  condition”  means  diseases  that  medical  marijuana  ameliorates,  including  hut  not 

limited  to: 

i.  cancer, 

ii.  epilepsy, 

iii.  multiple  sclerosis, 

iv.  human  immunodeficiency  virus  and  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome, 

v.  glaucoma, 

vi.  intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment. 

vii.  a  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  persistent  pain  and/or  persistent  muscle  spasms  includinu  hut 

not  limited  to  those  associated  with  paralysis,  Parkinson’s  disease.  Bell’s  Palsy,  and  Tourette’s  syndrome, 

viii.  debilitating  psychiatric  disorders  that  benefit  from  medical  marijuana  and  have  been  treated  at  some 

point  in  the  patient's  medical  history  by  a  physician  who  has  received  at  least  three  months  or  more  of 

training  in  a  psychiatric  internship,  residency  program,  or  through  a  continuing  education  program 

sponsored  by  an  accredited  psychiatric  residency  program,  approved  by  the  Research  Board  and  directed 

toward  the  recommendations  or  use  of  medical  marijuana  for  psychiatric  disorders, 

ix.  a  terminal  illness, 

x.  end  stage  illness  as  defined  by  the  Research  Board,  and 

xi.  any  other  diseases  that  the  Research  Board  determines,  based  upon  reliable  data  and  generally  accepted 

scientific  principles,  will  benefit  from  treatment  with  medical  marijuana. 

(cc)  “Qualifying  patient1'  means  1 )  a  patient,  eighteen  ( 18)  years  old  or  older,  with  one  or  more  Qualifying 

medical  conditions,  or  2)  a  patient,  under  eighteen  (18)  years  old,  with  one  or  more  qualifying  medical 

conditions  who  also  has  notarized  written  consent  from  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  to  use  medical  marijuana  or 

medical  marijuana-infused  products,  as  well  as  verbal  in  person  consent  from  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  to  an 

authorized  physician  writing  the  physician  certification. 

(dd)  “Qualifying  patient  identification  card1'  means  a  card  issued  by  the  Research  Board  for  a  qualifying 

patient  with  a  valid  physician  certification. 

(ee)  “Research”  means  any  and  all  research  and  development,  also  including  but  not  limited  to,  teaching, 

training,  studies,  analysis,  evaluations,  and  education  that  is,  directly  or  indirectly,  necessary,  helpful  or 

supportive  to  discovering,  implementing,  or  finding  cures,  and  studies  for  cures  of  illnesses  and  diseases  that  are 

presently  incurable  diseases  and  ancillary  jobs,  building  and  construction,  research  and  education  in  Missouri  in 

the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(ff)  “Research  Board”  means  the  Board  of  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute. 
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(gg)  “Rule"  or  “Rules"  has  the  meaning  in  this  article  as  it  does  in  Section  536.010  of  RSMo. 

(hh)  “Secondary  Campus”  means  Research  [Board  discretionary  secondary  physical  locations,  including  but 

not  limited  to  building  and  construction  of  such  secondary  campuses  that  will  operate  in  collaboration  with  any 

accredited  medical  or  pharmacy  school  located  within  Missouri  under  this  Article  XIV,  section  5.  and  used  for 

jobs,  building  and  construction,  research,  cures,  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for 

presently  incurable  diseases  under  this  Article  XIV. 

(ii)  “Shall"  means  must  in  this  Article  XIV. 

(ii)  “Targeted  Disease(s)"  means  any  and  all  presently  incurable  diseases  that  are,  or  may  be,  specifically 

identified  or  singled  out,  or  otherwise  isolated,  whether  by  type,  sub-type,  sub-sub-tvpe.  and  to  show  by 

example:  breast  cancer,  or  interlobular  breast  cancer,  or  estrogen  positive  breast  cancer,  or  estrogen  negative 

interlobular  breast  cancer,  or  poorly  differentiated  estrogen  positive  interlobular  breast  cancer,  etc.;  or  leukemia 

or  chronic  lymphocytic  leukemia  or  acute  lymphocytic  leukemia,  or  acute  lymphocytic  leukemia  with  certain 

genetic  markers,  or  chronic  myelogenous  leukemia,  etc.;  or  Parkinson’s  disease,  or  early  onset  Parkinson’s 

disease,  etc.;  or  endogenous  depression,  or  depression  secondary  to  bipolar  disorder,  etc. 

Section  3.  Research  Board  and  Duties. 


(a)  There  is  hereby  created  and  established  as  a  governmental  instrumentality  of  the  State  of  Missouri  the 

“Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute"  which  shall  constitute  a  body  corporate  and  politic  and 

operate  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV.  The  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  shall  exist  on  a 

campus  established  by  building  and  construction  on  land  acquired  and  land  developed  pursuant  to  this  Article. 

On  this  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  campus  research  shall  be  performed  in  the 

endeavors  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases.  The  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development 

Institute  shall  have  located  on  its  campus  targeted  disease  research  groups  to  further  this  research. 

(b)  "Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute"  shall  be  governed  by  the  “Board  of  Biomedical 

Research  and  Drug  Development'’  hereafter  “Research  Board". 

(c)  It  is  expressly  directed  and  permitted  that  the  “Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute” 

and  the  “Research  Board”  shall  not  be  assigned  to  any  Missouri  Department  but  rather  shall  be  an  independent 

institute  existing  and  operating  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV  under  the  direction  of  the  Research  Board. 

(d)  In  the  event  Section  3  subsection  (c)  of  this  Article  XIV  is  contrary  to  existing  superseding 

constitutional  law  the  “Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute”  and  “Research  Board"  shall  be 

transferred  by  operation  of  Article  IV  section  12  to  a  department,  then  they  shall  be  assigned  to  the  Department 

of  I  lealth  and  Senior  Services  with  supervision  of  the  department  extending  only  to  budgeting  and  reporting  as 

provided  by  subdivisions  (4)  and  (5)  of  subsection  6  of  section  1  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1974, 

Supervision  by  the  department  shall  not  extend  to  matters  relating  to  policies,  regulatory  functions  or  other 

matters  specifically  entrusted  to  the  Research  Board  by  this  Article  XIV.  and  neither  the  director  of  the 

department  nor  any  employee  of  the  department  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  interfere  with  the  activities  of  the 

Research  Board  or  the  research  provided  by  this  Article  XIV. 

(e)  The  Research  Board  is  charged  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri  to  effectuate  this  Article  XIV,  to 

find  cures  for  currently  incurable  diseases,  and  to  the  extent  reasonably  practicable  generate  income  pursuant  to 

this  Article  XIV  to  the  State  of  Missouri  with  such  cures. 


( f)  It  is  the  duty  of  the  Research  Board  to  promulgate  rules  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Article. 

and  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  Article.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section 

536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  article  shall  become  effective  only  if  it  complies 

with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  RSMo. 

i.  For  purposes  of  only  rule  making  and  adjudicated  cases,  as  defined  in  RSMo  536,010.  the  Research 

Board  is  an  agency  who  is  subject  to  chapter  536  RSMo.  except; 

ii.  For  purposes  of  adjudicated  cases  as  defined  in  536.010.  the  Research  board  is  not  subject  to  chapter 

536  RSMo  if  it  has  established  written  procedures  to  assure  that  constitutionally  required  due  process 

safeguards  exist  and  apply  to  proceedings  that  would  otherwise  constitute  a  contested  cases  as  defined  in  section 

536.010  RSMo. 


(g)  Any  member  of  a  Board  established  by  this  Article  XIV  may  be  removed  for  cause  by  a  vote  of  three 

fourths  of  both  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  and  Senate,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Governor. 

(h)  The  Research  Board  shall  issue,  renew,  regulate,  restrict,  and  revoke  licenses  for  marijuana  facilities. 

including  but  not  limited  to  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana  Research 

Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  and 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  issue,  renew,  regulate,  restrict,  and  revoke  qualifying  patient 
identification  cards  and  designated  primary  caregiver  cards. 
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(0  The  Research  Board  shall  issue  rules  for  licensure  of  marijuana  facilities,  including  but  not  limited  to 

procedures  for: 

_ i.  issuing,  renewing,  regulating,  restricting  and  revoking  licenses  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 

Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction 

Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities, 

ii.  the  issuance,  renewal,  regulating,  restricting  and  revocation  of  qualifying  patient  identification  cards 

and  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  cards,  and 

iii.  the  creation  of  a  confidential  qualifying  patient,  confidential  cultivation  location  and  confidential 

desiunated  primary  careuiver  registry.  Patients  may  be  issued  confidential  patient  identification  numbers  for 

purposes  of  identity  protection  and  medical  marijuana  sales.  The  purpose  of  the  regulations  within  this 

subsection  is  to  ensure  the  availability  and  safe  confidential  use  of  marijuana  by  qualifying  patients. 

(i)  The  Research  Board  shall  develop  rules  whereby  the  denial  or  revocation  of  a  license,  license  renewal. 

identification  card  or  other  adverse  action  by  the  Research  Board  shall  be: 

i.  appealable  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission  and  otherwise  subject  to  judicial  review  as 

provided  by  law,  or 

ii.  subject  to  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  established  written  procedures  to 

assure  that  constitutionally  required  due  process  safeguards  exist  and  apply  to  such  a  denial,  revocation,  or 

a d verse  action  of  the  Research  Board. 


(k)  The  Research  Board  shall  consist  of  nine  members  to  be  selected,  as  soon  as  practicable,  by  the  Article 

XIV  Coordinator  as  set  forth  in  this  Article  XIV,  one  of  whom  shall  be  selected  by  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator 

as  Research  Chairperson.  The  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  as  Research  Chairperson  until  the  nine 

members  are  selected,  at  which  time  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  is  terminated  from  the  Research  Board.  The 

members  of  the  Board,  other  than  the  temporary  "then  existiim  Research  Board”  in  section  3(t),  selected  by  the 

Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  the  following  terms:  four  shall  serve  three  years,  and  five,  including  the 

Research  Chairperson,  shall  serve  six  years.  Thereafter,  each  appointment  shall  be  for  a  term  ol'six  years.  Upon 

conclusion  of  the  Research  Chairperson’s  first  term,  or  vacancy,  whichever  comes  first,  the  Research  Board 

shall  choose  from  within  their  members  a  Research  Chairperson.  If  for  any  reason  a  vacancy  occurs,  the 

Research  Chairperson  shall  appoint  a  new  member  to  fill  the  unexpired  term.  Members  are  eliuible  for  up  to 

four  reappointments.  Although  members  of  the  Research  Board  and  Article  XIV  Coordinator  may  hold  other 

employment,  no  member  of  such  Research  Board  shall  hold  any  public  office,  and  no  member  shall  hold  any 

official  position  in  a  political  party. 

i.  It  is  expressly  directed  and  permitted  that  the  person  who  is  desiunated  on  the  initially  submitted 

Initiative  Petition  Submission  Cover  Pane  to  be  the  contact  person  to  whom  any  notices  shall  be  sent  under 
sections  1 16.140  and  1  16,180  RSMo  for  the  initiative  petition  filed  for  this  Article  XIV  pursuant  to  RSMo 

1  16.100  and  1 16,332,  shall  serve  as  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator. 

ii.  If  the  person  who  is  desiunated  on  the  initially  submitted  Initiative  Petition  Submission  Cover  Page  to 

be  t J le  contac t  person  to  w horn  am  notices  shall  be  sent  under  sections  1 16, 140  and  1 16. 1 80  RSMo  for  the 

initiative  petition  filed  for  this  Article  XIV  pursuant  to  RSMo  1 16.100  and  1 16.332  for  any  reason  does  not 

serve  as  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  the  Governor  shall  appoint  an  individual  who  is  both  a  licensed  Missouri 

physician  and  licensed  Missouri  attorney,  but  if  no  such  person  is  available  or  accepts  the  appointment,  then  any 

Missouri  resident  who  also  holds  a  Missouri  license  to  practice  medicine  and  a  PhD  in  Biology,  Chemistry, 

Biochemistry,  Physics,  Genetics,  Anatomy  or  equivalent  degree,  from  an  accredited  university  that  has  been  in 

existence  at  least  fifty  (50)  years. 

iii.  The  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  without  compensation  but  shall  receive  reimbursement  for 

all  expenses  associated  with  the  performance  and  delegation  of  all  duties  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV,  and  shall 

have  two  administrative  assistants  who  shall  each  be  paid  out  of  the  General  Purpose  Account  at  the  rate  of  a 

Missouri  State  Representative,  so  long  as  there  are  funds  available.  If  no  funds  are  immediately  available,  the 

administrative  assistants  may  serve  with  deferred  compensation  until  funds  are  available  and  when  funds 

become  available  the  administrative  assistants  shall  be  paid  the  full  compensation  owed,  as  shall  the  expenses  of 

the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  be  reimbursed. 


(l)  Five  members  of  the  Research  Board  shall  constitute  a  quorum.  No  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the 

Board  shall  impair  the  right  of  a  quorum  to  exercise  all  the  rights  and  perform  all  the  duties  of  the  Board.  The 

Research  Board  may  act  only  by  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  a  quorum,  with  such  quorum  meeting  in 

person  when  practicable  but  by  video  teleconference  or  similar  means  when  approved  by  a  majority  of  the 

quorum.  Failure  to  regularly  and  frequently  participate  in  Board  business  shall  be  grounds  for  dismissal  from 

the  Board  upon  a  vote  of  six  members  of  the  Board. 

(m)  The  Research  Board  is  hereby  granted,  has  and  may  exercise  all  powers  necessary  or  appropriate  to 

implement,  carry  out,  enforce  and  effectuate  its  purpose,  and  the  purposes  of  this  Article  XIV  including  but  not 

limited  to  the  following: 

i.  To  make,  purchase  or  participate  in  the  purchase  of  property; 

ii.  Adopt  bylaws  for  the  regulation  of  its  affairs  and  the  conduct  or  discharge  of  its  business  and  define  terms 

so  as  to  reasonably  and  effectively  carry  out  the  purpose  of  this  Article  XIV; 

iii  To  accept  appropriations,  gifts,  grants,  bequests,  and  devises  and  to  utilize  or  dispose  of  the  same  to  carry 

out  its  purpose; 
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iv.  To  make  and  execute  contracts,  releases,  compromises,  and  other  instruments  necessary  or  convenient  for 

the  exercise  of  its  powers,  or  to  carry  out  its  purpose: 

v.  To  sue  and  be  sued; 

vi.  To  have  a  seal  and  alter  the  same  at  will: 

vii.  To  make,  promulgate  and  from  time  to  time,  amend  and  repeal  rules: 

viii.  To  perform  all  administrative  duties  necessary  or  that  reasonably  assist  in  the  discharge  and  conduct  of 

its  business  as  defined  in  this  Article,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  formation  of  committees  and 

subcommittees  and  the  delegation  of  its  authority,  to  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  to  such  committees  and 

subcommittees. 

ix.  To  form  advisory  panels  of  licensed  cultivators,  in  fusers/extractors,  and  dispensaries; 

x.  To  acquire,  hold,  lease,  sell  and  dispose  of  personal  property  for  its  purpose; 

xi.  To  sell,  at  public  or  private  sale,  any  mortgage,  negotiable  instrument  or  obligation  securing  building  and 

construction  or  land  development; 

xii.  To  enter  into  agreements  or  other  transactions  with  any  federal  or  state  agency,  international  entity,  any 

person  or  anv  domestic  or  foreign  partnership,  corporation,  association  or  organization; 

xiii.  To  acquire  real  property,  or  an  interest  therein,  in  its  own  name,  to  hold,  not  sell,  and  may  lease  for  up  to 

100  years  and  one  option  to  renew  up  to  another  100  years  such  property  to  a  tenant  to  develop,  for  building  and 

construction,  and  to  manage  and  operate  such  property,  to  enter  into  management  contracts  with  respect  to  such 

property  and  to  mortgage  such  property; 

xiv.  To  procure  insurance  against  anv  loss  in  connection  with  its  property  in  such  amounts,  and  from  such 

insurers,  as  may  be  necessary  or  desirable; 

xv.  To  develop  a  retirement  or  pension  plan  for  employees,  staff  and  board  members  working  for  the 

Research  Board  or  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute; 

xvi.  To  issue  and  sell  revenue  bonds  to  fund  anv  purpose  authorized  by  this  Article.  Anv  bonds  issued  under 

the  provisions  of  this  Article  shall  not  be  deemed  to  he  an  indebtedness  of  the  State  of  Missouri  or  of  anv 

political  subdivision  thereof,  and  shall  not  be  deemed  to  he  an  indebtedness  within  the  meaning  of  any 

constitutional  or  statutory  limitation  upon  the  incurring  of  indebtedness.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  or  sales  of 

anv  bonds  issued  hereunder  shall  be  paid  into  the  state  treasury  and  be  credited  to  a  fund  to  be  designated  the 

"Biomedical  Research  and  Prim  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund".  The  bonds  shall  be  retired  serially  and  by 

installments  within  a  period  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years  from  their  date  of  issue  and  shall  bear  interest  at  a 

rate  or  rates  not  exceeding  the  rate  permitted  by  law. 

(n)  The  Research  Board  shall  charge  fees  for  each  applicant  for  each  license  to  operate  a  Medical  Marijuana 

Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility 

or  Medical  Marijuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  as  follows:  1.  Except  for  Medical 

Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities,  a  non-refundablc  $25,000  application  fee  for  each  type  of  facility 

which  shall  constitute  the  licensure  fee  for  the  first  year  of  licensure;  2.  For  Medical  Marijuana  Research 

Cultivation  Facilities  a  non-refundablc  $5.000  application  fee  which  shall  constitute  the  licensure  fee  for  the 

Inst  year  of  licensure  and,  in  addition  3.  For  each  type  of  facility  in  each  subsequent  licensure  year,  a  fee  equal 

to  125%  of  the  pro-rata  estimated  average  yearly  cost  to  the  Research  Board  of  administrating  and  enforcing  this 

Article  XIV  application  and  licensing  process,  estimated  over  a  five  (5)  year  period,  divided  equally  among  all 

applicants  based  on  the  yearly  estimated  number  of  applicants  for  such  licenses  over  the  same  five  (5)  year 
period,  as  reasonably  estimated  by  the  Research  Board. 

(o)  Ihe  Research  Board  shall  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  may  be  purchased  per  month. 

provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  three  (3)  ounces  every  thirty  (30)  days  of  dried  unprocessed  marijuana  or  its 

extract  equivalent  as  reasonably  determined  by  the  Research  Board.  A  requested  waiver  of  any  such  limit  may 

be  reviewed  by  the  Research  Board  for  a  qualifying  patient  with  written  certification  from  two  physicians,  not 

of  the  same  clinic,  setting  forth  compelling  reasons  for  additional  amounts  requested. 

(p)  The  Research  Board  shall  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  for  Medical  Marijuana- 
Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  within  the  state  of  Missouri  to  a  total  of  not  less  than  fifty 

(50)  licenses.  Upon  the  written  request  of  a  local  government  to  the  Research  Board  for  an  exception  to 

increase  the  specific  number  of  available  licenses  within  that  local  government,  above  the  restriction,  such 

exception  for  a  specific  number  of  licenses  may  be  granted  by  the  Research  Board  for  such  licenses. 

Alternatively,  upon  the  written  request  of  local  government  for  an  exception  to  exclude  local  government  from 

Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  the  Research  Board  may  provide  such 

a  requesting  local  government  a  five  (5)  year  exclusion,  which  thereafter  may  be  reconsidered  by  the  Research 

Board  for  renewal  every  five  (5)  years  if  the  local  government  has  placed  the  matter  to  a  vote  of  the  local 

government  population  and  such  vote  resulted  in  a  majority  vote  fora  continued  ban  upon  infuscd/cxtraction 

products  facilities. 
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(q)  The  Research  Board  shall  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  for  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 

Facilities  within  each  county  or  city  not  within  a  county  to  two  (2)  for  every  twenty  thousand  (20.000) 

inhabitants.  I f  a  county  or  city  not  within  a  county  has  fewer  than  twenty  thousand  (20.000)  inhabitants,  the 

Research  Board  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  for  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  to  two 

(2),  Upon  the  written  request  of  a  local  government  to  the  Research  Board  for  an  exception  to  increase  the 

specific  number  of  available  licenses  within  that  local  government,  above  the  restriction,  such  exception  fora 

specific  number  of  licenses  may  be  granted  by  the  Research  Board  for  such  licenses.  Alternatively,  upon  the 

written  request  of  a  local  government  for  an  exception  to  exclude  local  government  from  Medical  Marijuana 

Dispensary  Facilities,  the  Research  Board  may  provide  such  a  requesting  local  government  a  five  (5)  year 

exclusion,  which  thereafter  may  be  reconsidered  by  the  Research  Board  lor  renewal  every  five  (5)  years  if  the 

local  government  has  placed  the  matter  to  a  vote  of  the  local  government  population  and  such  vote  resulted  in  a 

majority  vote  for  a  continued  ban  upon  dispensaries. 

(r)  The  Research  Board  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  lor  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 

Facilities  within  the  state  of  Missouri  to  a  total  of  not  less  than  fifty  (50)  licenses,  and  the  number  of  Medical 

Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  facilities  to  a  total  of  not  less  than  four  hundred  (400)  licenses.  If  the  number 

of  licenses  is  restricted  by  the  Research  Board,  upon  the  written  request  of  a  local  'government  to  the  Research 

Board  lor  an  exception  to  increase  the  specific  number  of  available  licenses  within  that  local  government,  above 

the  restriction,  such  exception  for  a  specific  number  of  licenses  may  be  granted  by  the  Research  Board  for  such 

licenses.  Alternatively,  upon  the  written  request  of  a  local  government  lor  an  exception  to  exclude  local 

government  from  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation 

Facilities,  the  Research  Board  may  provide  such  a  requesting  local  government  a  five  (5)  year  exclusion,  which 

thereafter  may  be  reconsidered  by  the  Research  Board  for  renewal  every  five  (5)  years  if  the  local  government 

has  placed  the  matter  to  a  vote  of  the  local  government  population  and  such  vote  resulted  in  a  majority  vote  for 

a  continued  ban  upon  cultivation. 

(s)  The  initial  nine  members  of  the  Research  Board  shall  have  their  compensation  set  as  the  annual  salary 

received  by  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice.  Thereafter,  for  new  members  of  the  Board,  the 

compensation  shall  be  an  amount  agreed  upon  by  at  least  one  half  of  the  Research  Board,  and  approved  by  the 

Governor,  but  not  less  than  the  annual  salary  received  bv  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice.  Upon 

further  years  of  service,  the  compensation  shall  be  increased  every  three  years  bv  the  greater  of  a  cost  of  living 

increase  based  upon  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Board  of 

Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  or  at  a  raised  amount  agreed  upon  unanimously  bv  the  Research  Board  and 

approved  bv  the  Governor. 

(t)  A  nonpartisan  scientific  nominating  committee,  hereafter  nonpartisan  commission,  of  five  (5) 

individuals  shall  review  applications,  interview  candidates  and  for  each  vacancy  in  the  Research  Board  and 

shall  select  a  panel  of  four  (4)  individuals  from  which  the  Research  Chairperson  shall  appoint  as  member(s)  of 

the  Research  Board.  The  five  individuals  on  the  nonpartisan  commission  members  shall  be  elected  from  the 

combined  pool  of  licensed  Missouri  physicians  and  pharmacists  as  set  out  in  this  subsection  (t).  Residents  of  the 

State  of  Missouri  who  are  licensed  Missouri  physicians  or  licensed  Missouri  pharmacists  and  living  in  the  State 

of  Missouri  at  least  six  (6)  months  over  the  twelve  (12)  months  before  the  election  in  this  subsection  (t)  shall 

elect  a  grand  total  of  live  individuals  from  the  combined  pool  of  licensed  Missouri  physicians  and  pharmacists 

to  serve  as  members  of  said  nonpartisan  commission.  Fach  member  shall  serve  four  (4)  year  terms  except  that 

from  the  initial  election  of  members  of  the  nonpartisan  commission,  the  three  (3)  with  the  lowest  number  of 

votes  shall  be  elected  to  two  (2)  year  terms,  and  the  other  two  (2)  members  which  shall  be  elected  to  a  four  (4) 

year  term,  and  the  members  of  the  nonpartisan  commission  shall  select  one  of  their  number  to  serve  as 

chairperson.  No  member  of  the  nonpartisan  commission  shall  hold  any  public  office,  and  no  member  shall  hold 

any  official  position  in  a  political  party.  The  nonpartisan  commission  may  act  only  bv  the  concurrence  of  a 

majority  of  its  members.  The  members  of  such  nonpartisan  commission  shall  receive  a  salary  equal  to  that  of  an 

elected  state  senator  as  compensation  for  their  services  and  they  shall  receive  their  necessary  traveling  and  other 

expenses  incurred  while  actually  engaged  in  the  discharge  of  their  official  duties.  Hxcept  as  provided  otherwise 

in  this  Article  XIV.  any  and  all  such  nonpartisan  commissions  shall  be  governed,  and  all  nonpartisan 
commission  elections  provided  for  under  this  section  shall  be  held  by,  and  regulated  under,  such  rules  as  a  panel 

of  three  retired  Missouri  judges  appointed  bv  the  Research  Chairperson,  or  Article  XIV  Coordinator  prior  to  the 

Research  Chairperson,  shall  promulgate.  Said  rules  shall  be  presented  to  the  Research  Chairperson  who  shall 

file  such  rules  with  the  secretary  of  state  on  behalf  of  the  Research  Board  within  twenty-one  (21 )  davs  of 

receiving  them  from  the  three  judge  panel.  The  three  judge  panel  shall  be  compensated  the  standard  rate  of 

retired  senior  judges  paid  out  of  the  General  Purpose  Account  during  the  weeks  in  which  they  perform  work. 

Pending  selection  and  appointment  that  will  fill  the  Research  Board,  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  appoint 

four  (4)  temporary  acting  members  and  the  Governor  shall  appoint  four  (4)  temporary  acting  members  who 

together  with  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  be  the  “then  existing  Research  Board"  and  shall  have  the  power 

and  duties  of  the  Research  Board  until  such  member  positions  are  otherwise  Idled  pursuant  to  this  Article. 

Those  temporary  members  shall  serve  at  the  same  rate  as  Research  Board  members  so  long  as  there  are  funds 

available.  If  no  funds  are  immediately  available,  the  members  may  serve  with  deferred  compensation  until 

funds  are  available  and  when  funds  become  available  the  members  shall  be  paid  for  time  served  from 

appointment,  and  for  their  reasonable  expenses  incurred  to  effectuate  their  duties. 
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(u)  Applications  for  vacancies  in  the  Research  Board  are  permitted  by  any  licensed  physician  or  licensed 

pharmacist  residing  in  the  State  of  Missouri  for  at  least  three  years  prior  to  their  application  who  also  holds  a 

PhD  in  Biology.  Chemistry.  Biochemistry.  Physics.  Genetics,  Anatomy.  Biomedical  Engineering. 

Neuroscience,  a  Juris  Pearce,  or  equivalent  degree  who  may  submit  an  application  to  the  nonpartisan 

commission  for  consideration.  Additionally,  any  citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  Nobel  Laureate  in  the  field  of 

medicine  or  science  with  permanent  residence  in  the  United  States,  who  also  holds  a  PhD  in  Biology, 

Chemistry,  Biochemistry,  Physics,  Genetics,  Anatomy,  Biomedical  engineering.  Neuroscience,  a  Juris  Degree, 

or  equivalent  degree,  from  an  accredited  university  that  has  been  in  existence  at  least  fifty  (50)  years,  upon 

nomination  of  a  Dean  of  the  School  of  Medicine  of  the  University  of  Missouri  -  Columbia,  Kansas  City,  St. 

Louis.  St.  Louis  University,  or  Washington  University  in  St.  Louis,  or  upon  nomination  of  a  member  of  the 

Missouri  State  Senate  may  submit  their  application  to  the  nonpartisan  commission  for  consideration. 

(v)  The  Research  Board  shall  establish  targeted  diseases  research  groups,  hereafter  research  groups,  aimed 

at  research,  findjng  cures,  and  endeavors  lor  fighting  specific  targeted  diseases  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 

the  charge  of  this  Article  XIV.  Specific  targeted  diseases  shall  be  identified  by  the  Research  Board,  and  such 

targeted  diseases  may  be  identified  for  receiving  segregated  donations  and  contributions  before  and  after  the 

targeted  disease  research  group  is  established.  Research  groups  shall  be  governed  by  a  panel  or  not  less  than 

three  (3)  individuals  and  not  more  than  seven  (7),  chosen  by  the  Research  Board,  who  shall  oversee,  supervise, 

steer,  and  regulate  the  group’s  research  to  find  cures.  Individuals  on  the  Research  Board  may  sit  on  up  to  four 

(4)  targeted  disease  group  governing  panels.  Research  group  panel  members,  except  for  Research  Board 

members  who  shall  receive  no  additional  compensation,  shall  have  their  compensation  set  as  the  annual  salary 

determined  by  the  Research  Board,  but  in  no  event  less  than  70%  of  the  annual  compensation  of  the  Missouri 

Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice.  When  a  targeted  disease  group  governing  panel  includes  five  (5)  or  more 

members,  up  to  two  (2)  of  those  members  may  be  non-compcnsated  non-voting  advisory  members  of  a  50 1  c3 

charitable  organization(s)  that  has  demonstrated  a  commitment,  as  determined  by  the  Research  Board,  to 

finding  a  cure  for  the  targeted  disease. 

(w)  Members  of  the  Research  Board,  except  as  allowed  under  this  Article  XIV,  shall  not  enter  into  any 

personal  financial  or  business  relationships  with  a  Section  10  participating  research  entity,  other  than  in  an 

accredited  university  faculty  position,  during  the  member's  tenure  on  the  Research  Board,  and  for  a  period  of 

two  (2)  years  after  that  member's  tenure  on  the  Research  Board  ends.  Further  a  Research  Board  member  shall 

never  steer  research  outcomes  to  or  toward  a  particular  direction  or  goal  with  the  purpose  of  helping  a  private 

company  for  personal  or  for  family  financial  gain.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  prohibit  or  prejudice  a  board 

member  or  Article  XIV  Coordinator  from  entering  into  any  employment,  financial  or  business  relationship  so 

long  as  such  docs  not  steer  or  influence  Article  XIV  research  toward  a  particular  research  result/outcome  for 

personal  financial  gain. 

(,\)  The  monies,  including  but  not  limited  to  all  revenues  and  taxes  generated,  obtained  and  distributed  under 

this  Article  XIV,  and  all  other  monies  generated,  obtained,  and  distributed  under  this  Article  XIV  shall  not  be 

included  within  the  definition  of  "total  state  revenues"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  17  of  Article  X  of  this 

constitution  nor  be  considered  as  an  "expense  of  state  government"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  20  of  article  X 

of  this  constitution. 


(y)  The  Research  Board  shall  establish  a  public  website  for  transmission  and  receipt  of  information  to  and 

from  the  public. 


(z)  Within  ninety  (90)  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV  if  practicable,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 

lime  exceed  six  (fi)  months  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV,  the  Research  Board  shall  make  available 

to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  facilities. 

Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical 

Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(aa)  Within  ninety  (90)  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV  if  practicable,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 

time  exceed  six  (6)  months  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV,  the  Research  Board  shall  make  available 

to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver 

identification  cards.  Within  one  hundred  and  twenty  ( 120)  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV,  if 

practicable,  but  in  no  event  more  than  eight  (8)  months  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV,  the  Research 

Board  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  such  identification. 
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Section  4.  Licensure,  Taxation  and  Reporting. 

(a)  A  cultivation  tax  is  hereby  imposed  on  each  wholesale  sale  in  Missouri  by  a  Medical  Marijuana 

Cultivation  Facility  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  to  a  Medical  Mariiuana- 
Infused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  and  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  and  Medical 

Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  at  a  rate  for  marijuana 

(lowers  of  nine  dollars  and  twenty  five  cents  ($9.25)  per  dry-weight  ounce,  and  the  tax  rate  for  marijuana  leaves 

shall  be  set  at  two  dollars  and  seventy  five  cents  (S2.75)  per  dry-w'eight  ounce,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased  or 

decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor 

index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency. 

F  For  all  wholesale  sales  of  marijuana,  a  receipt  must  be  given  by  the  seller  which  identifies  all  the  parties 

involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in  the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money 

involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations  and  grand  total  sale  amounts. 

(b)  A  tax  is  hereby  imposed  on  each  retail  sale  in  Missouri  of  Marijuana  and  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction 

products  by  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  at  a  rate  of  fifteen  percent  ( 15%)  of  the  purchase  price 

paid  or  charged.  or  in  case  such  sale  involves  the  exchange  of  property,  to  fifteen  percent  ( 15%)  ofthc 

consideration  paid  or  charged.  including  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  exchanged  at  the  time  and  place 

of  the  exchange. 

L  The  tax  must  be  collected  by  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of 

Revenue  within  thirty  (30)  days  of  the  retail  sale. 

jL  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana,  a  receipt  must  be  given  by  the  seller  which  identifies  all  the  parties 

involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in  the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money 

involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations  and  grand  total  sale  amounts.  The  seller  of  the  product  must 

issue  a  copy  of  the  receipt  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  or  be  subject  to  an  automatic  penalty  up  to  $  1 00 

per-occurrcnce;  failure  to  submit  such  receipts  may  further  subject  a  seller  to  prohibition  on  obtaining*  a 

future  license  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  ora  Medical 

Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  for  a  minimum  of  30  days  to  a  maximum 

of  life,  and  if  a  non-human  entity  a  maximum  of  forever. 


(c)  Subject  to  the  limitations  within  this  Article  a  person  who  is  a  Missouri  resident  for  three  or  more  years, 

or  entity  that  is  registered  to  do  business  in  the  State  of  Missouri  and  owned  at  least  seventy  percent  (70%)  or 

more  by  three  year  or  Ionizer  duration  Missouri  residents,  may  apply  for  and  obtain  from  the  Research  Board  a 

license  to  operate  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility 

in  Missouri. 

L  Such  person  or  entity  may  apply  to  the  Research  Board  for  and  obtain: 

a.  A  yearly  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  license  to  .mow  marijuana.  Each  such  license 
shall  be  valid  for  growing  marijuana  in  up  to  twenty  thousand  (20,000)  square  feet  of  plant  canopy.  Each 

such  license  shall  be  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  of  $25,000  for  the  first  year  per  license  (which  must  be  by 

money  order,  cashier's  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  by  the  Research  Board  and  accompany  the 

application  and  will  be  returned  if  the  application  is  unsuccessful)  and  then  annually  at  $15,000  per 

license  upon  renewal;  or 

b.  A  yearly  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  license  to  grow  marijuana.  Each  such 

license  shall  be  valid  for  growing  marijuana  in  up  to  two  thousand  five  hundred  (2,500)  square  feet  of 

plant  canopy.  Each  such  license  shall  be  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  of  $10,000  for  the  First  year  per  license 

(which  must  be  by  money  order,  cashier’s  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  by  the  Research  Board 

and  accompany  the  application  and  will  be  returned  if  the  application  is  unsuccessful)  and  then  annually 

at  $5,000  per  license  upon  renewal. 

c.  Such  licenses  may  be  renewed  each  year,  and  rates  for  both  licenses  may  be  increased  or 
decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or 

successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency. 

d.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  or 
possessed  by  any  individual,  group  of  individuals,  or  entity(s)  under  substantially  common  control, 

ownership,  or  management,  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  by  derivative. 

e.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  or 

possessed  by  any  individual,  group  of  individuals,  or  entity(s)  under  substantially  common  control, 

ownership,  or  management,  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  by  derivative. 
ii.  When  there  are  more  applications  for  licenses  than  are  available,  except  as  stated  in  4(c)ii.a.  of  this 

subsection  immediately  below,  licenses  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  competitive  bids  (such  bids  must  be  by 

money  order,  cashier's  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  bv  the  Research  Board,  and  accompany  the 

application  and  will  be  returned  if  the  bid  is  unsuccessful),  with  licenses  awarded  to  the  highest  bidder.  Such 

bids  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  prescribed  by  the  Research  Board  to  avoid  disclosure  of  bid  amounts  to 

competing  bidders  during  the  bidding  process. 

The  Research  Board  may  set  aside  up  to  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility 
licenses  and  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  to  be  awarded  based 

upon  a  ranking  using  the  following  factors:  site  security,  including  capacity  for  ease  of  cultivation, 

experience  with  understanding  the  medicine  and  law  surrounding  the  cultivation  and  use  of  medical 

marijuana,  experience  with  agriculture,  horticulture,  health  care  and  the  cannabis  market,  and  sufficient 

available  capital  to  maximize  probable  success;  acceptance  in  the  site  community;  business  plan  for 
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Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  and  business  plan  plus  research  plan  for  Medical 

Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  licenses;  potential  for  positive  economic  impact  in  the  site 

community  and  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In  rankiim 

applicants  and  awarding  licenses,  the  Research  Board  may  consult  with  or  contract  other  public  agencies 

with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Research  Board  may  lift  or  case  any  limit  on  the 

number  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities 

to  meet  the  demand  for  medical  marijuana  by  qualifying  patients  and  research. 

iii.  Marijuana  must  be  grown  indoors  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility:  a  room,  warehouse  or  greenhouse,  or 

other  enclosed  area  equipped  with  locks  or  other  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  by  authorized 

personnel,  meeting  the  Research  Board  standards  and  industry  standards  for  safety  and  safe  use  of  electricity. 

iv.  Upon  request  to  the  Research  Board,  state  institutions  of  higher  education  governed  by  sections  1 74.020 

to  1 74.500  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  and  chapter  1 72  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  shall  be  granted, 

without  charge,  up  to  one  ( 1 )  medical  marijuana  research  cultivation  facility  license  per  institution  per  year  to 

grow  marijuana. 

v.  Upon  request  to  the  Research  Board  by  an  entity  operating  under  authority  of  section  10  of  this  Article 

XIV,  the  Research  Board  may  grant,  without  charge,  up  to  one  ( 1 )  medical  marijuana  research  cultivation 

facility  license  to  a  total  of  no  more  than  ten  ( 10)  such  entities  for  purposes  of  researching  the  benefits  of 

medical  marijuana  for  various  presently  incurable  diseases. 

vi.  Initial  applications  for  licenses  shall  be  accepted  beginning  no  more  than  seven  (7)  months  after  the 

effective  date  of  this  Article.  The  initial  application  period  shall  remain  open  for  ninety  (90)  days. 

vii.  After  the  initial  application  period,  when  one  or  more  licenses  become  available,  the  opening  shall  be 

published  on  the  Research  Board's  website  for  ninety  (90)  days,  at  the  close  of  which  an  additional 

application  period  of  ninety  (90)  days  shall  immediately  commence. 

(d)  Subject  to  the  limitations  within  this  Article  a  person  who  is  a  Missouri  resident  for  three  or  more  years, 

or  entity  that  is  registered  to  do  business  in  the  State  of  Missouri  and  owned  at  least  seventy  percent  (70%)  or 

more  by  three  year  or  longer  duration  Missouri  residents,  may  apply  for  and  obtain  a  license  to  operate  a 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  in  Missouri.  Such  person  or  entity  may  apply  to  the  Research  Board  for 

and  obtain  a  yearly  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  license  to  sell  marijuana  or  marijuana- 
infuscd/cxtraction  products  for  medical  use  within  a  county  or  city  not  within  a  county.  Each  such  license  shall 

be  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  of  $25,000  for  the  first  year  per  license  (which  must  be  by  money  order,  cashier's 

check,  or  other  means  as  determined  by  the  Research  Board  and  accompany  the  application  and  will  be  returned 

i f  the  application  is  unsuccessful)  and  then  annually  at  $10,000  per  license  upon  renewal,  with  such  rates  to  be 

increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI  ). 

or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Research  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency. 

i.  No  more  than  five  (5)  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  or  possessed  by 

any  one  individual,  group  of  individuals,  or  cntitv(s)  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or 

manauement,  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  by  derivative,  nor  shall  such  one  individual,  group  of 

individuals,  or  entity  ever  possess  more  than  fifty  percent  (50%)  of  the  licenses  for  a  given  county  or  city 

not  within  a  county, 

ii.  When  there  are  more  applications  for  licenses  than  arc  available,  in  total  or  for  particular  locations,  except 

as  stated  in  4(d)ii.a,  licenses  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  a  three  prong  test  established  by  the  board.  1 ) 

knowlcdttc  of  pharmacy  and  ability  to  have  a  pharmacist  available  for  consultation  to  qualifying  patients 

purchasing  marijuana,  2)  knowledge  of  medicine  and  medical  research,  and  3)  competitive  bids  (such  bids 

must  he  by  money  order,  cashier's  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  by  the  Research  Board,  and 

accompany  the  application  and  will  be  returned  if  the  bid  is  unsuccessful),  with  licenses  awarded  to  the 

individual,  individuals  or  entities  with  the  highest  score.  Such  bids  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  prescribed  by 

the  Research  Board  to  avoid  disclosure  of  bid  amounts  to  competing  bidders  during  the  bidding  process. 

a.  The  Research  Board  may  set  aside  up  to  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  facility  licenses  to  be 

awarded  based  upon  a  ranking  using  the  following  factors:  knowledge  of  pharmacy,  knowledge  of 

neuroscience  and  marijuana  interactions,  site  security,  experience  with  understanding  the  medicine  and 

law  surrounding  the  use  of  medical  marijuana,  experience  with  retail  pharmacy,  health  care  and  the 

cannabis  market,  business  plan,  and  sufficient  available  capital  to  maximize  probable  success:  acceptance 

in  the  site  community;  potential  for  positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community  and  maintaining 

competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses. 

the  Research  Board  may  consult  with  or  contract  other  public  agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding 

these  factors. 

iii.  Initial  applications  for  licenses  shall  be  accepted  beginning  no  more  than  seven  (7)  months  after  the 

effective  dale  of  this  Article.  The  initial  application  period  shall  remain  open  for  ninety  (90)  days. 

iv.  After  the  initial  application  period,  when  one  or  more  licenses  become  available,  the  opening  shall  be 

published  on  the  Research  Board's  website  for  ninety  (90)  days,  at  the  close  of  which  an  additional 

application  period  of  ninety  (90)  days  shall  immediately  commence. 

(e)  Subject  to  the  limitations  within  this  Article  a  person  who  is  a  Missouri  resident  for  three  or  more  years, 

or  entity  that  is  registered  to  do  business  in  the  State  of  Missouri  and  owned  at  least  seventy  percent  (70%)  or 

more  by  three  year  or  longer  duration  Missouri  residents,  may  apply  for  and  operate  a  Medical  Mariiuana- 

Infused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  in  Missouri.  Such  person  or  entity  may  apply  to  the 

Research  Board  for  and  obtain  a  yearly  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfuscd/Extraction  Manufacturing  Products  Facility 
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a  license  to  buy  marijuana  from  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  Medical  Marimana  Research 

Cultivation  Facility  and  sell  medical  mariiuana-int'used/extracted  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 

Facility.  Each  such  license  shall  be  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  of  $20,000  for  the  first  year  per  license  (which  must 

be  by  money  order,  cashier’s  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  by  the  Research  Board  and  accompany  the 

application  and  will  be  returned  if  the  application  is  unsuccessful)  and  then  annually  at  $10.000  per  license  upon 

renewal,  with  such  rates  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the 

Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Research  Board  of  Labor  or  its 

successor  agency. 

i.  No  more  than  five  (5)  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufaeturiim  Facility  licenses 

shall  be  issued  to  or  possessed  by  any  one  individual,  group  ol~  individuals,  or  cntitv(s)  under  substantially 

common  control,  ownership,  or  management,  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  by  derivative,  nor  shall  such 

one  individual,  group  of  individuals,  or  entity  ever  possess  more  than  fifty  percent  (50%)  of  the  licenses  lor 

a  given  county  or  city  not  within  a  county. 

ii.  When  there  arc  more  applications  for  licenses  than  are  available,  except  as  stated  in  4(e)ii.a.  licenses  shall 

be  on  the  basis  of  competitive  bids  (such  bids  must  be  by  money  order,  cashier’s  check,  or  other  means  as 

determined  by  the  Research  Board,  and  accompany  the  application  and  will  be  returned  if  the  bid  is 

unsuccessful),  with  licenses  awarded  to  the  highest  bidder.  Such  bids  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  prescribed 

bv  the  Research  Board  to  avoid  disclosure  of  bid  amounts  to  competing  bidders  during  the  bidding  process. 

a.  The  Research  Board  may  set  aside  up  to  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  to 

be  awarded  based  upon  a  ranking  using  the  following  factors:  site  security,  experience  with 

understanding  the  medicine  and  law  surrounding  the  use  of  medical  marijuana,  experience  with  retail 

pharmacy,  health  care  and  the  cannabis  market,  business  plan,  and  sufficient  available  capital  to 

maximize  probable  success;  acceptance  in  the  site  community:  potential  for  positive  economic  impact  in 

the  site  community  and  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In 

ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses,  the  Research  Board  may  consult  with  or  contract  other  public 

agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors. 

iii.  Initial  applications  for  licenses  shall  be  accepted  beginning  no  more  than  seven  (7)  months  after  the 

effective  date  of  this  Article.  The  initial  application  period  shall  remain  open  for  ninety  (90)  days. 

iv.  After  the  initial  application  period,  when  one  or  more  licenses  become  available,  the  opening  shall  be 

published  on  the  Research  [Board's  website  for  ninety  (90)  days,  at  the  close  of  which  an  additional 

application  period  of  ninety  (90)  days  shall  immediately  commence. 

(f)  A  qualifying  patient  must  obtain  annually  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  from  the  Research 

Board  and  shall  be  taxed  at  an  annual  rate  of  $100  per  issuance,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 

year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor  index  as 

published  bv  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  application  for  a  qualifying  patient 

identification  card,  the  Research  Board  must,  within  thirty  (30)  days,  provide  cither  the  card  or  a  written 

explanation  for  its  denial  of  the  card.  It  shall  not  be  grounds  for  denial  that  use  of  medical  marijuana  is  not 

approved  under  federal  law. 

(g)  A  designated  primary  caregiver  must  obtain  annually  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card 

from  the  Research  Board  for  each  designated  qualifying  patient  and  shall  be  taxed  at  an  annual  rate  of  $  1 00  per 

issuance,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the 

Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor 

agency.  Upon  application  for  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card,  the  Research  Board  must. 

within  thirty  (30)  days,  provide  either  the  card  or  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial  of  the  card.  It  shall  not  be 

grounds  for  denial  that  use  of  medical  marijuana  is  not  approved  under  federal  law. 

(h)  Marijuana  in  Missouri  for  retail  sale  may  only  be  sold  bv  a  licensed  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 

Facility, 

(i)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical 

Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  assign,  sell,  give,  lease,  sublease,  or 

otherwise  transfer  its  license  to  any  other  individual  or  entity  for  at  least  five  (5)  years  from  the  time  of  the 

initial  application  by  the  licensee,  and  then  not  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Research  Board,  not  to  be 

unreasonably  withheld.  Licenses  are  transferable  upon  death  bv  will  or  inheritance. 

(i)  No  taxes  or  fees  shall  be  imposed  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana  except  as  provided  in  this  Article. 

(k)  In  event  subsection  (i)  of  this  section  4,  immediately  above,  is  found  unconstitutional,  the  taxes  imposed 

pursuant  to  this  section  are  separate  from  and  in  addition  to  any  general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that 

apply  to  retail  sales  of  tangible  personal  property. 

(l)  All  revenues  collected  from  the  taxes  imposed  on  the  sale  of  marijuana  pursuant  to  this  section  must  be 

deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund.  All  revenues  and  taxes 

collected  from  the  issuance  of  licenses  to  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana 

Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  and 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  except  as  provided  elsewhere  in  this  Article  XIV.  must  likewise  be 

deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund. 
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Section  5.  Trust  Fund 

(a)  The  "Biomedical  Research  and  Prim  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund"  is  hereby  established  in  the 

state  treasury.  Within  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Prim  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  shall  be  the 

following  accounts  which  include  but  arc  not  necessarily  limited  to: 

L  General  Purpose  Account: 
iL  Land  Acquisition  Account: 

i i i ,  Targeted  Diseases  Account  and  its  sub-accounts:  and 

iv.  Section  10  Account. 


(b)  Except  for  repayment  of  bonds  under  this  Section  5.  subsection  b.  which  shall  be  paid  first,  at  the 

conclusion  of  each  fiscal  year,  the  state  treasurer  shall  allocate  all  monies  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 

Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  that  arc  not  otherwise  in  an  account  to  the  Research  Board  for  disbursement 

and  investment  as  directed  in  this  section.  During  the  first  five  (5)  years,  the  monies  shall  be  deposited  50%  into 

the  General  Purpose  Account,  25%  into  the  Land  Acquisition  Account  and  25%  into  the  targeted  disease 

account.  Thereafter  the  Research  Board  shall  direct  the  percentage  of  money  to  be  deposited  into  each  account. 

Monies  deposited  in  the  fund  shall  include  but  are  not  limited  to  the  designated  funds  received  from  sections  4, 

5  and  10  of  Article  XIV.  money  transferred  from  the  Research  Board  and  any  other  amounts  which  may  be 

received  from  grants,  gifts,  devises,  bequests,  contributions,  donations,  and  money  from  contracts,  from  the 

state  or  federal  government,  derivative  of  intellectual  property  rights,  or  any  other  source.  Monies  in  the  fund 

shall  be  used  solely  for  the  purposes  established  by  this  Article  XIV. 

(c)  Monies  deposited  into  the  General  Purpose  Account  shall  be  used  for  research,  presently  incurable 

diseases,  targeted  diseases,  building  and  construction,  the  campus,  cures,  endeavors,  jobs,  payment  and 

compensation  for  jobs,  administrative  expenses,  and  education  in  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  performed  pursuant 

to  this  Article  XIV,  Up  to  10%  of  the  annual  General  Purpose  Account  may  be  allocated  by  the  Board  to 

various  universities  in  the  State  of  Missouri  with  accredited  medical  or  pharmacy  schools,  or  currently  existing 

at  the  time  of  passage  of  this  Article  XIV  independently  accredited  medical  or  pharmacy  schools  within  the 

State  of  Missouri,  for  collaborative  efforts  pursuant  to  section  10  of  Article  XIV.  and  to  the  development  of 

secondary  campuses  in  Missouri  at  these  in-state  universities  with  accredited  medical  schools  and  pharmacy 

schools,  plus  up  to  a  further  5%  annually  maybe  allocated  for  research  purposes  to  various  such  universities 

who  have  developed,  or  have  in  the  past  12  months  before  passage  of  this  Article  XIV  been  actively  taking 

steps  to  develop,  including  but  not  limited  to  providing  classes  that  will  count  as  credit  for,  graduate  programs 

in  biomedical  engineering  and  neuroscience.  Additionally,  up  to  10%  more  of  the  General  Purpose  Account 

may  he  allocated  by  the  Research  Board  to  various  joint  collaborative  in-Missouri/non-Missouri  research  efforts 

pursuant  to  section  10  of  Article  XIV.  and  un  to  2%  more  of  the  General  Purpose  Account  may  be  allocated  by 

the  Research  Board  as  grants  to  Missouri  local  law  enforcement  agencies  to  assist  with  costs  associated  with 

medical  marijuana  law  enforcement  and  safety. 

(d)  Monies  deposited  into  the  Land  Acquisition  Account  shall  be  used  for  Land  Acquisition  and  Land 

Development.  The  Land  Acquisition  Account  may  receive  specific  designated  grants,  gifts,  devises,  bequests, 

contributions,  donations,  and  money  from  contracts,  from  the  state  or  federal  government,  derivative  of 

intellectual  property  rights,  or  any  other  source,  and  such  specific  designated  monies  shall  be  segregated  for  the 

Land  Acquisition  and  Land  Development,  not  commingled  with  other  money. 

(e)  Monies  deposited  into  the  Targeted  Diseases  Account  shall  be  used  for  research  performed  by  targeted 

disease  research  groups,  targeted  diseases  research  building  and  construction,  targeted  disease  research  jobs. 

ancillary  activities  of  the  research  groups  and  for  support  of  the  research  of  targeted  diseases  research  groups  as 

set  forth  in  this  Article  XIV.  Individual  targeted  diseases  groups  may  receive  specific  designated  grants,  gifts. 

bequests,  contributions,  donations,  and  money  from  contracts,  from  the  state  or  federal  government,  derivative 

of  intellectual  property  rights,  or  any  other  source,  and  such  specific  designated  monies  shall  be  segregated  into 

targeted  disease  sub  accounts  for  that  individual  targeted  disease  group,  not  commingled  with  other  money,  and 

shall  be  used  only  for  the  purposes  of  that  research  group. 

(f)  Except  where  specifically  stated  otherwise,  all  administrative  costs,  expenses,  jobs  and  compensation  for 

duties  performed  and  incurred  under  this  Article  XIV  and  by  the  Research  Board  shall  be  paid  from  the  General 

Purpose  Account  of  this  fund. 

(g)  'flic  unexpended  balance  existing  in  the  fund  and  any  of  its  accounts  at  the  end  of  any  biennium  year 

shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  section  33.080  relating  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the 

general  revenue  fund. 

(h)  All  monies  deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  and  its 

accounts  shall  remain  separate  and  apart  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and  shall  be  used 

only  for  the  purposes  of  this  Article  XIV.  Monies  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute 

Trust  Fund  shall  be  first  used  to  repay  bonds  and  any  other  form  of  indebtedness,  if  any,  issued  by  the  Board  for 

the  purposes  authorized  by  Article  XIV.  The  unexpended  balances  of  such  monies  shall  remain  in  the 

Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  and  in  the  particular  account  in  which  the 

monies  are  placed,  and  such  balances  shall  not  revert  to  the  general  revenue  fund. 
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(i)  To  maintain  transparency,  each  year  the  Research  Board  shall  publish  the  itemized  income  and  expenses 

from  the  fund  and  its  accounts  in  a  report  made  available  on  the  Research  Board's  website  using  general 

accepted  accounting  principles. 


Section  6.  Land  Acquisition. 

(a)  It  is  expressly  directed  and  permitted  that  within  the  Research  Board  shall  be  established  a 

subcommittee  known  as  the  Land  Acquisition  Board.  Such  subcommittee  members  shall  not  receive  any 

additional  pay.  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  consist  of  five  individuals,  four  members  of  the  Research 

Board  selected  by  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  and  the  fifth  member  being  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator.  The 

members  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  selected  by  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  the  following 

initial  terms:  one  shall  serve  two  years,  one  shall  serve  three  years,  and  two  shall  serve  four  years.  Thereafter, 

each  appointment  shall  be  for  a  term  of  four  years.  If  for  any  reason  a  vacancy  occurs,  the  Article  XIV 

Coordinator  shall  appoint  a  new  member  from  within  the  Research  Board  to  fill  the  unexpired  term.  Members 

are  eligible  for  reappointment.  Before  the  appointments  by  wav  of  the  nonpartisan  commission  that  will  fill  the 

Research  Board  and  then  in  turn  the  Land  Acquisition  Board,  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  appoint  four 

temporary  members  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board,  who  may  or  may  not  be  members  of  the  then  existing 

Research  Board,  who  together  shall  be  the  “then  existing  Land  Acquisition  Board1’  and  shall  have  the  power  and 

duties  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board.  Those  temporary  members  shall  serve  at  the  same  rate  as  Research  Board 

members  so  lone  as  there  are  funds  available.  If  no  funds  are  immediately  available,  the  members  may  serve 

with  deferred  compensation  until  funds  are  available  and  when  funds  become  available  the  members  shall  be 

paid  for  time  served  from  appointment,  and  reasonable  expenses  incurred  to  effectuate  their  duties, 

(b)  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  make  investigations,  inquiries,  studies  and  review  data  to  identify  no 

more  than  five  but  no  less  than  three  potential  locations  for  land  development  and  Land  Acquisition  and  for  a 

campus. 

(c)  The  Land  Acciuisition  Board  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  any  necessary  and  supportive  rules. 

regulations  and  procedures  to  fulfill  its  duties  and  authorized  activities  under  this  Article  XIV.  by  and  through 

the  Research  Board. 

(d)  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  report  an  overview  of  activities  and  status  of  the  Land  Acquisition 

Board  to  the  Research  Board  no  less  than  once  every  one  hundred  and  twenty  days. 

(e)  No  earlier  than  one  year  after  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  is  formed,  and  no  later  than  four  years  after  it 

is  formed,  the  Land  Acciuisition  Board  shall  submit  a  report  of  final  proposed  locations  for  a  campus  and 

designated  on  maps  for  each  proposed  location.  Such  maps  shall  be  drawn,  by  lines  of  longitude  and  latitude  or 

by  use  of  historical  boundaries  such  as  state  lines,  rivers,  long  standing  thoroughfares,  and  county  or  city 

boundaries.  The  final  dimensions  and  geographic  inclusions  of  the  land  for  campus  development,  which  shall  at 

a  minimum  include  the  inner  one  contiguous  square  mile,  layered  by  additional  increments  at  two,  lour,  nine- 

sixteen.  twenty  live  and  thirty  six  contiguous  square  miles,  with  thirty  six  being  the  maximum  that  could  be 

purchased  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV  for  campus  development,  will  be  determined  by  the  Land  Acciuisition 

Board.  The  proposed  locations  of  the  campus  and  maps  must  be  approved  by  2/3  of  the  Research  Board,  or  if 

the  Research  Board  is  not  vet  formed  then  by  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  then-existing  Research  Board  members 

and  the  consent  of  the  Governor. 


(f)  Upon  approval  pursuant  to  section  6  subsection  (e)  in  the  next  general  election  more  than  6  months  after 

the  section  6  subsection  (e)  approval  occurs,  voters  of  the  affected  county  or  counties,  shall  have  a  “yes”  or 

“no”  vote  on  whether  they  desire  to  allow  the  land  to  be  acquired  and  the  campus  developed,  along  with  its 

building  and  construction  and  Article  XIV  activities,  on  the  proposed  location  that  is  within  their  respective 

county.  Maps  that  include  more  than  one  county  shall  be  designated  a  multi-countv  map,  and  the  votes  of  all 

affected  counties  within  the  multi-county  map  shall  be  counted  as  though  one  county. 

(g)  The  proposed  campus  location  county  which  receives  the  most  votes  by  percentage  of  votes  cast,  in  the 

respective  proposed  campus  location  counties,  shall  be  the  approved  campus  development  site. 

(h)  The  question  presented  to  voters  pursuant  to  Section  6.  subsection  (f)  shall  be  in  the  following  format: 

Shall  a  campus  for  research,  development,  building  and  construction,  jobs,  cures  and  education  in 

Missouri  for  endeavors  to  find  cures  for  incurable  diseases,  and  all  that  entails  under  Article  XIV  of  the 

Missouri  Constitution,  be  built  on  the  proposed  campus  development  site  that  includes  the  county  in 

which  1  live  and  will  result  in  land,  in  and  around  the  vicinity  set  forth  on  the  Biomedical  Research  and 

Drug  Development  Institute  Map  below,  being  affected,  and/or  purchased  from  the  landowners: 

Yes _ No 


r  map  here  1 
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The  amount  to  be  acquired  shall  be  a  minimum  of  one  square  mile  of  contiguous  property,  but  otherwise 

limited  only  by  purchasing  funds  to  a  maximum  of  thirty  six  contiguous  square  miles. 

(l)  As  fit nds  become  available,  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  have  authority  to  negotiate,  acquire,  and 
purchase  property  for  the  research  campus.  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  may  use  any  and  all  legal  means  to 

acquire  and  purchase  such  property  for  the  campus. 

(jj _ The  amount  to  be  acquired  for  the  campus  shall  be  a  minimum  of  one  square  mile  of  continuous 

property,  but  otherwise  limited  only  by  purchasing  funds  to  a  maximum  of  thirty  six  square  miles  of  contiguous 

property.  The  final  dimensions  and  geographic  inclusions  of  the  land  for  campus  development,  which  shall  at  a 

minimum  include  the  inner  one  contiguous  square  mile,  will  be  determined  by  the  Land  Acquisition  Board. 

(k)  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  begin  acquiring  land  by  purchasing  land,  as  outlined  in  this  section 

of  Article  XIV,  six  (6)  months  after  the  general  election  referenced  in  section  6(f).  takes  place,  or  as  soon 

thereafter  as  practicable.  The  purchasing  shall  proceed  in  a  manner  consistent  with  reasonable  campus 

development. 

(JJ _ Clerical,  research  and  general  administrative  support  staff  for  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  be 

provided  wages  or  salaries  by  the  Land  Acquisition  Account.  The  Research  Board,  and  the  then  existing  Land 

Acquisition  Board  members  until  the  Research  Board  members  are  all  appointed  and  fill  the  Land  Acquisition 

Board,  shall  have  the  authority  to  employ,  hire,  fire  and  set  wages  for  all  clerical,  research  and  general 

administrative  support  staff  for  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  and  to  fulfill  its  functions  under  this  Article  XIV. 

(m)  The  Land  Acquisition  Board,  until  the  board  is  terminated  and  its  powers  and  duties  then  transferred  to 

the  Research  Board,  may  establish  a  land  use  plan  and  set  aside  up  to  twenty  five  percent  of  the  acquired  land 

for  enterprise  zones,  housing  and  narks  and  recreational  activities  within  the  campus.  Such  land,  at  the 

Research  Board’s  discretion,  may  be  leased  but  not  purchased  from  the  Research  Board. 

(n)  By  unanimous  vote  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board,  upon  the  final  payment  for  land  made,  or  on 

January  I,  2028,  whichever  occurs  first,  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  terminate  and  all  powers  and  duties 

shall  transfer  to  the  Research  Board,  including  but  not  limited  to  all  those  powers  and  duties  under  this  section 

6. 


Section  7,  Immunities, 


(a)  Upon  passage  of  this  Article  XIV,  and  beginning  with  its  effective  date,  the  use  of  medical  marijuana  by 

a  qualifying  patient  with  a  valid  physician  certification  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or 

sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  except  as  provided  for  by  this  Article  XIV.  Pending  rules  for,  and  issuance  of. 

Qualifying  Patient  Identification  Cards,  the  use  of  medical  marijuana  by  a  qualifyinu  patient  with  a  valid 

Physician  Certification  only,  shall  be  valid  in  place  of  the  Qualifying  Patient  Identification  Card. 

(b)  A  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  may  sell  medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused 

products/extractions  to  a  qualifying  patient  or  designated  primary  caregiver  upon  production  of  a  valid 

qualifying  patient  identification  card  or  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card,  respectively  and  shall 

not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law  except  as  provided  for  by  this  Article 

XIV. 


(c)  Medical  marijuana  cultivation,  transportation,  storage,  infusion  and  extraction  of  products,  and  sale 

pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV  is  hereby  legal,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions 

under  Missouri  law  except  as  provided  for  by  this  Article  XIV. 

(d)  The  possession  of  marijuana,  in  quantities  less  than  the  monthly  limit  established  by  the  Research 

Board,  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law, 

provided  that  a  valid  qualifying  patient  identification  card,  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card,  or 

the  equivalent  issued  to  a  non-Missouri  resident  by  another  state  or  political  subdivision  of  another  state  that  is 

that  non-Missouri  resident's  place  of  residency,  is  produced  upon  demand, 

(cl  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law  or 

discipline  by  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing  Arts,  or  other  agency,  for  issuing  a 

physician  certification  or  recommending  the  use  of  Medical  Marijuana  to  a  person  diagnosed  with  a  qualifying 

medical  condition  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  Article. 

(0  A  health  care  provider,  including  but  not  limited  to  any  pharmacist,  shall  not  be  subject  to  professional 

discipline,  or  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  for  providing  health  care  services 

that  involve  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  with  this  Article. 
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(g)  A  designated  primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  for  purchasing  or  administering  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  a  qualifying  patient  in  a  manner 

consistent  with  this  Article.  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  designated  primary  caregiver  for  more  than  three 

(3)  qualifying  patients  at  one  time. 

(h)  Actions  and  conduct  by  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research 

Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  ora  Medical  Mariiuana-lnlused/nxtraction 

Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  licensed  and  registered  with  the  Research  Doard,  or  employees  of  such 

facilities,  pursuant  to  and  as  permitted  by  this  Article  and  in  compliance  with  Research  Board  regulations,  shall 

not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  relating  to  marijuana  under  Missouri  law  except  as 

provided  for  by  this  Article. 

L  A  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana- In  fused  Product  Manufacturing  Facility  who  allows 

any  license  under  this  Article  to  lapse  or  expire  through  failure  to  timely  renew  or  reapply  for  such  license 

shall  still  be  subject  to  the  protections  of  this  Article,  provided  the  licensee  obtain  a  valid  license  within 

ninety  (90)  days  of  the  date  of  the  lapse  or  expiration  of  the  prior  license  and  pay  all  fines  called  for  in  this 

Article. 

in  A  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility 

who  allows  any  license  under  this  Article  to  lapse  or  expire  through  failure  to  timely  renew  or  reapply  for 

such  license  shall  be  subject  to  and  must  pay  a  fine  of  $5,000  if  a  valid  license  is  obtained  within  ninety 

(90)  days  of  the  lapse  or  expiration  of  the  prior  license. 

(i)  There  shall  be  no  immunities  for  negligence,  either  common  law  or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal 

immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat,  under  the  influence  of 

marijuana,  and  except  as  specifically  set  out  in  this  Article  the  use  of  marijuana  shall  not  he  a  defense  to  any 

civil  liability  or  criminal  activity. 

(j)  Missouri  attorneys  providiim  legal  advice  or  representation  relative  to  this  Article  XIV  shall  not  be 

subject  to  professional  discipline,  or  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law  for  providing 

such  local  advice  or  representation. 

(k)  Patient  information  under  this  Article  shall  he  afforded  the  same  protection  and  confidentiality  under  the 

law  as  other  patient  medical  information. 

(l)  No  patient  shall  be  denied  access  to  medical  care  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they  hold  a 

qualifyimz  patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(m)  No  patient  shall  be  denied  Medicaid  or  other  medical  insurance  or  other  governmental  benefits  because 

they  hold  a  cmalifyimz  patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(n)  No  lestimz  laboratory  shall  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  any  right  or  privilege, 

civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensintz  board  or 

commission  for  providing  laboratory  testimz  services  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  will) 

this  Article  XIV  and  otherwise  meetintz  letzal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(o)  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  subject  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the  medical  use  of 

marijuana  by  non-emancipated  qualifyimz  patients  under  eighteen  years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this 

Article  XIV  and  with  consent  of  a  parent  or  guardian. 

(p)  Subject  to  provisions  to  the  contrary  within  this  Article  XIV,  any  individual  act  intz  within  the  scope  of 

this  Article  XIV  shall  not  be  subject  to  professional  discipline,  or  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  for  actions  authorized  within  this  Article  XIV. 


Section  8.  Legislation. 

(a)  Nothintz  in  this  Article  shall  limit  the  legislature  from  enactimz  laws  consistent  with  this  Article,  or 

otherwise  effectuating  this  Article,  but  the  legislature  shall  not  be  allowed  to  enact  laws  to  hinder  the 

effectiveness  of  this  Article  or  otherwise  alter  this  Article.  Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this  Article. 

nothintz  in  this  Article  shall  limit  the  authority  of  a  municipality  or  county  under  its  land  planning  and  zoning 

regulations  to  restrict  the  location,  but  not  the  number  of  or  presence  in  a  municipality  or  county  of  Medical 

Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana 

Dispensary  Facilities  or  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(b)  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Research  Board’s  obligations  and 

activities  under  this  Article  XIV, 
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Section  9. 1, imitations  and  Other  Provisions. 

(a)  Nothing  in  this  Article  permits  a  person  to: 

L  Undertake  any  task  under  the  influence  of  marijuana  when  doing  so  would  constitute  negligence  or 

professional  malpractice;  or 

1L  Operate,  navigate.  or  be  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or  motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or 

motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana;  or 

iii.  Bring  a  claim  against  any  employer,  former  employer  or  prospective  employer  for  wrongful  discharge. 

discrimination,  or  any  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy,  based  on  the  employer,  former  employer  or 

prospective  employer  prohibiting  the  employee,  former  employee  or  prospective  employee  from  being 

under  the  influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  disciplining  the  employer  or  former  employee,  up  to  and 

including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or  attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of 

marijuana;  or 

iv.  Consume,  smoke,  or  use  marijuana  in  a  jail,  prison,  or  other  correctional  facility;  or 

v.  Consume,  smoke,  or  use  marijuana  in  a  drug  rehabilitation  facility;  or 

vi.  Consume,  smoke,  or  use  marijuana  in  a  hospital  or  medical  facility  without  a  hospital  or  facility’s 

consent;  or 

vii.  Consume,  smoke  or  use  marijuana  in  a  publie  place,  including  specifically,  but  not  limited  to,  sidewalks, 

parks,  playgrounds,  sporting  facilities,  businesses,  airports,  bus  stations,  trains,  casinos,  government 

buildings,  churches,  synagogues  or  mosques;  or 

viii.  Undertake  growing  or  processing  marijuana  in  a  negligent  or  dangerous  manner. 

(b)  A  physician  certification  may  only  be  given  after  the  physician  has  conducted  a  full  assessment  of  the 

patient’s  medical  history  and  an  in-person  physical  examination,  A  physician  certification  may  be  valid  for  up 

to  twenty  four  (24)  months. 

(c)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall 

be  owned,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  board  member,  manager  or  employee,  any 

individual  who  has  been  convicted  of  a  felony.  However,  the  Research  Board  may  on  a  case  by  case  basis  find 

an  exception  based  upon  letters  of  recommendation  and  proof  of  rehabilitation  by  community  service  and  lack 

of  subsequent  convictions  if: 

k  The  person's  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the  medical  use  of 

marijuana;  or 

ik  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  the  person  was  not  incarcerated  in  the 

Missouri  Department  of  Corrections,  or  its  equivalent  in  other  jurisdictions,  that  is  more  than  ten  ( 10)  years 

old;  or 

iii.  The  person's  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  the  person  was  incarcerated  in  the 

Missouri  Department  of  Corrections,  or  its  equivalent  in  other  jurisdictions,  that  is  more  than  fifteen  ( 15) 

years  old;  provided  that  at  least  five  (5)  years  has  elapsed  since  that  person’s  release  from  incarceration. 

(d)  A  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  shall  not 

be  owned  or  controlled,  in  whole  or  in  part,  bv  anv  person  who  has  not  been  a  resident  of  Missouri  for  at  one 

year  prior  to  the  date  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility’s  application. 

(e)  No  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  may  be  brought  into  the  State  of  Missouri  from 

outside  of  the  state  for  use,  sale,  distribution,  or  otherwise. 

(0  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall 

manufacture,  package  or  label  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  products  in  a  false,  misleading  or  confusing 

manner  or  in  anv  manner  likely  to  cause  confusion  between  the  marijuana  or  mariiuana-infused  product  and  any 

product  not  containing  marijuana. 

(g)  All  edible  mariiuana-infused  product  must  he  sold  in  individual  child-resistant  re-closeable  containers 

that  are  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated  length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana 

and  mariiuana-infused  products  must  be  sold  in  containers  clearly  and  consciously  labeled,  in  a  font  size  at  least 

as  large  as  the  largest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  “Marijuana,”  or  a  “Marijuana- 

In  fused/extraction  Product."  The  product  itself  must  additionally  be  imprinted  with  the  conspicuous  lettering 

“’fllC"’,  when  practicable.  A  label  of  at  least  12  point  bold  font  must  be  used  alerting  patients  if  processed  or 

packed  with  nuts  or  allergens,  or  in  a  facility  where  nuts  or  other  allergens  are  processed  or  used. 

(h)  No  poisonous  or  deleterious  substances  shall  be  added  to  anv  marijuana  or  mariiuana-infused/cxtracted 

product.  Doing  so  shall  be  punishable  bv  law  as  established  bv  the  State  of  Missouri. 
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(i)  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research 

Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused/Extraction 

Products  Facility  to  provide  each  subsequent  person  or  entity  in  the  stream  of  commerce  a  listing  of  all 

substances  used  in  the  growth  and  processing  of  marijuana,  other  than  soil,  water,  and  seed.  All  Marijuana  sold 

for  approved  methods,  in  addition  to  other  labels  required  by  this  Article  XIV,  subject  to  modification  by  the 

Research  Board,  shall  be  labeled  or  include  the  following  information  on  package  inserts,  in  at  least  8  point 

type: 

L  "GOVERNMENT  WARNING:  THIS  PACKAGE  CONTAINS  MARIJUANA.  A  CONTROLLED 

SUBSTANCE.  KEEP  OUT  OF  REACH  OP  CHILDREN  AND  ANIMALS.  MARIJUANA  MAY  ONLY 

BE  CONSUMED  BY  A  QUALIFYING  PATIENT  WITH  A  QUALIFYING  PATIENT 
IDENTIFICATION  CARD.  MARIJUANA  USE  WHILE  PREGNANT  OR  BREASTFEEDING  MAY  BE 

HARMFUL.  CONSUMPTION  OF  MARIJUANA  IMPAIRS  YOUR  ABILITY  TO  DRIVE  AND 

OPERATE  MACHINERY.  DO  NOT  USE  WHEN  OPERATING  A  MOTOR  VEHICLE  OR 

DANGEROUS  MACHINERY.  THE  INTOXICATING  EFFECTS  OF  INGESTED  MARIJUANA 

PRODUCTS  MAY  BE  DELAYED  UP  TO  TWO  HOURS.” 
ii.  For  packages  containing  only  dried  flower,  the  net  weight  of  marijuana  in  the  package, 
hi.  Identification  of  the  source  and  date  of  cultivation,  the  type  of  marijuana,  or  for  marijuana  infused 

products  the  date  of  manufacturing  and  packaging. 

iv.  The  appellation  of  origin,  if  any. 

v.  List  of  pharmacologically  active  ingredients,  by  percentage,  including,  but  not  limited  to. 
tetrahydrocannabinol  (T11C),  cannabidiol  (CEP),  and  other  eannabinoid  content,  the  THC  and  other 

cannabinoid  amount  in  milligrams  per  serving,  serviims  per  package.  and  the  THC  and  other  cannabinoid 

amount  in  milligrams  for  the  package  total,  and  the  potency  of  the  marijuana  or  marijuana  product  by 

reference  to  the  amount  of  tetrahydrocannabinol  and  cannabidiol  in  each  serving. 

vi.  For  marijuana  infused  products,  a  list  of  all  ingredients  and  disclosure  of  nutritional  information. 

vi  i .  A  list  of  any  solvents,  nonorganic  pesticides,  herbicides,  and  fertilizers  that  were  used  in  the  cultivation. 

production,  and  manufacture  of  such  marijuana  or  marijuana  product, 
viii.  A  warning  if  nuts  or  other  known  allergens  are  used  in  the  product,  or  place  of  processing  or  sale. 

(i)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall 

assign,  sell,  give,  lease,  sublicense,  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  to  any  other  facility,  person,  or  entity  except 

as  provided  in  this  Article  XIV. 

(k)  This  Article  XIV  shall  not  be  construed  as  requiring  health  insurance  companies  to  provide  coverage  for 

medical  marijuana  use. 

(l)  No  new  license  shall  be  granted  to  any  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana 

Research  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana-lnfused/Extraction 

Products  Manufacturing  Facility  that  is  located  within  one  thousand  feet  of  any  then-existing  school,  group  day 

care  home,  child  day  care  center,  church,  synagogue  or  mosque. 

(m)  A  physician: 

L  shall  not  issue  physician  certifications  for  the  use  of  medical  marijuana  exceeding  twenty  five  percent 

(25%)  of  the  number  of  prescriptions  written  bv  that  physician  in  the  same  calendar  year;  and 
m  shall  not  have  an  income  from  treating  qualifying  patients  with  primarily  medical  marijuana  exceeding 

twenty  live  percent  (25%)  of  the  physician’s  gross  income. 

(n)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana  for  medical  use  that  are 

entered  into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Designated  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities. 

Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products 

Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used 

by  those  entities,  should  be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 

into  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Designated  Primary  Caregivers,  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility, 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing 

Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  or  bv  a  person  who  allows  property  to  be  used  for 

activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal  penalties  bv  this  Article  XIV,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis 

that  activities  related  to  medical  marijuana  may  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

(o)  Marijuana  cultivation  of  all  types  must  occur  indoors  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility:  a  warehouse,  room. 

greenhouse,  or  other  enclosed  area  equipped  with  locks  or  other  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  bv 

authorized  personnel.  Research  Board  requirements,  and  meeting  industry  standards  for  safety  and  safe  use  of 

electricity. 

(p)  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing,  distribution,  sale,  and 

administration  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities  otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  Article  XIV  shall 

not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture  solely  because  of  that  use. 
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(q)  The  Research  Board  may  require  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  have,  on  call  during  all 

operating  hours,  an  individual  licensed  in  Missouri  to  the  practice  of  pharmacy  as  defined  in  Chapter  338  of  the 

Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  who  is  available  for  on-site  or  telephone  consultation  within  thirty  (30)  minutes. 

Section  10.  Public-Private  Collaborative  Ventures. 


(a)  The  Rcscarclt  Board  may  enter  into  leases  of  property  owned  or  to  be  acquired  by  the  Research  Board  on 

the  campus  with  participating  research  entities  for  building  and  construction,  jobs,  education,  research  to  find 

cures,  and  in  such  endeavors  enter  into  contracts  for  joint  ventures  and  collaborative  efforts  and  to  find  cures  and 

treatments  for  presently  incurable  diseases  and  targeted  diseases  and  to  develop  cures  that  may  be  discovered, 
improved  or  patented,  in  whole  or  part,  and  lease  property  for  reasonable  campus  development  and  pursuant  to 
this  Article  XIV. 


(b)  Any  participating  research  entities,  whether  public,  private,  quasi-public  or  quasi-private,  which 

develops  cures  or  treatments  which  occurs  in  whole  or  part,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  having  its  presence  on  the 

Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  campus  or  in  participation  by  written  agreement  with  the 

Research  Board,  shall  pay  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund  Section  10  Account 

an  agreed  upon  contractual  amount  blit  if  no  contract  has  been  entered  into  as  to  an  amount,  then  the  greater  of 

three  percent  of  all  .gross  revenues  or  seventeen  percent  of  all  profits  derived  from  the  participating  research 

entities  cures  or  treatments,  whether  such  monies  were  produced,  earned,  derivative,  interest  or  otherwise 

received.  All  contracts  when  practicable  shall  be  published  on  the  Research  Board’s  website  at  least  14  calendar 

days  before  any  contract  is  finalized  and  published  again  after  the  contract  is  finalized. 

(c)  The  Research  Board  may,  along  with  or  in  conjunction  with  the  participating  research  entity,  or  other 

entities,  or  on  its  own,  make,  produce,  develop,  market,  distribute,  license,  and  sell  cures,  goods,  services  and 

products,  both  of  a  medical  and  non-medical  nature- 

id)  All  participating  research  entities  shall  establish  a  physical  presence  in  Missouri,  be  licensed  to  do 

business  in  the  State  of  Missouri  and  consent  to  jurisdiction  of  Missouri  courts,  and  all  contracts  shall  be 

governed  by  Missouri  law. 

(e)  Participating  research  entities  shall  not  provide  anything  of  value  to  any  member  of  the  Research  Board 

or  their  employees  that  could  influence  academic  or  research  freedom,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  the  academic 

or  research  freedom  of  any  member  of  the  Research  Board,  nor  to  targeted  disease  groups  or  panels. 

Participating  research  entities  who  violate  this  prohibition  shall  have  leases  voided,  and  shall  surrender  all 

profits  derived  from  the  participating  cures  and  treatments  produced,  earned  or  received,  to  the  State  of 

Missouri,  and  shall  be  liable  for  any  actual  and  consequential  damages  and  in  appropriate  circumstances  also 

punitive  damages,  to  the  Research  Board  with  all  such  damage  awards  being  credited  to  the  Biomedical 

Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund  -  Section  10  Account. 

(T)  Any  monies  received  pursuant  to  this  section  10  shall  be  paid  into  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 

Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  Section  10  Account  and  annually  disbursed  by  the  following  formula: 

L  Fifty  percent  (50%)  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  General 

Purpose  Account: 

m  Twenty-live  percent  (25%)  to  general  revenue  of  the  State  of  Missouri  with 

a)  1/4  of  this  25%  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  funding  Missouri  state  roads  and  bridges  infrastructure 

repairs. 

b]  1/4  of  this  25%  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  funding  public  pre-school  programs,  public  elementary  and 

secondary  school  programs,  and  to  provide  grants  to  in-state  Missouri  students  to  attend  state  institutions  of 

higher  education  governed  at  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  this  Article  XIV  by  sections  of  174.020  to 

1  74,500  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  and  chapter  1 72  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.,  and 

cj  1/4  of  this  25%  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  funding  medical  care  for  Missouri  residents; 

dj  1/4  of  this  25%  to  fund  Missouri  public  employee  retirement  trust  funds;  and 
iii.  Twenty-live  percent  (25%)  to  be  refunded  to  Missouri  state  income  tax  paving  citizens,  refunded 

equally  to  all  citizens  of  Missouri  who  have  paid  state  income  taxes  of  more  than  five  hundred  dollars  ($500) 

or  more  in  the  year  prior  to  the  payments  being  received  by  the  Research  Board  pursuant  to  this  section  10. 

up  to  the  total  amount  of  state  income  tax  paid  by  such  Missouri  citizen  in  that  year.  Any  residual  amounts 

above  and  beyond  the  tax  refund  shall  be  paid  equally  to  all  Missouri  state  income  tax  paying  Missouri 

residents.  The  refund  check  to  Missouri  citizens  shall  clearly  state  “Research  Board  Tax  Refund”. 

(g)  All  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  section  10  and  this  Article  XIV  shall  require  that  any  cures 

obtained  pursuant  to  section  10  and  this  Article  XIV  shall  be  made  available  to  the  residents  of  the  State  of 

Missouri  at  cost,  with  no  mark-up. 

■Section  1 1.  Effective  Date. 


(a)  The  provisions  of  this  Article  shall  become  effective  on  December  3  1 , 2018. 
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Section  12.  Severability. 


(a)  All  of  the  provisions  of  this  Article,  all  sections,  all  subsections  and  all  clauses  and  phrases  shall  be  self- 

enforcine.  All  of  the  sections,  subsections,  provisions,  clauses,  phrases,  and  words  within  them  arc  severable. 

1 1' any  of  the  sections,  subsections,  provisions,  clauses,  phrases,  or  words  within  them  are  found  by  a  court  of 

competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  remainiim  sections,  subsections, 

provisions,  clauses,  phrases,  or  words  within  them  shall  be  and  remain  valid.  If  any  appointment  or  selection 

pursuant  to  this  Article,  except  3(k)i-iii..  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or 

unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  appointment  and  selection,  subject  to  any  valid  qualification  reuuirement.  shall 

be  made  by  the  Governor  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  Senate.  If  all  appointments  or  selections  pursuant 

to  3(k)i-iii.  are  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted. 

the  appointment  and  selection,  subject  to  any  valid  Qualification  requirement,  shall  be  made  by  the  Governor 

with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  Senate. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-041) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Bradley  Bradshaw  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  XIV  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  22, 
2016) 


Date 


December  12,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XIV  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  State  University,  Missouri  Southern  State 
University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State 
University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  Truman  State  University,  and  the 
Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 


Brad  Bradshaw  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the  State 
Auditor's  office. 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  creates  a 
Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute,  governed  by  a  Research  Board. 
The  Board  has  the  duty  to  promulgate  numerous  rules  regarding  licensure  of  a  minimum 
of  four  separate  types  of  facilities,  some  to  have  not  less  than  50  licenses  and  one  to  have 
not  less  than  400  licenses.  The  Board  has  the  power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  to  issue  contracts 
and  own  property,  and  licensure  actions  are  subject  to  hearings  by  Administrative 
Hearing  Commission  and  judicial  review.  Though  not  explicit  in  the  proposal,  they 
assume  it  would  be  tasked  with  representation  of  the  Board  and  Institute,  and  assumes  it 
would  need  2  AAGs  to  handle  the  increased  workload,  resulting  in  increased  operating 
expenses  of  $139,474  for  FY2018;  $150,610  for  FY2019;  and  $152,155  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department,  but  it  could  have  an  impact  on  the 
colleges  and  universities  in  the  state.  That  being  said,  the  statutory  references  to  colleges 
and  universities  found  in  4(c)iv  and  10(f)iib)  (sections  174.020  to  174.500  Revised 
Statutes  of  Missouri  and  chapter  172  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri)  exclude  Truman  State 
University  (174.600),  Lincoln  University  (175),  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri 
(178.631),  and  all  the  community  colleges  (163.191;  178.770-890). 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  fiscal  impact  of  ($11,229)  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  ($35,262)  in  fiscal  year  2020,  and  ($67,160)  in  fiscal  year  2025  and 
thereafter . 


Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 

Current  laws  provide  for  class  C  felony  penalties  for  possession  (Section  195.202)  and 
class  B  felony  for  distribution  and  production  of  controlled  substances  (Section  195.211). 
Considering  additional  increases  in  related  violations,  proposed  changes  in  this  bill  are 
expected  to  result  in  one  new  class  B  felony  serving  two  years  in  prison  and  five  years 
parole,  one  class  C  felony  serving  one  year  in  prison  with  four  years  parole,  and  two  new 
probations  serving  three  years. 

In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  they  currently 
test  their  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  their  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  them  to  determine  which  of  their  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  the  total  estimated  costs  for 
salaries,  fringe  benefits,  and  expense  and  equipment  will  be  $381,017  for  fiscal  year 
2018,  $266,174  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $268,867  for  fiscal  year  2020,  which  includes 
information  technology  (IT)  related  costs  of  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for 
fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  for  fiscal  year  2020  for  IT  consultants.  First  year 
implementation  costs  are  estimated  at  $186,418,  which  includes  the  $150,012  IT  costs. 

This  legislation  creates  additional  employment  opportunities  by  establishing  cultivation 
facilities,  research  cultivation  facilities,  dispensary  facilities,  and  manufacturing  facilities. 

The  passage  of  this  amendment  creates  an  unknown  positive  impact  to  the  Biomedical 
Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund. 

Section  4  -  Licensure,  Taxation  and  Reporting 

This  petition  imposes  a  “cultivation  tax”  on  wholesale  sales  by  cultivation  and  research 
cultivation  facilities  to  products  manufacturing  and  dispensary  facilities.  This  tax  is: 
Flowers  $9.25  per  dry-weight  ounce 

Leaves  $2.75  per  dry-weight  ounce 

This  section  also  imposes  a  15  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana 
infused/extraction  products  sold  by  dispensary  facilities.  The  dispensary  collects  the  tax 
and  remits  it  to  their  department  within  30  days  of  the  retail  sale.  The  seller  must  also 


provide  their  department  with  a  copy  of  the  receipt  or  be  subject  to  a  $100  per  occurrence 
penalty. 

The  legislation  requires  all  revenues  collected  from  taxes  imposed  by  this  section  be 
deposited  into  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund.  This 
legislation  becomes  effective  December  31,  2018  after  approval  by  the  voters  of  Missouri 
in  November  2018,  which  may  not  be  sufficient  time  for  their  department  to  fully 
implement  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Administrative  Impact: 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

If  their  department  is  required  to  administer  the  tax,  their  department  will  need  to  track 
who  remitted  the  tax  and  how  much  tax  was  remitted.  This  would  be  a  new  tax  for  their 
department  to  administer  and  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to 
track  and  distribute  receipts.  This  will  include  establishing  a  new  tax  type  within  the 
Integrated  Tax  System,  including  registration,  accounting,  billing,  refunding, 
correspondence,  forms,  rules,  and  testing,  Their  department  will  require  communication 
from  the  Research  Board  in  regards  to  who  is  licensed  to  remit  tax.  There  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  penalty  provisions,  other  than  the  penalties  regarding  copies  of  receipts, 
for  late  remittance  of  the  tax.  It  appears  the  refund  provision  will  only  go  into  effect  if 
any  monies  are  received  under  Section  10. 

Business  Tax  Processing  requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10, 
Step  L)  for  data  entry,  pre-edit,  and  error  correction. 

Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

The  Business  Tax  Registration  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  file  maintenance, 
and  customer  contacts  due  to  this  legislation.  The  Delinquent  Call  Center  will  see 
additional  customer  contacts  from  billings  and  non-files  returns.  The  section  requires  one 
(1)  Revenue  Processing  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  13,200  additional 
contacts  and  one  (1)  Tax  Collection  Technician  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  15,000 
contacts  on  the  delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment  and 
license. 

If  their  department  is  required  to  generate  the  refund  to  taxpayers  and  handle  phone  calls 
pertaining  to  the  refund,  the  section  also  requires  one  (1)  Tax  Collection  Technician  I 
(Range  10,  Step  L)  for  every  15,000  contacts  on  the  non-delinquent  tax  line.  This 
technician  also  requires  CARES  equipment  and  license. 

Corporate/Excise  Tax: 

Their  department  would  have  to  develop  forms  for  the  reporting  of  this  tax  from  the 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  their  department  and  would  have  to  develop  procedures 
to  implement  and  enforce  the  penalty  provision.  Their  department  is  not  responsible  for 
issuing  the  licenses.  Their  department  would  need  to  work  with  the  Board  of  Biomedical 


Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  to  determine  those  entities  that  were  prohibited 
to  obtaining  a  future  license. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  Director  and  the  Division 

of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  each  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this 
petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  they  anticipate  no  fiscal 
impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  the  Governor  would  be  responsible  for 
appointing  several  positions  to  the  Board  of  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 
Development.  They  should  be  able  to  complete  these  appointments  with  no  additional 
costs. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

This  proposal  authorizes  the  creation  of  facilities  to  cultivate,  research,  and  sell  medical 
marijuana  and  medical  marijuana  products.  The  proposal  would  also  create  application 
and  licensing  fees  for  those  facilities  as  well  as  a  fee  for  patients  and  caregivers  approved 
to  purchase  medical  marijuana.  There  would  be  a  tax  levied  on  the  wholesale  of  flowers 
and  leaves  to  dispensaries  and  a  15  percent  retail  tax.  All  application  fees,  license  fees, 
and  taxes  would  be  deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development 
Institute  Trust  Fund.  This  proposal  would  not  impact  Total  State  Revenues  or  the 
calculation  under  18(e)  as  these  would  be  voter  approved  fees  and  taxes. 

B&P  determined  that  Arizona  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law  in  terms  of  illnesses 
that  qualify  for  treatment.  Based  on  this  similarity,  B&P  was  able  to  base  some  estimates 
for  Missouri  from  trends  seen  in  Arizona  since  medical  marijuana  was  approved  in  2012. 

If  approved,  the  newly  created  Article  XIV  would  be  effective  December  31,  2018.  All 
license  application  and  application  forms  must  be  available  by  June  2019.  However,  the 
Research  Board  is  not  required  to  accept  application  until  April  2019  at  the  earliest  and 
August  2019  at  the  latest.  For  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  B&P  assumes  that  the 
Research  Board  will  not  be  prepared  to  accept  applications  until  after  June  2019. 
Therefore,  any  fiscal  impacts  would  occur  in  FY  2020  or  later. 


Table  1  shows  the  creation  of  medical  marijuana  facilities  by  type.  The  proposal  states 
that  no  less  than  50  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facility  licenses,  50  medical  marijuana 
-  infused/extraction  products  manufacturing  facility  licenses,  and  400  medical  marijuana 
research  cultivation  facility  licenses  are  to  be  granted.  In  addition,  for  medical  marijuana 
dispensary  facilities,  there  shall  be  2  licenses  per  20,000  residents  per  county  or  2 
licenses  if  the  resident  population  is  smaller  than  20,000.  The  board  or  local 
governments  may  further  restrict  any  licenses  granted. 


Table  1:  Number  of  Allowable  Faci 

lities  by  Type 

Facility  Type 

Limit 

Facility  Count 

cultivation  facilities 

minimum  of  50 

50 

research  cultivation  facilities 

minimum  of  400 

400 

infused/extraction  products 
manufacturing  facilities 

minimum  of  50 

50 

dispensary  facilities 

between  2  and  2  per  20,000  residents  per  county, 
whichever  is  greater 

650 

Without  further  information,  B&P  assumes  that  local  governments  are  not  granted  license 
restrictions  and  the  minimum  number  of  licenses  for  each  facility  type  is  granted. 

The  proposal  establishes  an  annual  application  fee  based  on  the  type  of  facility.  Medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  infused/extraction  manufacturing  facilities  and 
dispensaries  must  pay  $25,000  for  their  initial  application,  while  the  initial  application  fee 
for  research  cultivation  facilities  is  $5,000.  In  subsequent  years,  all  facilities  renewing 
their  application  must  pay  a  fee  equal  to  125%  of  the  pro  rata  estimated  average  yearly 
cost  to  the  Research  Board  of  administration  over  a  five-year  period  and  divided  equally 
among  all  applicants  based  on  the  number  of  estimated  applicants  over  that  five-year 
period.  The  Research  Board  is  to  estimate  the  costs  and  pro  rata  amount.  B&P  does  not 
have  enough  information  to  estimate  the  application  renewal  cost.  Therefore,  Table  2 
shows  the  revenue  generated  from  the  initial  facility  applications. 


Table  2:  Application  Revenue  by  Facility  Type  per  Fiscal  Year 


Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  Application  Fees* 

FY  2020 

FY  2021** 

FY  2022** 

cultivation  facilities 

$1,250,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

research  cultivation  facilities 

$  2,000,000 

$15,000 

$15,000 

infused/extraction  products  manufacturing 
facilities 

$1,250,000 

$24,000 

$24,000 

dispensary  facilities 

$16,250,000 

$15,000 

$15,000 

*B&P  was  unable  to  estimate  the  5  year  pro  rata  board  costs  to  be  charged  as  a  per  year  license  fee 
** Assumes  that  1.2%  of  facility  licenses  change  hands  per  year 


B&P  used  information  from  the  Arizona  Department  of  Health  Services  to  determine 
that,  on  average,  1.2%  of  businesses  close  per  year.  B&P  further  assumed  that  new 
facilities  would  apply  for  any  open  licenses,  and  thus  be  subject  to  the  initial  application 
fee. 


The  proposal  also  requires  initial  and  annual  license  fees  to  be  paid  by  facilities,  patients, 
and  caregivers.  The  fee  for  patients  and  caregivers  is  $100  per  year.  Cultivation 
facilitates  are  to  pay  $25,000  as  an  initial  license  fee  and  then  $15,000  per  year  thereafter. 
The  initial  license  fee  for  research  cultivation  facilities  is  $10,000  and  then  $5,000  per 
year  thereafter.  Infused/Extraction  manufacturing  facilities  must  pay  $20,000  as  an 
initial  license  fee  and  then  $10,000  annually  thereafter.  The  initial  license  fee  for 
dispensaries  is  $25,000  and  then  $10,000  annually  thereafter.  All  renewal  license  fees 
may  be  adjusted  for  inflation.  Table  3  shows  the  revenue  from  the  license  fees  by  type  of 
license. 


Table  3:  License  Fees  by  Patient  and  Facility  Type 


Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2020 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

patients  and  caregivers** 

$4,186,000 

$4,743,000 

$6,686,000 

cultivation  facilities 

$16,250,000 

$6,682,000 

$6,812,000 

research  cultivation  facilities 

$1,250,000 

$764,000 

$778,000 

infused/extraction  products  manufacturing  facilities 

$4,000,000 

$2,044,000 

$2,084,000 

dispensary  facilities 

$1,000,000 

$511,000 

$521,000 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 


B&P  used  the  same  methodology  for  facility  license  fee  renewals  as  for  application  fees. 
The  estimates  above  assume  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  for  businesses,  which  would  then  be 
subject  to  the  initial  license  fee  beyond  FY  2020. 

The  proposal  also  requires  a  wholesale  cultivation  tax  on  all  marijuana  sold  from  a 
cultivation  facility  or  research  cultivation  facility  to  either  an  infused/extracted 
manufacturing  facility  or  a  dispensary.  The  wholesale  tax  is  equal  to  $9.25  per  ounce  of 
marijuana  flowers  sold  or  $2.75  per  ounce  of  marijuana  leaves  sold.  B&P  does  not  have 
enough  information  to  determine  the  distribution  of  leaves  and  flowers  sold;  therefore,  a 
range  is  provided  based  on  the  sale  of  all  flowers  or  all  leaves.  In  addition  to  the 
wholesale  tax,  a  retail  tax  of  15%  is  to  be  charged  on  the  purchase  price  paid  by  final 
consumers.  Table  4  shows  the  revenue  generated  by  the  wholesale  cultivation  tax  and  the 
retail  tax. 


Table  4:  Cultivation  and  Sales  Taxes 


Tax 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

FY  2022 

cultivation  wholesale  tax 

$1,019,000  to 
$3,428,000 

$1,529,000  to 
$5,142,000 

$1,529,000  to 
$5,142,000 

retail  tax 

$15,573,000 

$23,359,000 

$23,359,000 

B&P  estimates  that  this  proposal  will  increase  revenues  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and 
Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  by  $64.0  to  $66.5  million  in  FY2020,  $39.9  to 


$43.5  million  if  FY  2021,  and  $42.0  to  $45.6  million  in  FY  2022  and  thereafter.  Table  5 
shows  the  total  impact  to  the  Trust  Fund. 


Table  5:  Total  Impact 


Impact  by  Fund 

FY  2020 

FY  2021 

FY  2022 

Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 
Development  Institute  Trust  Fund 

$64,027,000  to 
$66,463,000 

$39,880,000  to 
$43,494,000 

$42,018,000  to 
$45,631,000 

The  Department  of  Revenue  is  given  additional  responsibilities  to  collect,  which  could 
result  in  a  fiscal  impact  for  that  agency.  The  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services 
could  also  have  additional  duties  which  could  result  in  a  fiscal  impact  for  that  agency. 

Section  3  directs  bond  proceeds  to  the  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust 
Fund,  but  does  not  specifically  assign  repayment  of  debt  to  a  particular  account.  B&P 
assumes  it  would  be  the  General  Purpose  Account.  Section  5(c)  lists  allowable  uses  for 
the  General  Purpose  Account  and  debt  service  for  bonds  is  not  specifically  mentioned  as 
an  allowable  use.  This  presents  the  question  of  how  the  bonds  are  to  be  repaid. 

Section  10  allows  the  Research  Board  to  enter  into  public-private  collaborative  ventures 
and  collect  money  from  leasing  Board  owned  property.  All  monies  collected  from  this 
section  are  to  be  deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust 
Fund  -  Section  10  Account.  This  money  is  to  then  be  disbursed  with  50%  going  to  the 
Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund  -  General  Purpose  Account, 
25%  to  Missouri  General  Revenue,  and  25%  being  refunded  to  Missouri  citizens  that  paid 
Missouri  income  tax  in  the  previous  year.  The  money  deposited  into  General  Revenue 
will  further  be  split  with  one-fourth  going  to  fund  state  roads  and  bridges,  one-fourth  to 
fund  public  education,  one-fourth  to  fund  medical  care  of  Missouri  residents,  and  one- 
fourth  to  fund  public  employee  trust  funds.  This  provision  will  impact  TSR  by  an 
unknown  amount;  however,  it  will  not  impact  the  calculations  under  18(e). 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 


that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated: 

Public  Health 

The  only  potential  impact  in  this  area  concerns  inspecting  facilities  selling  food  products 
infused  with  marijuana.  The  amendment  is  vague  regarding  this  issue.  It  says  the 
research  board  will  regulate  the  facilities,  but  their  public  health  department  has  authority 
in  state  law  and  local  ordinance  to  enter  and  inspect  any  facility  selling  food,  and  to 
require  a  local  permit  to  do  so.  Theoretically,  there  would  be  no  net  cost  since  the  permit 
fees  should  cover  their  expenses.  Perhaps  the  amendment's  authors  do  not  intend  for 
them  to  be  in  those  facilities  conducting  inspections,  but  that  is  beyond  the  discussion  of 
fiscal  impact. 

City  Electric  and  Water  Service 

They  do  not  see  any  burdens  for  either  the  electric  or  water  utilities  that  may  arise  if  this 
is  successful. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000  annually. 


Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office  indicated  they  anticipate  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 

Brad  Bradshaw  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this  initiative 
petition. 


Submitted  by: 


Dr.  Bradley  Bradshaw 
1736  E.  Sunshine,  Suite  600 
Springfield,  MO  65804 
(417)  414-4887 
Primary  Contact  Person 

Mark  R.  Reading 
2604  Lakeland  Drive 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65109 
(573)  694-6828 
Secondary  Contact  Person 
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Proposed  Statement  of  Fiscal  Impact 

for  Article  XIV  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Board  Initiative  -  Version  18-041 


Fiscal  Impact  Information  Submitted  Pursuant  to  Section  23.140.2 

The  amendment's  estimated  state  revenue  is  $67.1  million  from  application  fees,  license  taxes,  and  sales 
taxes.  The  additional  funds  are  for  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund. 
No  state  general  revenue,  other  state  funds,  or  local  revenue  are  estimated  as  the  petition  precludes 
other  fees  and  taxes. 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2017 

FY  2018 

General  Revenue 

$0 

$0 

Total  Estimated  Net  Effect  on  All  State 

Funds 

$0 

$67,136,265 

ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  LOCAL  FUNDS 

Local  Funds 

$0 

$0 

Total  Estimated  Net  Effect  on  All  Local 

Funds 

$0 

$0 

1 


ANALYSIS  OF  FISCAL  IMPACT 

Article  XIV  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Board  Initiative  -  Version  18-001 


The  fiscal  impact  analysis  contained  herein  focuses  on  estimating  the  fee  and  tax  revenue  resulting  from 
the  constitutional  amendment  proposed  in  the  initiative  petition.  Table  1  summarizes  the  revenue 
estimated  by  source  and  by  fiscal  year.  Page  and  Table  numbers  are  provided  to  help  readers  find 
specific  subjects. 


Table  1  -  Summary  of  Fees,  License  Taxes,  and  Sales  Tax  Revenue 


Paae  # 

Table  # 

Puroose 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

6 

Table  5 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

$0 

$2,500,000 

7 

Table  6 

Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation 
Facilities 

$0 

$6,000,000 

8 

Table  7 

Medical  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

$0 

$2,250,000 

9-14 

Table  11 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 

$0 

$22,500,000 

15-19 

Table  16 

Qualifying  Patient  and  Designated  Primary 
Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

$0 

$12,409,700 

20-23 

Table  20 

Wholesale  tax 

$0 

$3,180,100 

24 

Table  21 

1 5%  retail  sales  tax 

$0 

$18,296,465 

Total  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 
Development  Institute  Trust  Fund 

$0 

$67,136,265 
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Implementation  dates  required  by  the  petition 

Table  2  below  identifies  the  implementation  dates  prescribed  in  the  petition.  All  fiscal  estimates  in  this 
analysis  assume  that  the  provisions  and  deadlines  of  the  petition  will  be  met  as  required. 


TABLE  2  -  DEADLINES 

11/6/2018 

Election  Day  -  Voter  Approval 

12/31/2018 

Effective  date  of  constitutional  amendment  per  Section  1 1  (a)  of  the  petition. 

90  days  after  effective  date  of  constitutional  amendment 

3/31/2019 

If  practicable,  the  Research  Board  shall  make  available  to  the  public  the  license 
application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 

Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  - 
Section  3(z). 

3/31/2019 

If  practicable,  the  Research  Board  shall  make  available  to  the  public  the  license 
application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver 
identification  cards  -  Section  3(aa). 

120  days  after  effective  date  of  constitutional  amendment 

4/30/2019 

If  practicable,  the  Board  shall  begin  accepting  applications  for  qualifying  patient  ID  cards 
and  Primary  Caregiver  ID  cards  -  Section  3  (aa) 

6  months  after  effective  date  of  constitutional  amendment 

6/30/2019 

Latest  date  allowed  that  the  Research  Board  shall  make  available  the  public  license 
application  forms  and  application  instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 

Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  - 
Section  3(z). 

6/30/2019 

Latest  date  the  Research  Board  shall  make  available  to  the  public  the  license  application 
forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver 
identification  cards  -  Section  3(aa). 

7  months  after  effective  date  of  constitutional  amendment 

7/31/2019 

Initial  applications  for  licenses  shall  be  accepted  beginning  no  later  than  7  months  after 
the  effective  date.  Section  4(c)vi  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Medical 
Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Section  4(d)iii  for  Medical  Marijuana 

Dispensary  Facilities.  Section  4(e)iii  for  Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities. 

10/29/2019 

Initial  application  period  closes  90  days  after  the  7  months  after  the  effective  date  for 
licenses  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research 
Cultivation  Facilities  -  Section  4(c)vi.  Section  4(d)iii  for  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facilities  and  Section  4(e)iii  for  Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities. 

Undetermined 

When  one  or  more  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  becomes  available 
after  the  initial  application  period  there  shall  be  a  90  day  notice  of  another  application 
period  which  will  last  90  days.  Section  4(c)vi.  Section  4(d)iii  for  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities  and  Section  4(e)iii  for  Medical  Marijuana-Infused/Extraction 

Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

8  months  after  effective  date  of  constitutional  amendment 

8/31/2019 

Latest  date  for  Board  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  qualifying  patient  ID  cards  and 
patient  caregiver  ID  cards. 
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Various  Medical  Marijuana  Facilities 

Four  facility  types  are  authorized  in  the  proposal.  Table  3  shows  the  number  of  licenses  that  are  required 
or  allowed  and  local  government’s  authority  to  impact  that  number. 


Table  3  -  Restrictions  on  Authorized  Facilities 


Facility  type 

Limits 

MO  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility 

Section  3(r)  -  may  restrict  to  not  less 
than  50  licenses.  Local  government 
can  ask  for  an  increase  or  decrease 
from  their  number. 

MO  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility 

Section  3(r)  -  may  restrict  to  not  less 
than  400  licenses.  Local  government 
can  ask  for  an  increase  or  decrease 
from  their  number. 

MO  Medical  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility 

Section  3(p)  -  shall  restrict  to  not  less 
than  50  licenses.  Local  government 
can  ask  for  an  increase  or  decrease 
from  their  number. 

MO  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility 

Section  3(q)  -  shall  restrict  to  2  for 
every  20,000  inhabitants.  Local 
government  can  ask  for  an  increase  or 
decrease  from  their  number. 
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For  each  facility  type  there  are  specific  application  fees  and  taxes  on  licenses.  In  addition,  there  are  fines 
for  failure  to  meet  renewal  deadlines.  Table  4  shows  a  schedule  of  the  revenue  to  be  derived  from  each. 
Section  4(i)  states  that  “No  taxes  or  fees  shall  be  imposed  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana  except  as 
provided  in  the  Article.”  Therefore,  no  state  general  revenue,  other  state  funds,  or  local  revenue  are 
estimated  as  the  petition  precludes  other  fees  and  taxes. 


Table  4  -  Application  Fees,  Licenses,  and  Fines  for  Facilities 


Application  Fee 

Tax  on  license 

Fines 

Facility  type 

Year  1 

Other  years 

Year  1 

Other  years 

MO  Medical 
Marijuana 
Cultivation 
Facility 

$25,000  - 
Section  3  (n) 

Section  3  (n)  -1 25% 
of  the  pro-rata 
estimated  average 
yearly  cost  to  the 
Research  Board  of 
administering  and 
enforcing  the  act, 
estimated  over  a  5 
year  period 

Section  4  (c)i.a  - 
$25,000 
returned  if 
application  is 
unsuccessful. 

Section  4  (c)i.a  - 
$15,000  upon 
renewal 

Section  7(h)ii  - 
$5,000  fine  if 
license  lapses  or 
expires  through 
failure  to  timely 
renew  or  reapply  if 
the  license  is 
obtained  within  90 
days  of  the  lapse 

MO  Medical 
Marijuana 
Research 
Cultivation 
Facility 

$5,000  - 
Section  3  (n) 

Section  3  (n)  -1 25% 
of  the  pro-rata 
estimated  average 
yearly  cost  to  the 
Research  Board  of 
administering  and 
enforcing  the  act, 
estimated  over  a  5 
year  period 

Section  4  (c)i.b  - 
$10,000 
returned  if 
application  is 
unsuccessful. 

Section  4  (c)i.b  - 
$5,000  upon 
renewal 

Section  7(h)ii  - 
$5,000  fine  if 
license  lapses  or 
expires  through 
failure  to  timely 
renew  or  reapply  if 
the  license  is 
obtained  within  90 
days  of  the  lapse 

MO  Medical 
Marijuana 
Infused/Extraction 
Products 
Manufacturing 
Facility 

$25,000  - 
Section  3  (n) 

Section  3  (n)  -1 25% 
of  the  pro-rata 
estimated  average 
yearly  cost  to  the 
Research  Board  of 
administering  and 
enforcing  the  act, 
estimated  over  a  5 
year  period 

Section  4  (e)  - 
$20,000 
returned  if 
application  is 
unsuccessful. 

Section  4  (e)  - 
$10,000  upon 
renewal 

Section  7(h)ii  - 
$5,000  fine  if 
license  lapses  or 
expires  through 
failure  to  timely 
renew  or  reapply  if 
the  license  is 
obtained  within  90 
days  of  the  lapse 

MO  Medical 
Marijuana 
Dispensary 
Facility 

$25,000  - 
Section  3  (n) 

Section  3  (n)  -1 25% 
of  the  pro-rata 
estimated  average 
yearly  cost  to  the 
Research  Board  of 
administering  and 
enforcing  the  act, 
estimated  over  a  5 
year  period 

Section  4  (d)  - 
$25,000 
returned  if 
application  is 
unsuccessful. 

Section  4  (d)  - 
$10,000  upon 
renewal 

Section  7(h)ii  - 
$5,000  fine  if 
license  lapses  or 
expires  through 
failure  to  timely 
renew  or  reapply  if 
the  license  is 
obtained  within  90 
days  of  the  lapse 
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Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

The  proposal  defines  and  permits  the  operation  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  As  shown  in 
Table  3  the  Research  Board  may  restrict  to  not  less  than  50  licenses.  No  upper  limit  is  established  on  the 
number  of  such  facilities  that  can  be  licensed.  The  Research  Board  is  required  by  Section  3(n)  of  the 
proposal  to  charge  an  initial  one-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of  $25,000  for  the  first  year  license 
and  $25,000  in  taxes  on  the  license. 

The  estimate  in  Table  5  below  assumes: 

•  The  Research  Board  will  initially  limit  the  number  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  to  the 
minimum  number  allowed  (50)  under  the  proposal.  In  the  initial  years  of  operation  this  would 
enable  the  Research  Board  to  conservatively  allow  it  to  meet  its  minimum  constitutional 
requirements  as  it  begins  its  operations  and  provide  time  to  assess  and  report  on  the  success  of 
the  program  before  further  expansion  which  is  beyond  the  two-year  timeline  covered  by  the 
Auditor's  Office.  It  is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  issues  all  50  licenses  and  will  collect 
both  the  application  fee  and  the  tax  on  the  license  for  each. 

•  While  local  governments  can  request  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  facilities  in  their  jurisdiction,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  will  still  meet  the  minimum  number  required. 

•  Table  2  shows  that  the  Research  Board  must  make  application  forms  available  by  six  months 
after  the  effective  date  of  December  31 , 201 8.  This  fiscal  analysis  assumes  that  the  Research 
Board  will  take  the  maximum  time  allowed  to  ensure  that  the  applications  forms  and  all  rules  and 
regulations  are  in  place  before  issuing  the  forms.  Therefore,  the  first  revenue  from  application 
fees  will  be  deposited  beginning  after  July  1 , 201 9  in  FY  2020. 

•  No  license  fees  or  taxes  are  assumed  for  the  annual  license  required  for  the  second  year  of  the 
license  which  will  occur  in  FY  2021  for  licenses  first  issued  in  2020. 

•  Since  application  fees  are  non-refundable  an  additional  $25,000  will  be  collected  from  any 
applicant  that  is  ultimately  refused  a  license.  For  example,  a  1 0%  refusal  rate  would  mean  5 
applications  would  pay  the  $25,000  non-refundable  fee  yet  be  rejected  which  would  generate  an 
additional  $125,000  that  is  not  calculated  into  this  revenue  estimate. 

The  total  revenue  in  application  fees  and  license  taxes  generated  in  FY  2020  from  the  minimum  number 
of  facilities  that  is  required  is  $2,500,000  including: 

•  $1 ,250,000  in  one-time  non-refundable  application  fees 

•  $1 ,250,000  in  license  taxes 


Table  5  -  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 


Assumptions 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Applications  - 
forms  not 
required 
before  6/30/19 

Applications 
Completed 
during  the 
year 

Total  applications  assuming  minimal  number  approved  by 
Research  Board 

0 

50 

Total  licenses  approved  by  Research  Board 

0 

50 

Revenues 

Amount 

Amount 

One-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of  $25,000 

$0 

$1,250,000 

First  year  tax  on  license  of  $25,000 

$0 

$1,250,000 

Total  application  fees  and  license  taxes  at  minimum  #  of 

licensees 

$0 

$2,500,000 
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Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities 

The  proposal  defines  and  permits  the  operation  of  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  As 
shown  in  Table  3  the  Research  Board  may  restrict  to  not  less  than  400  licenses.  No  upper  limit  is 
established  on  the  number  of  such  facilities  that  can  be  licensed.  The  Research  Board  is  required  by 
Section  3(n)  of  the  proposal  to  charge  an  initial  one-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of  $5,000  for  the 
first  year  license,  and  $1 0,000  in  taxes  on  the  license. 

The  estimate  in  Table  6  below  assumes: 

•  The  Research  Board  will  initially  limit  the  number  of  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation 
Facilities  to  the  minimum  number  allowed  (400)  under  the  proposal.  In  the  initial  years  of 
operation  this  would  enable  the  Research  Board  to  conservatively  allow  it  to  meet  its  minimum 
constitutional  requirements  as  it  begins  its  operations  and  provide  time  to  assess  and  report  on 
the  success  of  the  program  before  further  expansion  which  is  beyond  the  two-year  timeline 
covered  by  the  Auditor's  Office.  It  is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  issues  all  400  licenses 
and  will  collect  both  the  application  fee  and  the  tax  on  the  license  for  each. 

•  While  local  governments  can  request  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  facilities  in  their  jurisdiction,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  will  still  meet  the  minimum  number  required. 

•  Table  2  shows  that  the  Research  Board  must  make  application  forms  available  by  six  months 
after  the  effective  date  of  December  31 , 201 8.  This  fiscal  analysis  assumes  that  the  Research 
Board  will  take  the  maximum  time  allowed  to  ensure  that  the  applications  forms  and  all  rules  and 
regulations  are  in  place  before  issuing  the  forms.  Therefore,  the  first  revenue  from  application 
fees  will  be  deposited  beginning  after  July  1 , 201 9  in  FY  2020. 

•  No  license  fees  or  taxes  are  assumed  for  the  annual  license  required  for  the  second  year  of  the 
license  which  will  occur  in  FY  2021  for  licenses  first  issued  in  2020. 

•  Since  application  fees  are  non-refundable  an  additional  $5,000  will  be  collected  from  any 
applicant  that  is  ultimately  refused  a  license.  For  example,  a  10%  refusal  rate  would  mean  40 
applications  would  pay  the  $5,000  non-refundable  fee  yet  be  rejected  which  would  generate  an 
additional  $200,000  that  is  not  calculated  into  this  revenue  estimate. 

The  total  revenue  in  application  fees  and  license  taxes  generated  in  FY  2020  from  the  minimum  number 
of  facilities  that  is  required  is  $6  million  including: 

•  $2  million  in  one-time  non-refundable  application  fees 

•  $4  million  in  license  taxes 


Table  6  -  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities 


Assumptions 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Applications  - 
forms  not 
required 
before  6/30/19 

Applications 
Completed 
during  the 
year 

Total  applications  assuming  minimal  number  approved  by 

Research  Board 

0 

400 

Total  licenses  approved  by  Research  Board 

0 

400 

Revenues 

Amount 

Amount 

One-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of  $5,000 

$0 

$2,000,000 

First  year  tax  on  license  of  $1 0,000 

$0 

$4,000,000 

Total  application  fees  and  license  taxes  at  minimum  #  of  licensees 

$0 

$6,000,000 
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Medical  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

The  proposal  defines  and  permits  the  operation  of  Medical  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities.  As  shown  in  Table  3  the  Research  Board  may  restrict  to  not  less  than  50 
licenses.  No  upper  limit  is  established  on  the  number  of  such  facilities  that  can  be  licensed.  The 
Research  Board  is  required  by  Section  3(n)  of  the  proposal  to  charge  an  initial  one-time  non-refundable 
application  fee  of  $25,000  for  the  first  year  license  and  $20,000  in  taxes  on  the  license. 

The  estimate  in  Table  7  below  assumes: 

•  The  Research  Board  will  initially  limit  the  number  of  Medical  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  to  the  minimum  number  allowed  (50)  under  the  proposal.  In  the 
initial  years  of  operation  this  would  enable  the  Research  Board  to  conservatively  allow  it  to  meet 
its  minimum  constitutional  requirements  as  it  begins  its  operations  and  provide  time  to  assess 
and  report  on  the  success  of  the  program  before  further  expansion  which  is  beyond  the  two-year 
timeline  covered  by  the  Auditor's  Office.  It  is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  issues  all  50 
licenses  and  will  collect  both  the  application  fee  and  the  tax  on  the  license  for  each. 

•  While  local  governments  can  request  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  facilities  in  their  jurisdiction,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  will  still  meet  the  minimum  number  required. 

•  Table  2  shows  that  the  Research  Board  must  make  application  forms  available  by  six  months 
after  the  effective  date  of  December  31 , 201 8.  This  fiscal  analysis  assumes  that  the  Research 
Board  will  take  the  maximum  time  allowed  to  ensure  that  the  applications  forms  and  all  rules  and 
regulations  are  in  place  before  issuing  the  forms.  Therefore,  the  first  revenue  from  application 
fees  will  be  deposited  beginning  after  July  1 , 201 9  in  FY  2020. 

•  No  license  fees  or  taxes  are  assumed  for  the  annual  license  required  for  the  second  year  of  the 
license  which  will  occur  in  FY  2021  for  licenses  first  issued  in  2020. 

•  Since  application  fees  are  non-refundable  an  additional  $25,000  will  be  collected  from  any 
applicant  that  is  ultimately  refused  a  license.  For  example,  a  1 0%  refusal  rate  would  mean  5 
applications  would  pay  the  $25,000  non-refundable  fee  yet  be  rejected  which  would  generate  an 
additional  $125,000  that  is  not  calculated  into  this  revenue  estimate. 

The  total  revenue  in  application  fees  and  license  taxes  generated  in  FY  2020  from  the  minimum  number 
of  facilities  that  is  required  is  $2,250,000  including: 

•  $1 ,250,000  in  one-time  non-refundable  application  fees 

•  $1 ,000,000  in  license  taxes 


Table  7  -  Medical  Marijuana  Infused/Extraction  Manufacturing  Products  Facilities 


Assumptions 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Applications  - 
forms  not 
required 
before  6/30/1 9 

Applications 
Completed 
during  the 
year 

Total  applications  assuming  minimal  number  approved  by  Research 
Board 

0 

50 

Total  licenses  approved  by  Research  Board 

0 

50 

Revenues 

Amount 

Amount 

One-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of  $25,000 

$0 

$1,250,000 

First  year  tax  on  license  of  $20,000 

$0 

$1,000,000 

Total  application  fees  and  license  taxes  at  minimum  #  of  licensees 

$0 

$2,250,000 
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Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 

The  proposal  defines  and  permits  the  operation  of  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  As  shown  in 
Table  3  the  Research  Board  may  restrict  to  not  less  than  two  for  every  20,000  inhabitants  in  a  county.  No 
upper  limit  is  established  on  the  number  of  such  facilities  that  can  be  licensed.  The  Research  Board  is 
required  by  Section  3(n)  of  the  proposal  to  charge  an  initial  one-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of 
$25,000  for  the  first  year  license,  and  $25,000  in  taxes  on  the  license. 

The  estimate  in  Table  8  is  calculated  at  the  maximum  number  of  dispensary  licenses.  Table  1 1  then 
discounts  these  numbers  based  on  the  number  of  counties  that  would  ask  for  a  reduced  allotment  of 
dispensaries,  where  the  population  is  small  and  may  not  economically  support  multiple  dispensaries,  and 
the  experience  from  other  states. 

Table  8  assumes: 

•  The  Research  Board  will  issue  the  maximum  number  of  600  dispensary  licenses  per  the  petition 
in  FY  2020  as  calculated  in  the  table. 

•  While  local  governments  can  request  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  facilities  in  their  jurisdiction,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  will  still  meet  the  maximum  number  allowed. 

•  Table  2  shows  that  the  Research  Board  must  make  application  forms  available  by  six  months 
after  the  effective  date  of  December  31 , 201 8.  This  fiscal  analysis  assumes  that  the  Research 
Board  will  take  the  maximum  time  allowed  to  ensure  that  the  applications  forms  and  all  rules  and 
regulations  are  in  place  before  issuing  the  forms.  Therefore,  the  first  revenue  from  application 
fees  will  be  deposited  beginning  after  July  1 , 201 9  in  FY  2020. 

•  No  license  fees  or  taxes  are  assumed  for  the  annual  license  required  for  the  second  year  of  the 
license  which  will  occur  in  FY  2021  for  licenses  first  issued  in  2020. 

•  Since  application  fees  are  non-refundable  an  additional  $25,000  will  be  collected  from  any 
applicant  that  is  ultimately  refused  a  license.  For  example,  a  10%  refusal  rate  would  mean  60 
applications  would  pay  the  $25,000  non-refundable  fee  yet  be  rejected  which  would  generate  an 
additional  $1 .5  million  that  is  not  calculated  into  this  revenue  estimate. 

•  That  all  counties  with  20,000  or  fewer  inhabitants  will  have  two  dispensaries. 

•  That  a  county  must  reach  the  next  multiple  of  20,000  population  before  it  receives  two  additional 
dispensaries.  Thus,  there  is  a  round  down  not  a  round  up  of  the  calculation.  For  example,  Barry 
County  had  a  population  of  35,597  in  2010.  Since  it  does  not  reach  two  multiples  (40,000 
population)  it  is  eligible  for  only  two  dispensaries.  Similarly,  at  less  than  60,000,  80,000,  1 00,000 
etc.  population  a  county  would  be  held  to  4,  6,  and  8  dispensaries. 

The  total  revenue  generated  from  the  application  fees  and  license  taxes  for  600  dispensaries,  assuming 
that  all  application  fees  and  license  taxes  are  deposited  in  FY  2020,  is  $30  million  including: 

•  $15  million  in  one-time  non-refundable  application  fees 

•  $15  million  in  license  taxes  from  the  first  year's  annual  license  tax 

Table  8  -  Missouri  Population  -  2010  Census 


Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  at  2  per  every  20,000  inhabitants 


County 

2010 

Census 

Total 

Population 

# 

Dispensaries 
-  2  for  every 
20,000 
population 

One-time 

non- 

refundable 
application 
fee  of 
$25,000 

Annual 
License  tax 
of  $25,000 

Total  fees 
and  taxes 
at  2  per 
every 
20,000 
population 

Adair 

25,607 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Andrew 

17,291 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Atchison 

5,685 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Audrain 

25,529 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 
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Barry 

35,597 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Barton 

12,402 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Bates 

17,049 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Benton 

19,056 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Bollinger 

12,363 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Boone 

162,642 

16 

$400,000 

$400,000 

$800,000 

Buchanan 

89,201 

8 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 

Butler 

42,794 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Caldwell 

9,424 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Callaway 

44,332 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Camden 

44,002 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Cape 

Girardeau 

75,674 

6 

$150,000 

$150,000 

$300,000 

Carroll 

9,295 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Carter 

6,265 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Cass 

99,478 

8 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 

Cedar 

13,982 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Chariton 

7,831 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Christian 

77,422 

6 

$150,000 

$150,000 

$300,000 

Clark 

7,139 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Clay 

221,939 

22 

$550,000 

$550,000 

$1,100,000 

Clinton 

20,743 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Cole 

75,990 

6 

$150,000 

$150,000 

$300,000 

Cooper 

17,601 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Crawford 

24,696 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Dade 

7,883 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Dallas 

16,777 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Daviess 

8,433 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

DeKalb 

12,892 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Dent 

15,657 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Douglas 

13,684 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Dunklin 

31,953 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Franklin 

101,492 

10 

$250,000 

$250,000 

$500,000 

Gasconade 

15,222 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Gentry 

6,738 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Greene 

275,174 

26 

$650,000 

$650,000 

$1,300,000 

Grundy 

10,261 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Harrison 

8,957 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Henry 

22,272 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Hickory 

9,627 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Holt 

4,912 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Howard 

10,144 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Howell 

40,400 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Iron 

10,630 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Jackson 

674,158 

66 

$1,650,000 

$1,650,000 

$3,300,000 

Jasper 

117,404 

10 

$250,000 

$250,000 

$500,000 

Jefferson 

218,733 

20 

$500,000 

$500,000 

$1,000,000 

Johnson 

52,595 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Knox 

4,131 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 
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Laclede 

35,571 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Lafayette 

33,381 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Lawrence 

38,634 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Lewis 

10,211 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Lincoln 

52,566 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Linn 

12,761 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Livingston 

15,195 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

McDonald 

23,083 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Macon 

15,566 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Madison 

12,226 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Maries 

9,176 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Marion 

28,781 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Mercer 

3,785 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Miller 

24,748 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Mississippi 

14,358 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Moniteau 

15,607 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Monroe 

8,840 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Montgomery 

12,236 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Morgan 

20,565 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

New  Madrid 

18,956 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Newton 

58,114 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Nodaway 

23,370 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Oregon 

10,881 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Osage 

13,878 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Ozark 

9,723 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Pemiscot 

18,296 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Perry 

18,971 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Pettis 

42,201 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Phelps 

45,156 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Pike 

18,516 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Platte 

89,322 

8 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 

Polk 

31,137 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Pulaski 

52,274 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Putnam 

4,979 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Ralls 

10,167 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Randolph 

25,414 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Ray 

23,494 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Reynolds 

6,696 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Ripley 

14,100 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

St.  Charles 

360,485 

36 

$900,000 

$900,000 

$1,800,000 

St.  Clair 

9,805 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Ste.  Genevieve 

18,145 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

St.  Francois 

65,359 

6 

$150,000 

$150,000 

$300,000 

St.  Louis 

998,954 

98 

$2,450,000 

$2,450,000 

$4,900,000 

Saline 

23,370 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Schuyler 

4,431 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Scotland 

4,843 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Scott 

39,191 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 
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Shannon 

8,441 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Shelby 

6,373 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Stoddard 

29,968 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Stone 

32,202 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Sullivan 

6,714 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Taney 

51,675 

4 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Texas 

26,008 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Vernon 

21,159 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Warren 

32,513 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Washington 

25,195 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Wayne 

13,521 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Webster 

36,202 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Worth 

2,171 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

Wright 

18,815 

2 

$50,000 

$50,000 

$100,000 

St.  Louis  city 

319,294 

30 

$750,000 

$750,000 

$1,500,000 

Missouri 

5,988,927 

600 

$15,000,000 

$15,000,000 

$30,000,000 

Source:  Census  2000  -  SF1  and  2010  P.L.  94-171 

From  Missouri  Office  of  Administration, -Division  of  Budget  and  Planning  website 

Flowever,  while  600  dispensaries  are  authorized  given  the  2010  Missouri  population  there  are  several 
factors  that  will  work  to  reduce  the  number.  First,  it  is  possible  that  some  counties  will  want  to  limit  the 
number  of  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities.  Second,  such  a  facility  may  not  open  in  every  county 
due  to  the  small  number  of  inhabitants  and  the  economics  of  businesses  being  viable  in  a  small  market. 
Missouri  has  114  counties  plus  the  City  of  St.  Louis.  Table  9  shows  the  number  of  authorized 
dispensaries  and  the  amount  of  revenue  generated  by  size  of  county.  There  are  26  counties  with  less 
than  1 0,000  in  population.  There  are  34  counties  with  a  population  between  1 0,000  and  1 9,999.  Thus, 
over  half  of  the  counties  (52%)  have  populations  less  than  20,000  inhabitants.  Table  9  shows  that  if  no 
dispensary  opened  in  counties  with  populations  less  than  10,000  in  population  the  revenue  loss  would 
only  be  $2.6  million  since  the  majority  of  dispensaries  authorized  by  population  are  in  areas  with  greater 
than  100,000  population. 


Table  9  -  Revenue  from  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  by  County  Size 


Missouri  county  populations 

#  of 

counties 

%  of 
counties 

#  of 

dispensaries 

Revenue 

from 

dispensary 
application 
fees  and 
license 
taxes 

Less  than  10,000  population 

26 

22.6% 

52 

$2,600,000 

From  10,000  and  19,999 

34 

29.6% 

68 

$3,400,000 

From  20,000  and  39,000 

27 

23.5% 

54 

$2,700,000 

From  40,000  and  99,999 

18 

15.7% 

92 

$4,600,000 

100,000  or  greater 

10 

8.7% 

334 

$16,700,000 

Total 

115 

1 00.0% 

600 

$30,000,000 
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Third,  the  number  of  dispensaries  authorized  by  the  formula  may  be  more  than  the  experience  found  in 
other  states  with  medical  marijuana.  The  states  most  like  Missouri  that  also  have  medical  marijuana  laws 
are  Oregon  and  Colorado.  A  number  of  the  states  restrict  dispensaries  to  a  small  number.  Other  states 
have  local  registration,  have  a  different  distribution  structure,  or  are  too  early  in  their  operations  to  have 
approved  dispensaries  in  part  or  in  full. 

Missouri's  population  is  larger  than  both  Colorado  and  Oregon.  Table  10  shows  the  U.S.  Census 
Bureau's  population  estimate  for  the  three  states.  Table  10  also  provides  statistics  on  the  need  and 
demand  for  dispensaries  as  measured  by  the  number  of  dispensaries  per  population  in  2015  at  the 
relatively  early  stages  of  implementation  and  per  square  mile.  There  were  515  dispensaries  in  Colorado 
in  201 5  or  1  for  every  1 0,400  people  compared  to  Oregon's  345  dispensaries  with  1  for  every  1 1 ,508 
people.  This  was  not  much  difference  in  the  number  of  people  per  dispensary.  Colorado  had  one 
dispensary  per  every  201  square  miles  in  the  state  compared  to  Oregon's  one  dispensary  per  every  278 
square  miles. 

Based  on  Missouri's  population  it  would  have  between  527  and  583  dispensaries  if  it  has  Oregon  or 
Colorado  levels  of  dispensaries  per  person.  Based  on  Missouri  square  miles  it  would  have  between  248 
and  343  dispensaries.  If  Missouri  experience  is  at  the  mid-point  of  the  Oregon  and  Colorado 
dispensaries  per  square  mile  it  would  have  287  dispensaries  due  its  smaller  geographic  area.  This 
calculation  produces  about  half  of  the  number  of  dispensaries  as  Table  8  which  calculates  600  using  the 
formula  in  the  petition. 


TABLE  10  -  Estimating  Missouri  dispensaries  from  Colorado  and  Oregon  dispensaries 


Missouri  Estimates 

Colorado 

Oregon 

at 

Colorado 

level 

at  Oregon 
level 

if  mid-point 

Estimated  2014  population 
by  U.S.  Census  Bureau 

5,355,866 

3,970,239 

6,063,589 

6,063,589 

6,063,589 

Square  miles  in  state 

103,718 

95,997 

68,886 

68,886 

68,886 

1  dispensary  per  # 
population 

10,400 

11,508 

10,400 

11,508 

10,954 

#  of  dispensaries  -  2015 

515 

345 

583 

527 

554 

1  dispensary  per  #  sq.  miles 

201 

278 

201 

278 

240 

#  of  dispensaries  -  2015 

515 

345 

343 

248 

287 

The  fourth  limiting  factor  is  the  speed  at  which  the  Research  Board  and  the  industry  proceed.  The 
petition  provides  for  a  90  day  window  for  the  initial  application  period  for  dispensaries  (Section  4(d)iii). 
Additional  90  day  application  periods  are  preceded  by  a  90  day  notice  that  additional  licenses  are 
available  (Section  4(d)iv).  This  phased  approach  allows  the  Research  Board  to  control  the  speed  of 
implementation.  This  control  should  ensure  that  the  Research  Board  obtains  a  more  limited  number  of 
applications  which  it  can  process  within  the  time  limit  constraints  of  license  issuance.  It  also  allows  for  the 
possibility  of  a  more  thorough  evaluation  of  applications.  In  addition,  the  Research  Board  can  ensure  that 
the  new  dispensaries  are  allowed  to  become  economically  viable. 

As  noted  earlier,  the  petition  does  not  require  that  application  forms  be  available  until  six  months  after  the 
December  31 , 201 8  effective  date  which  will  be  June  30,  201 9.  At  the  beginning  of  implementation 
Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities  are  essential  to  the 
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operational  effects  of  the  proposed  petition.  Until  the  cultivation  facilities  are  licensed  crop  production 
cannot  begin.  In  addition,  even  after  licensing  the  facilities  will  need  to  be  constructed.  Once 
construction  is  complete  a  growing  season  needs  to  be  completed  before  product  is  available  in  the 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities. 

Fifth,  the  number  of  dispensaries  authorized  by  the  Research  Board  should  be  in  sync  with  the  number  of 
qualifying  patients  to  ensure  that  there  are  an  adequate  number  of  dispensaries  for  the  demand  that  is 
generated.  The  estimates  for  the  number  of  qualifying  patients  and  designated  primary  caregivers  are 
explained  on  pages  1 5-19  of  this  analysis.  The  Research  Board  must  begin  approving  or  denying  ID 
cards  no  later  than  September  2019.  Based  on  that  analysis  it  is  anticipated  that  75%  of  the  possible  ID 
cards  will  be  issued  in  FY  2020. 

Therefore,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  it  is  assumed  that  450  dispensaries  will  be  licensed  in  FY 
2020  or  75%  the  600  authorized.  This  reflects  that  the  dispensaries  are  likely  to  be  open  for  sales  for  the 
second  half  of  the  year,  the  multiple  application  periods  provided,  the  Colorado  and  Oregon  experience 
and  the  expected  number  of  qualifying  patients.  It  is  also  well  within  the  range  found  in  Colorado  and 
Oregon  based  on  the  number  of  dispensaries  per  square  mile  and  the  number  of  dispensaries  per 
population  based  on  their  experience.  This  phased  implementation  will  allow  the  Research  Board  to  meet 
client  demand  but  also  conservatively  assess  it  implementation. 

Table  1 1  shows  total  of  $22.5  million  in  application  fees  and  license  taxes  are  estimated  for  FY  2020. 
Additional  growth  in  dispensaries  and  the  revenue  generated  by  application  fees  and  license  taxes  are 
likely  in  FY  2021  but  that  is  beyond  the  time  period  required  by  the  Auditor’s  Office. 


Table  11  -  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 


Assumptions 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Applications  -  forms  not 
required  before  6/30/19 

Applications 
Completed  during 
the  year 

Total  applications  assuming  minimal  number 
approved  by  Research  Board 

0 

450 

Total  licenses  approved  by  Research  Board 

0 

450 

Revenues 

Amount 

Amount 

One-time  non-refundable  application  fee  of  $25,000 

$0 

$11,250,000 

First  year  tax  on  license  of  $25,000 

$0 

$11,250,000 

Total  application  fees  and  license  taxes  at  minimum 

#  of  licensees 

$0 

$22,500,000 
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Patient  identification  cards  and  caregiver  cards 


The  proposal  requires  that  the  Research  Board  issue  identification  cards  for  qualifying  patients  and 
designated  primary  caregivers.  No  limit  is  established  on  the  number  of  such  cards  that  can  be  issued. 
However,  a  qualifying  medical  condition  must  be  present  as  certified  in  accordance  with  the  procedures 
outlined  in  the  proposal.  Table  12  identifies  the  two  card  types,  the  annual  tax,  and  a  reference  for  the 
provision  in  the  petition. 


Table  12  -  Types  of  Identification  Cards 

Tvoe  Card 

Reference  and  Amount 

Qualifying  Patient  ID  card 

Section  4  (f)  -  Annual  $1 00  per 
issuance  increased  or  decreased 
by  CPI 

Designated  Primary  Caregiver  ID  card 

Section  4  (g)  -  Annual  $100  per 
issuance  increased  or  decreased 
by  CPI 

The  Research  Board  is  required  to  charge  an  annual  tax  per  year  per  card.  The  initial  $100  identification 
card  tax  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  in  the  Consumer 
Price  Index. 

In  the  fiscal  notes  prepared  for  medical  marijuana  bills  considered  by  the  Missouri  General  Assembly  and 
initiative  petitions  over  the  past  three  years,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  has  used 
Oregon's  experience  with  patient  identification  cards  and  caregiver  cards  as  a  basis  to  estimate  what 
might  occur  in  Missouri.  DHSS  indicated  that  Oregon  had  similar  ID  card  language  and  data  was 
sufficiently  available  to  derive  a  Missouri  estimate.  The  states  most  like  Missouri  that  have  medical 
marijuana  laws  are  Oregon  and  Colorado. 

Qualifying  patient  cards 

Table  1 3  provides  information  on  the  number  of  qualifying  patient  cards  as  of  the  end  of  FY  201 4,  FY 
201 5,  and  FY  2016  from  Colorado  and  Oregon.  In  the  first  two  years  Colorado  had  about  1 13,500  cards 
which  amounted  to  2.1%  of  the  population.  The  number  and  rate  dropped  slightly  in  2016  possibly  due  to 
retail  marijuana  going  into  operation.  In  Oregon  the  number  of  cards  grew  from  64,838  to  72,51 7  and  has 
decreased  slightly  in  2016.  Oregon  has  a  slightly  lower  percent  of  the  population  of  1 .7%  for  the  period. 
Missouri's  population  is  larger  than  both  Colorado  and  Oregon. 

Table  1 3  shows  that  based  on  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau's  population  estimates  for  the  three  states  if  the 
Missouri  experience  is: 

•  at  Colorado's  level  we  will  have  123,731  qualifying  patient  cards. 

•  at  Oregon's  level  we  will  have  102,937  qualifying  patient  cards 

•  at  the  mid-point  of  the  Oregon  and  Colorado  we  would  have  1 1 3,334  cards 
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Table  13  -  Missouri  Estimates  of  Qualifying  Patients 
from  Colorado  and  Oregon  Experience 


Estimated  2015 
population  by 
U.S.  Census 

Bureau 

#  of 

qualifying 

patient 

cards 

%  of 

population 

Colorado 

2014 

5,456,574 

113,506 

2.08% 

2015 

5,456,574 

113,585 

2.08% 

2016 

5,456,574 

105,841 

1.94% 

Oregon 

2014 

4,028,977 

64,838 

1.61% 

2015 

4,028,977 

72,517 

1.80% 

2016 

4,028,977 

67,158 

1.67% 

Missouri 

At  Colorado  Level 

6,083,672 

123,731 

2.03% 

At  Oregon  Level 

6,083,672 

102,937 

1.69% 

At  mid-point 

6,083,672 

113,334 

1.86% 
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Designated  Primary  Caregiver  cards 

The  Research  Board  is  also  responsible  for  issuing  Designated  Primary  Caregiver  identification  cards 
under  the  provisions  of  the  initiative  petition.  In  its  fiscal  note  on  medical  marijuana  legislation  considered 
by  the  General  Assembly  the  DHSS  used  Oregon's  experience  as  a  model  for  its  estimate  due  to  the 
similar  mandatory  registration  provisions.  The  DHSS  has  used  the  number  of  caregivers  and  adjusted  for 
Missouri's  larger  population.  In  some  cases  it  has  also  adjusted  upward  by  a  factor  of  25%  due  to 
Missouri's  higher  chronic  disease  levels.  No  adjustment  is  being  made  in  this  fiscal  analysis  for 
Missouri’s  higher  chronic  disease  levels. 

Tables  14  and  15  use  information  from  Oregon  to  estimate  the  number  of  Missouri  caregiver  identification 
cards.  Table  14  shows  that  the  number  of  Oregon  caregiver  cards  in  2014,  201 5,  and  2016  amounted  to 
about  0.8%  of  its  population.  Adjusting  for  Missouri's  larger  population  would  produce  an  estimated 
49,625  Missouri  designated  primary  caregiver  ID  cards. 


Table  14  -  Missouri  Designated  Primary  Caregiver  Cards  using  Oregon  Rate 


Oregon 

2014 

Oregon 

2015 

Oregon 

2016 

Missouri 

estimate  if  at 
Oregon  rate 

Estimated  2014 
population  by  U.S. 
Census  Bureau 

4,028,977 

4,028,977 

4,028,977 

6,083,672 

#  of  caregiver  cards 

32,796 

35,864 

29,934 

49,625 

%  of  population 

0.81% 

0.89% 

0.74% 

0.82% 

Another  way  to  look  at  the  issue  is  to  look  at  the  rate  of  caregiver  cards  compared  to  the  number  of 
qualifying  patient  cards.  Table  1 5  shows  that  Oregon  caregiver  cards  were  about  50%  of  the  total  of 
qualifying  patient  cards  in  2014  but  the  rate  has  been  dropping.  Using  the  estimated  number  of  Missouri 
qualifying  patient  cards  calculated  in  Table  1 1,  the  number  of  designated  primary  caregiver  cards  would 
total  54,631  if  it  were  48.2%  of  the  number  of  qualifying  patient  cards. 


Table  15  -  Missouri  Designated  Caregiver  ID  cards  based  on  Oregon  Experience 


Oregon 

2014 

Oregon 

2015 

Oregon 

2016 

Missouri  estimate 
at  Oregon  average 
for  care  givers 

Qualifying  patient  cards 

64,838 

72,517 

67,158 

113,334 

Caregiver  cards 

32,796 

35,864 

29,934 

54,631 

Total  Qualifying  patient 
and  Caregiver  cards 

97,634 

108,381 

97,092 

167,965 

%  of  caregiver  cards  to 
qualifying  patients 

50.58% 

49.46% 

44.57% 

48.20% 

Both  Table  14  and  Table  15  produce  caregiver  card  numbers  in  approximately  the  same  number.  For 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  the  number  of  designated  primary  caregiver  ID  cards  is  52,128,  the  average  of 
the  Table  14  and  Table  1 5  estimates. 
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Summary  of  Fee  Revenue  from  Qualifying  Patient  and  Primary  Caregiver  identification  cards 
Table  1 6  estimates  the  number  of  qualifying  patient  and  designated  primary  caregiver  cards  and  the 
revenue  generated  in  the  first  two  years.  The  Research  Board  does  not  have  to  make  application  forms 
available  until  June  30,  2019.  The  latest  date  that  the  Research  Board  can  begin  accepting  such 
applications  is  August  31 , 2019  which  is  eight  months  after  the  effective  date  of  the  petition  -  Section 
3(aa).  This  fiscal  analysis  assumes  that  the  Research  Board  will  take  the  maximum  time  allowed  to 
ensure  that  the  applications  forms  and  all  rules  and  regulations  are  in  place  before  issuing  the  forms.  The 
proposal  requires  that  Research  Board  approve  or  deny  applications  within  30  days  -  Section  4(f). 
Therefore,  the  first  revenue  from  ID  card  taxes  is  assumed  to  be  deposited  beginning  after  September  1 , 

2019  in  FY  2020. 

Qualifying  patients  and  designated  primary  caregivers  are  likely  to  apply  for  identification  cards  closer  to 
the  time  those  facilities  will  be  completed  and  medical  marijuana  becomes  available  for  purchase.  There 
are  individuals  that  will  want  to  be  early  in  line  for  medical  and  legal  reasons. 

Section  4(f)  and  Section  4(g)  requires  that  the  Board  provide  a  reason  for  any  denial  of  an  ID  card. 

Section  3(f)  provides  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Research  Board  to  promulgate  rules  to  effectuate  the 
provisions  of  the  petition.  The  rules  authorized  by  Section  3(f),  Section  3(i),  and  Section  3(j)  will  surely 
include  some  description  of  the  reasons  that  the  Research  Board  will  use  to  deny  ID  cards.  In  some 
states  the  medical  marijuana  agency  is  required  or  allowed  to  identify  the  qualifying  medical  conditions  for 
which  individuals  will  receive  ID  cards.  Under  the  provisions  of  Sections  3  and  4  it  seems  possible  that 
the  Research  Board  could  pick  a  subset  of  the  qualifying  medical  conditions  identified  in  Section  2(z)bb 
for  initial  implementation.  This  would  allow  the  Research  Board  to  effectuate  its  research  functions  to 
determine  the  effectiveness  of  medical  marijuana.  The  Research  Board  could  add  additional  qualifying 
medical  conditions  over  time.  Such  a  process  if  it  were  to  be  used,  could  substantially  reduce  the  number 
of  qualifying  patient  ID  cards  and  designated  primary  caregiver  ID  cards. 

For  this  fiscal  analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Research  Board  will  not  limit  the  ID  cards  to  a  subset  of  the 
qualifying  medical  conditions.  It  is  assumed  that  nine  months  of  applications  (September  through  May) 
will  need  to  be  accepted  or  rejected  by  the  end  of  FY  2020.  June  2020  applications  do  not  have  to  be 
accepted  or  rejected  until  July  2020  in  FY  2021 . 

Therefore,  75%  of  the  possible  population  of  qualifying  patients  and  designated  primary  caregivers  are 
projected  to  receive  their  ID  cards  in  FY  2020.  An  additional  one-fourth  of  the  possible  ID  card  population 
would  be  phased-in  during  FY  2021  which  is  beyond  the  time  period  covered  by  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal 
note  process. 

The  annual  ID  card  tax  is  $1 00.  This  analysis  does  not  assume  identification  card  growth  in  the  first  two 
years.  The  petition  requires  increases  or  decreases  in  the  annual  fee  based  on  CPI  changes.  However, 
no  inflation/deflation  calculation  is  included  in  this  analysis. 

Table  16  estimates  that  there  will  be  124,097  qualifying  patients  (85,001)  and  designated  primary 
caregiver  (39,096)  cards  issued  in  FY  2020.  Table  16  estimates  that  $12.4  million  will  be  collected  in  FY 

2020  including: 

•  $8.5  million  in  FY  2020  for  qualifying  patents 

•  $3.9  million  in  FY  2020  for  designated  primary  caregivers 
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Table  16  -  Revenue  Estimate  for  Qualifying  Patient  and  Designated  Primary  Caregiver  ID  Cards 


FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Date  of  applications 

Applications  forms  not 
required  before  6/30/19 

Applications  possibly  open 
all  year  depending  on 
application  form  of 
Research  Board 

Estimate  of  qualifying  patient  population 

113,334 

113,334 

Estimate  of  designated  primary 
caregivers  population 

52,128 

52,128 

%  of  applications  submitted  by  total 
expected  qualifying  patients  and 
designated  primary  caregivers 

0.0% 

75.0% 

Estimate  of  qualifying  patient  population 
receiving  ID  cards 

0 

85,001 

Estimate  of  designated  primary 
caregivers  population  receiving  ID  cards 

0 

39,096 

Card  tax  -  initial  year 

$100 

$100 

Revenues 

Qualifying  Patients 

$0 

$8,500,100 

Designated  Primary  Caregivers 

$0 

$3,909,600 

Total 

$0 

$12,409,700 
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Tax  Revenues 


Colorado  and  Oregon  have  been  used  throughout  this  analysis  as  the  benchmark  states  for  comparison 
to  Missouri's  possible  experience.  Oregon  does  not  tax  medical  marijuana  sales  so  it  has  no  data  that 
can  be  used  to  help  estimate  Missouri  sales.  Table  17  shows  that  Colorado  state  tax  collections  for 
medical  marijuana  was  $10.6  million  in  FY  2014,  $10.4  million  in  FY  2015,  and  $12.2  million  in  FY  2016. 
With  the  implementation  of  retail  marijuana  in  Colorado  some  negative  effect  was  expected  in  the  medical 
marijuana  program.  However,  revenue  collections  increase  by  $1 .7  million  even  though  the  number  of 
qualifying  patients  went  down  by  about  7,700.  Table  17  shows  that  the  dollars  spent  per  month  in 
Colorado  per  identification  cardholder  increased  from  $263  to  $330. 

FY  2016  Colorado  taxes  medical  marijuana  at  2.9%  and  has  explicit  accounting  of  those  revenues  on  its 
website.  To  generate  $1 0.4  million  in  FY  201 5  with  a  2.9%  sales  tax  the  economic  value  that  was  taxed 
would  need  to  be  $358.9  million.  This  computes  to  $3,160  per  cardholder  per  year  or  $263  per  month  per 
cardholder  in  2015. 


Table  17  -  Colorado  Taxes  and  Economic  Activity  for  Medical  Marijuana 


Colorado  2014 

Colorado  201 5 

Colorado  2016 

State  tax  revenue  collected  from  medical  marijuana 

$10,562,577 

$10,409,340 

$12,150,626 

Colorado  Sales  Tax  Rate 

2.9% 

2.9% 

2.9% 

Implied  economic  value  taxed  in  Colorado  sales 

$364,226,793 

$358,942,759 

$418,987,103 

Colorado  Patient  and  care  giver  cards 

113,506 

113,585 

105,841 

$  per  Colorado  identification  cardholder  for  year 

$3,209 

$3,160 

$3,959 

$  per  Colorado  identification  cardholder  for  month 

$267 

$263 

$330 

The  national  consulting  firm  TrippUmbach  completed  an  economic  study  of  a  similar  Missouri  initiative 
petition  submission  in  the  2016  election  cycle  that  was  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  office  for  review.1 
It  estimated  that  the  price  of  medical  marijuana  would  range  from  $7  per  gram  on  the  low  end  to  $30  per 
gram  on  the  high  end.  Table  1 8  converts  the  per  gram  price  to  an  ounce  to  get  numbers  comparable  to 
the  figures  in  Table  17  for  Colorado.  The  Colorado  $330/month  spending  would  provide  about  1 .68 
ounces  at  the  TrippUmbach  low  price  estimate.  The  petition  allows  the  Research  Board  to  set  a  limit  on 
purchases  as  long  as  it  is  no  less  than  three  ounces  per  month.  However,  it  is  not  clear  if  the  average 
Colorado  patient  purchases  one  ounce  per  month  or  some  other  amount. 


Table  18  -  TrippUmbach  Estimate  of  Medical  Marijuana  Price 


Low 

estimate 

IHi£h 

estimate 

Price  per  gram 

$7 

$30 

Grams  per  ounce  of  marijuana 

28 

28 

Cost  of  one  ounce  of  marijuana 

$196 

$840 

The  websites  of  several  Colorado  dispensaries  were  checked  for  prices  on  November  16,  2016.  They 
are  listed  below  with  a  link  to  the  website. 

Dank  -  Denver.  Prices  $7  to  $10  per  gram 
https://weedmaps.com/dispensaries/dank 

Green  Man  Cannabis  -Denver.  Prices  $1 0  to  $1 3  per  gram 
http://greenmancannabis.com/downtown-medical-menu/ 
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mmr  america  -  Denver  and  Boulder.  Prices  $5  to  $1 1  per  gram 
http://mmiamerica.com/pricing/ 


The  Farm  -  Denver.  Prices  $14  to  $1 8  per  gram 

http://thefarmco.com/wp-content/uploads/201 6/1 1/Farmdailymenul  1 1 6201 6.pdf 

Comparison  shopper  site  -  Prices  for  medical  marijuana  $12  to  $56  per  gram  depending  on  quality 
http://budzu.com/prices/usa/colorado 


Table  1 9  shows  that  there  is  a  wholesale  tax  and  a  retail  sales  tax  outlined  in  Section  4  of  the  petition. 


Table  19  -  Taxes  on  Sales  -  Wholesale  and  Retail 

Type  tax _ _ Description _ 


Wholesale  tax 

Section  4  (a)  -  A  cultivation  tax  is 
imposed  on  each  wholesale  sale.  $9.25 
per  dry  weight  ounce  on  marijuana 
flowers.  $2.75  per  dry  weight  ounce  on 
marijuana  leaves. 

Retail  sales  tax 

Section  4  (b)  - 15%  retail  tax 

Wholesale  Tax  Revenues 

Table  20  shows  calculations  necessary  to  estimate  the  wholesale  tax  revenues  that  will  be  received 
under  the  petition. 

•  Table  1 7  shows  the  dollars  spent  per  qualifying  patient  in  Colorado  for  the  past  three  years  - 
ranging  from  $267  in  2014  to  $330  in  2016. 

•  For  the  purposes  of  Table  20  the  average  of  $287  for  those  years  is  used  for  the  Missouri 
calculations. 

•  Table  20  uses  three  different  prices  per  quarter  ounce  paid  based  on  searches  of  the  Colorado 
dispensary  websites  identified  above.  The  one  ounce  price  is  then  calculated. 

•  Based  on  the  $287  average  spent  per  month  in  Colorado  the  number  of  ounces  of  marijuana 
purchased  by  month  and  by  year  differs  by  price.  For  example,  at  $50  per  quarter  ounce  the 
average  cardholder  could  purchase  1.44  ounces  of  marijuana  monthly  compared  to  only  0.80 
ounces  at  $90  per  quarter  ounce.  Similarly,  at  $50  per  quarter  ounce  the  average  cardholder 
could  purchase  1 7.22  ounces  of  marijuana  annually  compared  to  only  9.57  ounces  at  $90  per 
quarter  ounce. 

•  The  Missouri  estimate  of  85,001  qualifying  patients  would  purchase  between  813,460  and 

1 ,463,71 7  ounces  of  marijuana  based  on  the  Colorado  rate  of  purchase  and  the  three  price  levels 
shown. 

•  However,  as  explained  for  the  calculations  in  Table  1 6,  it  is  assumed  that  applications  will  first  be 
accepted  in  September  2019.  If  the  qualifying  patients  come  in  at  the  same  rate  each  month  that 
will  provide  about  9,445  qualifying  patients  per  month.  Assuming  a  30-day  turnaround  as 
required  for  issuance  of  the  card  those  qualifying  patients  will  start  buying  medical  marijuana  in 
October  201 9.  Those  first  cardholders  will  be  able  to  buy  for  9  months  during  FY  2020.  Each 
month’s  cohort  gets  one  fewer  month  of  buying  as  it  is  processed.  May  applicants  will  have  only 
one  month  to  purchase.  The  average  available  months  to  purchase  for  the  FY  2020  applicants  is 
five  months  -  about  42%  of  the  year.  The  discounted  ounces  purchased  in  FY  2020  as  it  phases- 
in  ranges  between  338,941  and  609,882  ounces  based  at  the  three  price  levels. 

•  The  wholesale  tax  is  different  for  marijuana  flowers  vs  leaves  as  show  in  Table  19. 

•  If  the  entire  purchase  is  of  marijuana  flowers  the  wholesale  tax  would  provide  between  $7.5 
million  and  $13.5  million  annually  depending  on  the  average  price  per  ounce. 

•  If  the  entire  purchase  is  of  marijuana  leaves  the  wholesale  tax  would  provide  between  $2.2  million 
and  $4.0  million  annually  depending  on  the  average  price  per  ounce. 
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•  The  University  of  Washington  School  of  Law  prepared  a  study  for  the  Washington  State  Liquor 
and  Cannabis  Board  on  the  medical  marijuana  market.2  After  extensive  surveys  and  data 
analysis  they  concluded  that  in  the  Washington  market  that  flower  sales  are  responsible  for  70% 
of  the  sales  and  leaves  and  other  parts  of  the  plant  provide  30%  of  the  market.  If  the  purchase  is 
70%  flowers  and  30%  leaves  the  wholesale  tax  would  provide  between  $5.9  million  and  $10.7 
million  annually  depending  on  the  average  price  per  ounce. 

For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  a  total  of  $3.18  million  is  assumed  for  the  wholesale  tax  for  70% 
flowers/30%  leaves  discounted  by  the  middle  price  and  average  of  available  months  of  purchase  for 
those  receiving  a  card  in  FY  2020. 
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Table  20  -  Missouri  Wholesale  Tax  Revenue  Estimate 


$  per  Colorado  identification  cardholder  for  month  - 
average  2014  to  2016 

$287 

$287 

$287 

Average  price  per  1/4  ounce  -  range 

$50 

$70 

$90 

Average  price  per  ounce  -  range 

$200 

$280 

$360 

Average  amount  purchased  in  ounces  -  monthly 
Colorado  cardholder 

1.44 

1.03 

0.80 

Average  amount  purchased  in  ounces  -  annually 
Colorado  cardholder 

17.22 

12.30 

9.57 

Estimated  Missouri  qualifying  patient  cardholders  in  FY 
2020  (Table  13) 

85,001 

85,001 

85,001 

Estimated  ounces  purchased  annually  by  Missouri 
qualifying  patient  cardholders  in  FY  2020  if  at  annual 
Colorado  rate 

1,463,717 

1,045,512 

813,460 

Discount  to  average  available  months  of  purchase  for 
qualifying  patients  phased  in  equally  per  month 
beginning  in  September  2019 

5 

5 

5 

Estimated  ounces  purchased  by  Missouri  qualifying 
patient  cardholders  in  FY  2020  discounted  by  average 
available  months  of  purchase 

609,882 

435,630 

338,941 

Wholesale  tax  per  ounce  - 100%  flowers  sold 

$9.25 

$9.25 

$9.25 

Wholesale  tax  receipts  - 1 00%  flowers  sold  annual 

$13,539,384 

$9,670,989 

$7,524,501 

Wholesale  tax  receipts  - 1 00%  flowers  sold  due  to 
phase-in 

$5,641,410 

$4,029,579 

$3,135,209 

Wholesale  tax  per  ounce  - 100%  leaves  sold 

$2.75 

$2.75 

$2.75 

Wholesale  tax  receipts  - 1 00%  leaves  sold 

$4,025,222 

$2,875,159 

$2,237,014 

Wholesale  tax  receipts  - 1 00%  leaves  sold  due  to 
phase-in 

$1,677,176 

$1,197,983 

$932,089 

Wholesale  tax  receipts  -  70%  flowers/30%  leaves 

$10,685,136 

$7,632,240 

$5,938,255 

Wholesale  tax  receipts  -  70%  flowers/30%  leaves  sold 
due  to  phase-in 

$4,452,140 

$3,180,100 

$2,474,273 
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Retail  Tax  Revenues 

Table  21  shows  calculations  necessary  to  estimate  the  retail  tax  revenues  that  will  be  received  under  the 
petition. 


•  Table  1 7  shows  the  dollars  spent  per  qualifying  patient  in  Colorado  for  the  past  three  years  - 
ranging  from  $267  in  2014  to  $330  in  2016. 

•  For  the  purposes  of  Table  21  the  average  of  $287  for  those  years  is  used  for  the  Missouri 
calculations. 

•  Based  on  the  $287  average  spent  per  month  in  Colorado  and  an  estimate  of  85,001  cardholders 
spending  who  will  be  spending  for  five  months,  the  total  value  of  the  sales  taxed  is  $1 22  million. 

•  The  1 5%  retail  sales  tax  is  $1 8.3  million  on  those  sales. 


Table  21  -  Missouri  Retail  Marijuana  Tax  Revenue  Estimate 


Assumotions 

FY  201 9 

FY  2020 

Estimated  Missouri  qualifying  patient  cardholders  (Table 

13) 

85,001 

85,001 

$  per  cardholder  for  month 

$287 

$287 

Number  of  months  of  purchases  by  applicants 

0 

5 

Value  of  sales  taxed 

$0 

$121,976,435 

Retail  sales  tax  rate 

15.0% 

15.0% 

Retail  sales  tax  revenue  -  estimated 

$0 

$18,296,465 
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Other  State  Revenue  or  Local  Revenue 


Taxes  or  Fees  for  State  Funds 

Section  4(i)  states  that  “No  taxes  or  fees  shall  be  imposed  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana  except  as 
provided  in  the  Article.”  The  revenue  defined  in  the  petition  is  all  deposited  to  the  Biomedical  Research 
and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  and  its  specified  subaccounts.  Therefore,  no  state  general 
revenue  or  revenue  for  other  state  funds  with  dedicated  taxes  (Conservation,  Parks/Soils,  Prop  C)  are 
estimated  as  the  petition  precludes  other  fees  and  taxes. 


Local  Revenue 

Section  4(i)  states  that  “No  taxes  or  fees  shall  be  imposed  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana  except  as 
provided  in  the  Article.”  Therefore,  no  state  general  revenue,  other  state  funds,  or  local  revenue  are 
estimated  as  the  petition  precludes  other  fees  and  taxes.  The  revenue  defined  in  the  petition  is  all 
deposited  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  and  its  specified 
subaccounts.  Therefore,  no  local  sales  tax  revenue  is  estimated  as  the  petition  precludes  other  fees  and 
taxes. 

Local  fees  or  licenses  for  doing  business,  code  compliance  enforcement,  or  other  purposes  that  currently 
exist,  and  that  are  not  directly  imposed  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana,  appear  to  be  allowable.  A 
estimate  of  these  revenues  is  not  herein  provided  because  of  their  wide  variability  and  use  in  local 
governments  across  the  state. 


Section  10  Revenue  -  Public-Private  Collaborative  Ventures 

Section  1 0  of  the  petition  prescribes  that  certain  revenue  of  the  Research  Board  be  deposited  into  the 
Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund-Section  10  Account.  These  funds  are  made 
available  by  formula  to  specific  state  purposes. 

The  revenues  going  into  the  Section  10  Account  include: 

•  A  percentage  of  gross  revenue  or  profits  derived  from  the  participating  research  entities  cures  or 
treatments  -  Section  10(b). 

•  Funds  at  the  Research  Board’s  discretion  resulting  from  its  own  efforts  to  “own,  make,  produce, 
develop,  market,  distribute,  license,  and  sell  cures,  goods,  services  and  products,  both  of  a 
medical  and  non-medical  nature.”  -  Section  10(c). 

•  Any  actual,  consequential,  or  punitive  damages  caused  to  the  Research  Board  by  entities 
violating  specific  provisions  of  the  petition.  -  Section  1 0(e). 

The  purposes  to  which  the  Section  10  Account  are  annually  directed  and  distributed  include: 

•  50%  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund-General  Purpose  Account 

•  6.25%  for  Missouri  state  roads  and  bridges  infrastructure  repairs. 

•  6.25%  for  public  pre-school  programs,  public  elementary  and  secondary  school  programs,  and  to 
provide  grants  to  in-state  Missouri  students  to  attend  state  institutions  of  higher  education 
governed  by  sections  172.020  to  172.500  RSMo,  and  Chapter  172  RSMo.  The  Department  of 
Higher  Education  responded  to  a  fiscal  note  for  a  similar  petition  in  the  2016  election  cycle  that 
this  language  does  not  include  Lincoln  University,  Truman  State  University,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  and  all  of  the  community  colleges  except  for  Missouri  State  University-West 
Plains. 

•  6.25%  for  funding  medical  care  for  Missouri  residents. 

•  6.25%  to  fund  Missouri  public  employee  retirement  trust  funds. 

•  25%  to  be  refunded  to  Missouri  state  income  tax  paying  citizens  who  have  paid  $500  or  more  in 
income  taxes.  Payment  is  made  up  to  the  total  amount  of  the  income  tax  paid.  Any  residual 
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amount  above  that  needed  for  that  formula  shall  be  paid  equally  to  all  Missouri  state  income  tax 
paying  residents. 

No  estimate  has  been  made  for  the  possible  revenues  of  Section  1 0.  These  revenues  will  be  derived 
from  Public-Private  Collaborative  Ventures.  Section  10  is  devoted  to  long-term  development  by  the 
Research  Board.  No  revenue  is  likely  to  be  received  in  FY  2019  or  FY  2020  during  the  18  months  the 
provisions  of  this  act  will  be  effective  (December  31 , 201 8  to  June  30,  2020).  Any  such  revenues  will 
arrive  beyond  the  time  period  covered  by  the  State  Auditor’s  fiscal  note  process. 

Other  Economic  Impacts 

TrippUmbach  completed  an  economic  study  of  a  similar  Missouri  initiative  petition  submission  in  the  2016 
election  cycle  that  was  submitted  to  the  State  Auditor’s  office  for  review.  That  study  included  projections 
of  significant  additional  economic  impacts  related  to  the  work  of  the  Research  Board.  The  economic 
multiplier  effect  of  the  industry  in  Missouri  would  be  significant.  However,  the  revenues  related  to  those 
effects  is  not  included  in  this  analysis. 


1  TrippUmbach,  “The  Impacts  of  Medical  Marijuana  Sales  Tax  for  Missouri’s  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust 
Fund”.  October  2015. 

2  Sean  O’Connor  and  Sam  Mendez.  University  of  Washington  School  of  Law,  Cannabis  Law  &  Policy  Project. 
“Estimating  Canopy  Size  for  the  Washington  Medical  Marijuana  Market”.  March  25,  2016. 
http://lcb.wa.qov/publications/Mariiuana/Estimatinq-Canopy-Size-for-the-Washinqton.pdf 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  generate  annual  taxes  and  fees  of  $66  million.  State  governmental 
entities  estimate  initial  implementation  costs  of  $186,000  and  increased  annual  operating  costs  of 
$500,000. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Center 
(573)751-4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 

□  /annnnnna 


u\ynu  u  uw 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  21,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  XVI  (2018-040) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sheila  Dundon  on  November  18, 2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  *  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  tor  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to 
sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the 
same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  lie  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  I  lonorable  Jason  Kandcr,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  ol  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  ol  St.  Louis),  respectfully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  ol  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 

personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (orC  ity  ol  St. 

Louis);  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

[Official  Ballot  title] 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


1  8  : 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF. 


I, _  _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Street.  No  PO  Boxes)  (City,  Town  or  Village) 

Zip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

/  / 

2 

/ 

/ 

3. 

/ 

/ 

4. 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

6. 

/ 

/ 

7. 

/ 

/ 

8. 

/ 

/ 

<J. 

/ 

/ 

It). 

/ 

/ 

signed  this  page  of  tlte  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE 
BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED 
GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  day  of 


A.D. 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires  _ _ 
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Be  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  XVI  is  created  by  enacting  one  new  section  to  be  known  as  Section  1  of  Article  XVI.  to 
read  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Right  to  Access  Medical  Marijuana 

J_.  Purposes 

This  section  is  intended  to  permit  statc-licenscd  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for  medical 

purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  section  allows  patients 

with  qualifying  medical  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  freely  with  their  physicians  the  possible 

benefits  of  medical  marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice 

concerning  the  same,  and  the  riuht  to  use  medical  marijuana  for  treatment  under  the  supervision 

of  a  physician. 

This  section  is  intended  to  make  only  those  chanties  to  Missouri  laws  that  are  necessary  to 

protect  patients,  their  primary  caregivers.  and  their  physicians  from  civil  and  criminal  penalties. 

and  to  allow  for  the  limited  legal  production,  distribution,  sale  and  purchase  of  marijuana  for 

medical  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  governing  the 

use  of  marijuana  for  nonmcdical  purposes.  The  section  does  not  allow  for  the  public  use  of 

marijuana  and  driving  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

2.  Definitions 

( 1 )  •'Administer"  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  a  Qualifyiim  Patient  hv  wav 

of  any  of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  lnuestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  marijuana-infused  products: 

(b)  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or 

oils: 

(e)  Application  of  ointments  or  halms: 

(d)  Transdcrmal  patches  and  suppositories: 

(e)  Consuming  marijuana-infused  food  products:  or 

( Q  Any  other  method  recommended  hv  a  Qualifyiim  Patient's  physician. 

(2)  "Department"  means  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  or  its  successor 

agency. 

(3)  "Hntilv"  means  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprolit 

corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust. 

limited  liability  company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability  partnership, 

joint  venture,  or  any  other  legal  entity. 

(4)  "Flowering  plant"  means  a  marijuana  plant  from  the  time  it  exhibits  the  first  signs  of 

sexual  maturity  throuuh  harvest. 

(5)  "Marijuana"  or  "Marihuana"  means  Cannabis  indiea.  Cannabis  saliva ,  and  Cannabis 

ruderalis.  hybrids  of  such  species,  and  any  other  strains  commonly  understood  within 

the  scientific  community  to  constitute  marijuana,  as  well  as  resin  extracted  from  the 

plant  and  marijuana-infused  products,  "Marijuana"  or  "Marihuana"  do  not  include 

industrial  hemp  containing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol  concentration 

that  docs  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weiuht  basis,  or  commodities 

or  products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp. 

(6)  "Marijuana-Infused  Products"  means  products  that  are  infused  with  marijuana  or  an 

extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking. 

including,  but  not  limited  to.  edible  products,  ointments,  tinctures  and  concentrates. 

(7)  "Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility"  means  a  facility  licensed  bv  the  Department. 

to  acquire,  cultivate,  process,  store,  transport,  and  sell  marijuana  to  a  Medical 
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Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  a  Medical 

Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(8)  "Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility"  means  a  facility  licensed  hv  the  Department. 

to  acquire,  store,  sell,  transport,  and  deliver  marijuana,  marijuana-infused  products, 

and  drug  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana  as  provided  for  in  this  section  to 
a  Qualifying  Patient,  a  Primary  eareuiver.  another  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 

Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  ora  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 

Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(9)  "Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufaeturiim  Facility"  means  a  facility 

licensed  by  the  Department,  to  aeuuirc.  store,  manufacture,  transport,  and  sell 

marijuana-infused  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a  Medical 

Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  to  another  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 

Manufaeturiim  Facility. 

( 10)  "Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility"  means  a  facility  certified  by  the  Department,  to 
acquire,  test,  certify,  and  transport  marijuana. 

(11)  "Medical  use"  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  distribution,  transportation. 

or  administration  of  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  or  drug  paraphernalia 

used  to  administer  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  product,  for  the  benefit  of  a 
Qualifying  Patient  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  effects  of  the  patient's  qualifying 

medical  condition. 

( 12)  "Physician"  means  an  individual  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  standing  to  practice 

medicine  or  osteopathy  under  Missouri  law. 

(13)  "Physician  certification"  means  a  document,  whether  handwritten,  electronic  or  in 

another  commonly  used  format,  sinned  by  a  physician  and  stating  that,  in  the 

physician's  professional  opinion,  the  patient  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical 

condition. 

(14)  "Primary  eareuiver"  means  an  individual  twenlv-one  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 
significant  responsibility  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  and  who 

is  designated  as  such  on  the  primary  caregiver's  application  for  an  identification  card 

under  this  section  or  in  other  written  notification  to  the  Department. 

( 15)  "Qualifying  medical  condition"  means  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or  side- 
effects  from  the  treatment  of: 

(a)  Cancer; 

(h)  Epilepsy; 

(e)  Glaucoma; 

(d)  Intractable  migraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment; 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent 

muscle  spasms,  including  hut  not  limited  to  those  associated  with  multiple 

sclerosis,  seizures.  Parkinson's  disease,  and  Touretlc's  syndrome: 

[f}  Debilitating  psychiatric  disorders,  ineluding,  but  not  limited  to.  post-traumatic 

stress  disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  state  licensed  psychiatrist; 

(g)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome; 

(h)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription 
medication  that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a 
physician  determines  that  medical  use  of  marijuana  could  be  effective  in 

treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer  alternative  to  the 

prescription  medication; 


[]}  Any  terminal  illness;  or 
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(jj  In  the  professional  judgment  of  a  physician,  any  other  chronic,  debilitating  or 

other  medical  condition,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  hepatitis  C. 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  inflammatory  bowel  disease.  Crohn's  disease. 

Huntington's  disease,  autism,  neuropathies,  sickle  cell  anemia,  agitation  of 

Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

( 16)  "Qualifying  Patient"  means  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one  qualifying 

medical  condition. 


3.  Creating  Patient  Access  to  Medical  Marijuana 

( 1 )  In  carrying  out  the  implementation  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  have  the 

authority  to: 

(a)  Grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  and  certifications  for  the  cultivation. 

manufacture,  dispensing.  sale,  testing.  tracking.  and  transportation  of 

marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  law;  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or 

revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon  a  violation  of  this  section  or 

a  rule  promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section:  and  impose  any 

administrative  penalty  authorized  by  this  section  or  any  rule 

promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(h)  Promulgate  rules  and  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the  proper 

remilation  and  control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing.  and 

sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  for  the  enforcement  of  this  section 

so  long  as  patient  access  is  not  restricted  unreasonably  and  such  rules  are 

reasonably  necessary  for  patient  safety  or  to  restrict  access  to  only 

licensees  and  Qualifying  Patients. 

(e)  Develop  such  forms,  certificates,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and 

applications  as  are  necessary  for,  or  reasonably  related  to.  the 
administration  of  this  section  or  any  of  the  rules  promuluated  under  this 

section: 

(d)  Require  a  seed-to-sale  trackinu  system  that  tracks  medical  marijuana 

from  either  the  seed  or  immature  plant  stage  until  the  medical  marijuana 

or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  is  sold  to  a  Qualifying  Patient  or 

Primary  Caregiver  to  ensure  that  no  medical  marijuana  grown  by  a 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  manufactured  by  a  Medical 

Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturiim  Facility  is  sold  or  otherwise 

transferred  except  by  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  The 

Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  commercially  available 

systems  to  licensees  as  compliant  with  its  trackinu  standards  and  issue 

standards  for  the  creation  or  use  of  other  systems  by  licensees, 

(e)  Issue  standards  for  the  secure  transportation  of  Marijuana  and 
Marijuana-Infused  Products.  The  Department  shall  certify  entities  which 

demonstrate  compliance  with  its  transportation  standards  to  transport 

Marijuana  and  Marijuana-Infused  Products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana 

Cultivation  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility,  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  a 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  another  entity  with  a 
transportation  certification.  The  Department  shall  develop  or  adopt  from 

anv  other  governmental  agency  such  safety  and  security  standards  as  are 

reasonably  necessary  for  the  transportation  of  marijuana.  Anv  entity 

licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  allowed  to  transport 

cannabis. 

(f)  The  Department  may  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5.000  for  anv 

certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section. 

(g)  Prepare  and  transmit  annually  a  publicly  available  report  accounting  to 

the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all  responsibilities  assigned  to 

the  Department  under  this  section: 
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(h)  Establish  a  system  to  numerically  score  competing  medical  marijuana 

licensee  and  certificate  applicants,  only  in  cases  where  more  applicants 

apply  than  the  minimum  number  of  licenses  or  certificates  as  calculated 

bv  this  section,  which  scoring  shall  he  limited  to  an  analysis  of  the 

followinu:  (i)  the  character,  veracity,  background,  qualifications.  and 

relevant  experience  of  principal  officers  or  m  ana  tiers:  (ii)  the  business 

plan  proposed  by  the  applicant,  which  in  the  ease  of  cultivation  facilities 

and  dispensaries  shall  include  the  ability  to  maintain  an  adequate  supply 

of  marijuana,  plans  to  ensure  safety  and  security  of  Qualifying  Patients 

and  the  community,  procedures  to  be  used  to  prevent  diversion,  and  any 

plan  for  making  Marijuana  available  to  low-income  Qualifyiim  Patients; 

(iii)  site  security;  (iv)  experience  in  a  legal  cannabis  market:  (v)  in  the 

case  of  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  the  experience  of  their 

personnel  with  testing  marijuana,  food  or  drugs  for  toxins  and/or 

potency  and  health  care  industry  experience:  (vi)  the  potential  for 

positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community;  (vii )  in  the  case  of 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with 

agriculture.  horticulture,  and  health  care:  (viii)  in  the  case  of  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  health  care, 

the  suitability  of  the  proposed  location,  and  its  accessibility  for  patients; 

(i.\)  in  the  case  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 

Facilities,  capacity  or  experience  with  food  and  beverage  manufacturing: 

and  (x)  maintaining  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  l'or  medical  use 

marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses  and 
certificates,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract  with  other  public 

agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Department 

shall  lift  or  ease  anv  limit  on  the  number  of  licensees  or  certificate 

holders  in  order  to  meet  the  demand  for  marijuana  for  medical  use  by 

Qualifyiim  Patients. 

(2)  The  Department  shall  issue  anv  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  for  the 

implementation  and  enforcement  of  this  section  and  to  ensure  the  right  to.  availability. 

and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  hv  Qualifyiim  Patients.  In  developing  such 

rules  or  emergency  rules,  the  Department  may  consult  with  other  public  agencies.  In 

addition  to  anv  other  rules  or  emergency  rules  necessary  to  carry  out  the  mandates  ot 

this  section,  the  Department  may  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  relatiim  to  the 

followiim  subjects: 

(a)  Compliance  with,  enforcement  of.  or  violation  of  any  prov  ision  of  this 

section  or  anv  rule  issued  pursuant  to  this  section,  ineludiim  procedures 
and  grounds  for  denying,  suspendiim.  ftniim.  restrietiim,  or  revoking  a 

state  license  or  certification  issued  pursuant  to  this  section: 

(b)  Specifications  of  duties  of  officers  and  employees  ot  the  Department: 

(e)  Instructions  or  uuidanee  for  local  authorities  and  law  enloreement 

officers; 


(d)  Requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 

such  additional  enforcement  activities  as  may  become  necessary  from 

time  to  time; 


(e)  Creation  of  a  raime  of  administrative  penalties  for  use  bv  the 

Department; 

(Q  Prohibition  of  misrepresentation  and  unfair  practices; 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  on  licensed  premises 

provided  that  the  rules  may  not  prevent  or  unreasonably  restrict 
appropriate  signs  on  the  property  of  the  Medical  Mariiuana  Dispensary 

Facility,  product  display  and  examination  bv  the  Qualifyiim  Patient 

and/or  Primary  caregiver,  listiims  in  business  directories  ineludiim  phone 

books,  listiims  in  marijuana-related  or  medical  publications,  or  the 

sponsorship  of  health  or  not  for  profit  charity  or  advocacy  events; 
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(h)  Development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 

managers.  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities 

licensed  or  cert i tied  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  a  fingerprint- 

bascd  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 

Public  Law  92-544.  or  its  successor  provisions,  as  may  be  required  by 

the  Department  prior  to  issuing  a  card  and  procedures  to  ensure  that 

cards  for  new  applicants  are  issued  within  fourteen  days.  Applicants 

licensed  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  submit  fingerprints  to  the  Missouri 

state  highway  patrol  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a  state  and  federal 

fingerprint-based  criminal  background  cheek.  The  Missouri  state 
highway  patrol,  if  necessary,  shall  forward  the  fiimerprints  to  the  Federal 

Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI)  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  a 

fingerprint-based  criminal  background  cheek.  Fiimerprints  shall  be 

submitted  pursuant  to  43.543  and  fees  shall  be  paid  pursuant  to  43.530; 

(jj  Security  requirements  for  anv  premises  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to 

this  section,  including,  at  a  minimum,  lighting,  physical  security,  video. 

alarm  reciuirements.  and  other  minimum  procedures  for  internal  control 

as  deemed  necessary  hv  the  Department  to  properly  administer  and 

enforce  the  provisions  of  this  section,  including  reporting  reciuirements 

for  changes,  alterations,  or  modifications  to  the  premises; 

(j)  Regulation  of  the  storage  of.  warehouses  for,  and  transportation  of 

marijuana  for  medical  use: 

(k)  Sanitary  reciuirements  for,  including,  but  not  limited  to.  the  preparation 

of  medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products; 

(JJ  The  specification  of  acceptable  forms  of  picture  identification  that  a 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  may  accept  when  verifying  a 

sale: 

(m) Labcling  and  packaging  standards: 

(n)  Records  to  be  kept  by  licensees  and  the  required  availability  of  the 

records: 


(o)  State  licensing  procedures,  including  procedures  for  renewals. 

reinstatements,  initial  licenses,  and  the  payment  of  licensing  fees: 

(p)  The  reporting  and  transmittal  of  tax  payments: 

(q)  Authorization  for  the  Department  of  Revenue  to  have  access  to  licensing 

information  to  ensure  tax  payment  and  the  effective  administration  of 

this  section:  and 


( r)  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  for  the  fair,  impartial,  stringent,  and 

comprehensive  administration  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  for  a  medical  marijuana  and 

medical  marijuana-infused  products  independent  testing  and  certification  program  for 

medical  marijuana  licensees  and  requiring  licensees  to  test  medical  marijuana  using 

one  or  more  impartial,  independent  laboratories  to  ensure,  at  a  minimum,  that  products 

sold  for  human  consumption  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to  health. 

to  ensure  correct  labeling  and  measure  potency.  The  Department  shall  not  require  anv 

medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused  products  to  be  tested  more  than  once 

prior  to  sale. 

(4)  The  Department  shall  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules  to  provide  for  the  certification  of 

and  standards  for  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  including  the  reciuirements  for 

equipment  and  Qualifications  for  personnel,  but  shall  not  require  certificate  holders  to 

have  anv  federal  agency  licensing  or  have  any  relationship  with  a  federally  licensed 

testing  facility.  The  Department  shall  certify,  if  possible,  at  least  two  entities  as 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  No  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  he 

owned  hv  an  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management  as 
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a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Product 

Manufacturing  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

(5)  The  Department  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  reports  or  other  information 
obtained  from  an  applicant  or  licensee  containing  any  individualized  data,  information. 

or  records  related  to  the  licensee  or  its  operation,  including  sales  information,  financial 

records,  tax  returns,  credit  reports,  cultivation  information,  testing  results,  and  security 

information  and  plans,  or  revealing  anv  patient  information,  or  anv  other  records  that 

are  exempt  from  public  inspection  pursuant  to  state  or  federal  law.  Such  reports  or 

other  information  mav  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  hv  this  section.  Anv 

information  released  related  to  patients  may  be  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  by 

federal  law  and  this  section,  including  verifying  that  a  person  who  presented  a  patient 

identification  card  to  a  state  or  local  law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession 
of  such  card. 

(6)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 

shall  make  available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application 
instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 

Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 

Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(7)  Within  one  hundred  eighty  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section,  the  Department 

shall  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and  application  instructions  for 

Qualifying  Patient.  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation,  and  Primary  caregiver  identification 

cards.  Within  two  hundred  ten  days  of  the  effectiv  e  date  of  this  section,  the 

Department  shall  begin  accenting  applications  for  such  identification  cards. 

(8)  An  entity  mav  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  grow 

marijuana  as  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall 

reel u ire  a  separate  license,  but  multiple  licenses  mav  be  utilized  in  a  single  lacility. 

Each  indoor  facility  utilizing  artificial  lighting  mav  be  limited  by  the  Department  to 

thirty  thousand  square  feet  of  flowering  plant  canopy  space.  Each  outdoor  facility 

utilizing  natural  lighting  mav  be  limited  by  the  Department  to  two  thousand  eight 

hundred  flowering  plants.  Each  greenhouse  facility  using  a  combination  of  natural  and 

artificial  lighting  mav  be  limited  by  the  Department,  at  the  election  of  the  licensee,  to 
two  thousand  eight  hundred  flowering  plants  or  thirty  thousand  square  feet  of 

flowering  plant  canopy.  The  license  shall  he  valid  for  three  years  Irom  its  date  ol 

issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge 

each  applicant  a  non-rcfundahlc  fee  often  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or 

renewal  for  all  applicants  filing  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date 

of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundahle  fee  of  five  thousand 
dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department 

shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars  per  facility 

license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  hv  the 

percentage  ol' increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 

Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 

Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 

Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  anv  entity  under  substantially  common  control. 

ownership,  or  management. 

(9)  An  entity  mav  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to  operate 

a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shall  require  a 

separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years  from  its  date  of  issuance  and 

shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge  each  applicant 
a  non-refundahle  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  for  each 

applicant  tiling  an  application  within  three  years  of  the  effective  date  ot  this  section 

and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-rcfundahle  fee  ol' three  thousand  dollars  per 

license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the  Department  shall  charge 

each  licensee  an  annual  fee  often  thousand  dollars  per  facility  license.  Application  and 

license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or 

decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or 

successor  index  as  published  hv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor 

agency.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  he 

issued  to  anv  entity  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 
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( 1 0)  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  for  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to 
operate  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Each  facility  in 

operation  shall  reel u ire  a  separate  license.  A  license  shall  he  valid  for  three  years  from 

its  date  ot  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  good  cause.  The  Department 

shall  chamc  each  applicant  a  non-rcfundahle  fee  of  six  thousand  dollars  per  license 

application  or  renewal  for  each  applicant  tlliim  an  application  within  three  years  of  the 

effective  date  of  this  section  and  shall  charge  each  applicant  a  non-refundahle  fee  of 

three  thousand  dollars  per  license  application  or  renewal  thereafter.  Once  granted,  the 

Department  shall  charge  each  licensee  an  annual  fee  often  thousand  dollars  per 

facility  license.  Application  and  license  fees  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year 

by  the  percentaue  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of 

the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  hv  the  U.S.  Department  of 

Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 

Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  any  entity  under 

substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  mammement. 

(11)  Any  applicant  for  a  license  authorized  by  this  section  may  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  the  Department  hcuinniim  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 

section. 

( 12)  Except  for  uood  cause,  a  Qualifying  Patient  or  his  or  her  Primary  caregiver  may 

obtain  an  identification  card  from  the  Department  to  cultivate  up  to  six  flowerinu 

marijuana  plants  for  the  exclusive  use  of  that  Qualifying  Patient.  The  card  shall  be 

valid  for  twelve  months  from  its  date  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable  with  the 

annual  submittal  of  a  new  or  updated  physician's  certification.  The  Department  shall 

charge  an  annual  fee  for  the  card  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  rate  to  he  increased 

or  decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the 

previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published 

hv  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  agency. 

( 13)  The  Department  may  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  may  be 
purchased  by  or  on  behalf  of  a  simile  Oualifviim  Patient  in  a  thirty  day  period. 

provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  four  ounces  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its 

equivalent.  Any  such  limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Qualifyiim  Patient  with  written 

certification  from  two  independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelling  reasons  why 

the  Oualifviim  Patient  needs  a  greater  amount  than  the  limit  established  by  the 

Department. 

( 14)  The  Department  may  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  may  be 
possessed  by  or  on  behalf  of  each  qualifying  patient,  provided  that  limit  is  not  less 

than  a  sixty  dav  supply  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its  equivalent.  A  Primary 

caregiver  may  possess  a  separate  legal  limit  for  each  Oualifviim  Patient  under  their 

care  and  a  separate  legal  limit  for  themselves  if  they  are  a  Oualifviim  Patient. 

Qualifyiim  Patients  cultivating  marijuana  for  medical  use  may  possess  up  to  a  ninety 

dav  supply,  so  lonu  as  the  supply  remains  on  property  under  their  control.  Any  such 

limit  shall  not  apply  to  a  Oualifviim  Patient  with  written  certification  from  two 

independent  physicians  that  there  are  compelliim  reasons  for  additional  amounts. 

Possession  of  between  the  leual  limit  and  up  to  twice  the  leual  limit  shall  subject  the 

possessor  to  Department  sanctions,  includiim  an  administrative  penalty  and  loss  of 

their  patient  identification  card  for  up  to  a  year.  Purposefully  possessiim  amounts  in 

excess  of  twice  the  leual  limit  shall  he  punishable  by  imprisonment  of  up  to  one  year 

and  a  fine  of  up  to  two  thousand  dollars. 

( 1 5)  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  may  not 

be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants,  or 

any  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most  recent  census  of  the 

United  States,  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 

have  no  impact. 

(16)  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Marijuana- Infused  Products  Manufacturiim  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the 

number  may  not  be  limited  to  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  seventy  thousand 

inhabitants,  or  anv  portion  thereof,  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  according  to  the  most 
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recent  census  of  the  United  States.  A  decrease  in  the  number  of  inhabitants  in  the  state 

of  Missouri  shall  have  no  impact. 

(17)  The  Department  may  restrict  the  aggregate  number  of  licenses  granted  for 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  may  not 

be  limited  to  fewer  than  twenty- four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 

district  in  the  state  of  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  map  of  each  of  the  eight  congressional 

districts  as  drawn  and  effective  on  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Future  changes  to 

the  boundaries  of  or  the  number  of  eonuressional  districts  shall  have  no  impact. 

( 18)  The  Department  shall  begin  accept iim  license  and  certification  applications  for 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities, 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- Infused  Products 

Manufacturing  Facilities,  seed-to-salc  tracking  systems,  and  for  transportation  of 

marijuana  no  later  than  two  hundred  forty  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Applications  for  licenses  and  certifications  under  this  section  shall  he  approved  or 

denied  by  the  Department  no  later  than  one  hundred  fifty  days  after  their  submission. 

If  the  Department  fails  to  carry  out  its  non-discrctionarv  duty  to  approve  or  deny  an 

application  within  one  hundred  fifty  days  of  submission,  an  applicant  may 

immediately  seek  a  court  order  compelling  the  Department  to  approve  or  deny  the 

application. 

(19)  Qualifying  Patients  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  or  cards  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of 

twenty-five  dollars  per  year  per  card  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 

year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar 

year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  hv  the  U.S. 

Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiving  an  application  for  a 

Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification 

card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  davs.  either  issue  the  card  or  provide  a  written 

explanation  for  its  denial.  If  the  Department  fails  to  deny  and  fails  to  issue  a  card  to  an 
eligible  Qualifying  Patient  within  thirty  davs.  then  their  physician  certification  shall 

serve  as  their  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 

identification  card  for  up  to  one  year  from  the  date  of  physician  certification.  All  initial 

applications  for  or  renewals  of  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  or  Qualifying 

Patient  cultivation  identification  card  shall  he  accompanied  by  a  physician  certification 

that  is  less  than  thirty  days  old. 

(20)  Primary  caregivers  under  this  section  shall  obtain  and  annually  renew  an 
identification  card  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  charge  a  fee  of  twenty- 

five  dollars  per  year,  with  such  fee  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  hv  the 

percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  of  the 

Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 

Labor,  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  receiv  ing  an  application  for  a  Primary  caregiver 

identification  card,  the  Department  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  the  card  or 

provide  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial. 

(21)  All  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  in  Missouri  shall  he  cultivated  in  a  licensed 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  facility  located  in  Missouri. 

(22)  All  marijuana-infused  products  for  medical  use  sold  in  the  state  of  Missouri  shall 

be  manufactured  in  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility. 

(23)  The  denial  of  a  license,  license  renewal,  or  identification  card  bv  the  Department 
shall  be  appealable  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  its  successor  entity. 

Following  the  exhaustion  of  administrative  review,  denial  of  a  license,  license 

renewal,  or  identification  card  hv  the  Department  shall  he  subject  to  judicial  review  as 

provided  bv  law. 

(24)  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Department's 

obligations  and  activities  under  this  section. 

(25)  The  Department  shall  not  have  the  authority  to  apply  or  enforce  any  rule  or 
regulation  that  would  impose  an  undue  burden  on  any  one  or  more  licensees  or 
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certificate  holders,  any  Qualifying  Patients,  or  act  to  undermine  the  purposes  of  this 

section. 


4.  Taxation  and  Reporting 

( 1 )  A  tax  is  levied  upon  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  within  the  state.  The  tax  shall  he  at  a  rate  of  four 

percent  of  the  retail  price.  The  tax  shall  be  collected  bv  each  licensed  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  After  rctaininu 

no  more  than  five  percent  for  its  actual  collection  costs,  amounts  generated  by  the  tax 

levied  in  this  section  shall  be  deposited  bv  the  Department  of  Revenue  into  the 

Missouri  Veterans'  1  lealth  and  Care  Fund.  Licensed  entities  making  retail  sales  within 

the  state  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns  provided  the  tax  was  paid  on  the 

returned  item  and  the  purchaser  was  uiven  the  refund  or  credit. 

(2)  There  is  hereby  created  in  the  state  treasury  the  "Missouri  Veterans'  I  lealth  and  Care 

Fund."  which  shall  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  The  State 

Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  the  fund,  and  he  or  she  shall  invest  monies  in  the  fund 

in  the  same  manner  as  other  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  monies  earned  on 

such  investments  shall  be  credited  to  the  fund.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 

law,  any  monies  rcmainiim  in  the  fund  at  the  end  of  a  biennium  shall  not  revert  to  the 

credit  of  the  general  revenue  fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  is  authorized 

to  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the  fund  for  purposes  of  meeting  the  cash 

requirements  of  the  Department  in  advance  of  it  receiving  annual  application. 

licensing.  and  tax  revenue,  with  anv  such  transfers  to  be  repaid  as  provided  hv  law. 

The  fund  shall  he  a  dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further 

legislative  action  as  follows: 


(a)  First,  to  the  Department,  an  amount  necessary  for  the  Department  to  carry  out 

this  section,  including  repayment  of  anv  cash  operating  transfers,  payments  made 

through  contract  or  agreement  with  other  state  and  public  agencies  necessary  to 

carry  out  this  section,  and  a  reserve  fund  to  maintain  a  reasonable  working  cash 

balance  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  this  section; 

(h)  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  he  transferred  to  the  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for  military  veterans,  including 

the  following  purposes:  operations,  maintenance  and  capital  improvements  of  the 

Missouri  Veterans  Homes,  the  Missouri  Service  Officer's  Program,  and  other 

services  for  veterans  approved  by  the  Commission,  including,  hut  not  limited  to. 

health  care  sen  ices,  mental  health  sendees,  drug  rehabilitation  services,  housing 

assistance,  job  training,  tuition  assistance,  and  housing  assistance  to  prevent 

homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  contract  with  other 

public  agencies  for  the  delivery  of  services  beyond  its  expertise. 

(e)  All  monies  from  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide 

additional  dedicated  funding  for  the  purposes  enumerated  above  and  shall  not 

replace  existing  dedicated  funding. 

(3)  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana  for  medical  use,  a  record  shall  be  kept  bv  the  seller 

which  identities,  by  secure  and  encrypted  patient  number  issued  hv  the  seller  to  the 

qualifying  patient  involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in 

the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  money  involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations. 

taxes  collected  and  grand  total  sale  amounts.  All  such  records  shall  be  kept  on  the 

premises  in  a  readily  available  format  and  be  made  available  for  review  bv  the 

Department  and  the  Department  of  Revenue  upon  request.  Such  records  shall  be 

retained  for  live  years  from  the  date  of  the  sale. 

(4)  The  tax  levied  pursuant  to  this  subsection  is  separate  from,  and  in  addition  to.  anv 

general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that  apply  to  retail  sales,  which  shall 

continue  to  be  collected  and  distributed  as  provided  bv  general  law. 

(5)  Except  as  authorized  in  this  subsection,  no  additional  taxes  shall  be  imposed  on  the 

sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use. 
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(6)  The  fees  and  taxes  provided  for  in  this  Article  XVI.  Section  1  shall  be  fully 
enforceable  notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  in  this  Constitution  purportedly 

prohibiting  or  restricting  the  taxes  and  fees  provided  for  herein. 

(7)  'flic  unexpended  balance  existing  in  the  fund  shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 

section  33.080  relating  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the  general  revenue 

fund. 

Additional  Patient.  Physician,  Caregiver  and  Provider  Protections 


( 1 )  Except  as  provided  in  this  section,  the  possession  of  marijuana  in  Quantities  less  than 

the  limits  of  this  section,  or  established  by  the  Department,  and  transportation  of 

marijuana  from  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  the  Qualifying  Patient's 

residence  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or 

sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  provided  that  the  possessor  produces  on  demand  to  the 
appropriate  authority  a  valid  Qualifyinu  Patient  identification  card:  a  valid  Qualifyinu 
Patient  cultivation  identification  card:  a  valid  physician  certification  while  making 

application  for  an  identification  card;  or  a  valid  Primary  caregiver  identification  card. 

Production  of  the  respective  equivalent  identification  card  or  authorization  issued  by 

another  state  or  political  subdivision  of  another  state  shall  also  meet  the  reuuircmcnts 

of  this  subdivision. 

(2)  No  patient  shall  he  denied  access  to  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they 

hold  a  Qualifyinu  Patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(3)  A  physician  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  by  the  Missouri  State  Board  of  Registration  for  the  Healing 

Arts,  or  its  successor  agency,  for  owning.  operating,  invcstiim  in.  being  employed  by. 

or  contracting  with  anv  entity  licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  issuing  a 

physician  certification  to  a  patient  diagnosed  with  a  Qualifying  medical  condition  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(4)  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution  under 
Missouri  law,  denial  of  anv  right  or  privilege.  civil  or  administrative  penalty  or 
sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  hv  anv  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or  commission 

for  owniim.  operating.  investing  in.  being  employed  hv.  or  eontraetinu  with  anv  entity 

licensed  or  certified  pursuant  to  this  section  or  providiim  health  care  services  that 

involve  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  legal  standards  ot 

professional  conduct. 

(5)  A  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  shall  not  be  suhiect  to  civil  or  criminal 
prosecution  under  Missouri  law,  denial  of  anv  riuht  or  privilege.  civil  or  administrative 
penalty  or  sanction,  or  discip linarv  action  bv  anv  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or 
commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  sendees  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  ot 
marijuana  consistent  with  this  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal  standards  of 
professional  conduct. 

(6)  A  health  care  provider  shall  not  be  subject  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the 
medical  use  of  marijuana  bv  non-emancipated  Qualifyinu  Patients  under  eighteen 

years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  with  consent  ot  a  parent  or 

guardian. 

(7)  A  Primary  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  for  purchasing,  transporting,  or  administering  mariiuana  for  medical  use 

to  a  qualifying  patient  or  participating  in  the  patient  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering 
mariiuana  plants  per  patient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section  and  generally 

established  legal  standards  of  personal  or  professional  conduct. 

(8)  An  attorney  shall  not  he  subject  to  disciplinary  action  bv  the  state  bar  association  or 

other  professional  licensing  body  for  owning,  operating,  investing  in.  being  employed 
bv.  contracting  with,  or  providing  legal  assistance  to  prospective  or  licensed  Medical 
Mariiuana  Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana  C  ultivation  Facilities,  Medical 

Mariiuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused  Products  Manufacturing 

Facilities.  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  caregivers,  physicians,  health  care  providers  or 
others  related  to  activity  that  is  no  longer  subject  to  criminal  penalties  under  state  law 

pursuant  to  this  section. 
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(9)  Actions  and  conduct  by  Qualifying  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers,  Medical  Marijuana 

Testing  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana- 

In  fused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities 
licensed  or  registered  with  the  Department,  or  their  employees  or  agents.  as  permitted 

by  this  section  and  in  compliance  with  Department  regulations  and  other  standards  of 

legal  conduct,  shall  not  he  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law,  except  as  provided  for  by  this  section. 

( 10)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  provide  immunity  for  negligence,  cither  common  law 

or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal  immunities  for  operating  a  vehicle,  aircraft. 

dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 


(11)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana 

for  medical  use  that  arc  entered  into  by  Qualifvinu  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers, 

Medical  Marijuana  Testinu  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities, 

Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana 

Dispensary  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  by  those  entities,  should 

be  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  poliey  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 

into  by  Qualifvinu  Patients.  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Testinu  Facilities, 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 

Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  or  by  a  person 

who  allows  property  to  be  used  for  activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal 

penalties  by  this  section,  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis  that  activities  related  to 

medical  marijuana  may  be  prohibited  by  federal  law. 

6.  Legislation 

Nothing  in  this  section  shall  limit  the  General  Assembly  from  enacting  laws  consistent  with 

this  section,  or  otherwise  effectuating  the  patient  rights  of  this  section.  The  legislature  shall 

not  enact  laws  that  hinder  the  right  of  Qualifying  Patients  to  access  marijuana  for  medical  use 

as  granted  by  this  section. 

7.  Additional  Provisions 


( 1 )  Nothing  in  this  section  permits  a  person  to: 

(a)  Consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  jail  or  correctional  facility; 

(h)  Undertake  any  task  under  the  influence  of  marijuana  when  doing  so  would 

constitute  negligence  or  professional  malpractice;  or 

(e)  Operate,  navigate,  or  he  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or 

motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or  motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana;  or 

(d)  Bring  a  claim  against  any  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer 

for  wrongful  discharge,  discrimination,  or  any  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy. 

based  on  the  employer,  former  employer,  or  prospective  employer  prohibiting  the 

employee,  former  employee,  or  prospective  employee  from  being  under  the 

influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  disciplining  the  employee  or  former 

employee,  up  to  and  including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or 

attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 

(2)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility. 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 

Manufacturing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  he  owned. 

in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  board  member,  manager,  or 

employee,  anv  individual  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense.  A  "disqualifying 

felonv  offense"  is  a  violation  of.  and  conviction  or  guiltv  plea  to.  state  or  federal  law 

that  is.  or  would  have  been,  a  felony  under  Missouri  law,  regardless  of  the  sentence 

imposed,  unless  the  Department  determines  that: 

(a)  The  person's  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the 

medical  use  of  marijuana;  or 

(h)  The  person's  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  he  or  she  was  not 

incarcerated  and  that  is  more  than  five  years  old:  or 
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(c)  More  than  five  years  have  passed  since  the  person  was  released  from  parole  or 

probation,  and  lie  or  she  has  not  been  conv  icted  of  any  subsequent  criminal 

offenses. 


The  Department  may  consult  with  and  rely  on  the  records,  advice  and 
recommendations  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  or 

their  successor  entities,  in  applying  this  subdivision. 

(3)  All  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses,  entities  with 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  certifications,  and  entities  with  transportation 

certifications  shall  he  held  hv  entities  that  are  majority  owned  by  natural  persons  who 

have  been  citizens  of  the  state  of  Missouri  for  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  application 

for  such  license  or  certification.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing.  entities  outside  the 

state  of  Missouri  may  own  a  minority  stake  in  such  entities. 

(4)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or 

Medical  Marijuana- In  fused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  manufacture. 

package  or  label  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  products  in  a  false  or  misleading 

manner.  No  person  shall  sell  anv  product  in  a  manner  designed  to  cause  contusion 

between  a  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  product  and  any  product  not  containing 

marijuana.  A  violation  of  this  subdivision  shall  be  punishable  by  an  appropriate  and 

proportional  Department  sanction,  up  to  and  including  loss  of  license. 

(5)  All  edible  marijuana-infused  products  shall  be  sold  in  individual,  child-resistant 

containers  that  are  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated 

length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products  shall  he  sold  in 

containers  clearly  and  conspicuously  labeled,  in  a  font  size  at  least  as  large  as  the 

largest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  "Marijuana."  or  a 
"Marijuana-Infused  Product."  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 

Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty. 

(6)  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  Primary  caregiver  for  more  than  three  Qualifying 

Patients. 

(7)  No  Qualifying  Patient  shall  consume  marijuana  for  medical  use  in  a  public  place. 

unless  provided  by  law.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to 

sanctions  as  provided  bv  general  law. 

(8)  No  person  shall  extract  resins  from  marijuana  using  dangerous  materials  or 
combustible  gases  without  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 

Facility  license.  Violation  of  this  prohibition  shall  subject  the  violator  to  Department 

sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  and,  if  applicable,  loss  of  their 

identification  card,  certificate,  or  license  for  up  to  one  year. 

(9)  All  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  shall  take  place  in  an  enclosed,  locked  laeilitv  that  is 

equipped  with  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  hv  the  Qualifying  Patient  or  by 

such  patient's  Primary  caregiver.  Two  Qualifying  Patients,  who  both  hold  valid 

Qualifying  Patient  cultivation  identification  cards,  may  share  one  enclosed,  locked 

facility.  No  more  than  twelve  Qualifying  Patient  or  Primary  caregiver  cultivated 

flowering  marijuana  plants  may  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed  locked  facility, 
except  when  a  Primary  caregiver  also  holds  a  Qualifying  Patient  cultivation 

identification  card,  in  which  ease  no  more  than  eighteen  flowering  marijuana  plants 

may  be  cultivated  in  a  single,  enclosed,  locked  facility. 

( 1 0)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Medical 

Marijuana  Testing  Facility,  or  entity  with  a  transportation  certification  shall  assign. 

sell,  give,  lease,  sublicense,  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  or  certificate  to  any  other 

entity  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Department,  not  to  be  unreasonably  withheld. 

(11)  Unless  allowed  bv  the  local  government,  no  new  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 

Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  be  initially  sited 

within  one  thousand  feet  of  anv  then-existing  elementary  or  secondary  school,  child 

dav-care  center,  or  church.  No  local  government  shall  prohibit  Medical  Marijuana 
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Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities,  Medical  Marijuana- 

Infused  Products  Maim  fact  u  line  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facilities,  or  entities  with  a  transportation  certification  either  expressly  or  throtmh  the 

enactment  of  ordinances  or  regulations  that  make  their  operation  unduly  burdensome 

in  the  jurisdiction.  I  lowever.  local  governments  may  enact  ordinances  or  reflations 

not  in  conflict  with  this  section,  or  with  retaliations  enacted  pursuant  to  this  section. 

governing  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  such  facilities  in  the  locality.  A 

local  government  may  establish  civil  penalties  For  violation  of  an  ordinance  or 
regulations  uoverninu  the  time,  place,  and  manner  of  operation  of  a  Medical  Mariiuana 

Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 

Products  Manufacturing  Facility.  Medical  Mariiuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  entity 

holding  a  transportation  certification  that  may  operate  in  such  locality. 

( 12)  Unless  superseded  hv  federal  law  or  an  amendment  to  this  Constitution,  a 
physician  shall  not  certify  a  ciualitVing  condition  For  a  patient  hv  anv  means  other 
than  providing  a  physician  certification  for  the  patient,  whether  handwritten, 

electronic,  or  in  another  commonly  used  Format.  A  Qualifying  Patient  must  obtain  a 

new  physician  certification  at  least  annually. 

(13)  A  physician  shall  not  issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  mariiuana  For  a 

non-emaneipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written 

consent  of  the  Qualifying  Patient's  parent  or  legal  guardian.  The  Department  shall 

not  issue  a  Qualifying  Patient  identification  card  on  behalf  of  a  non-emaneipated 

Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the 

Qualifying  Patient's  parent  or  legal  guardian.  Such  card  shall  be  issued  to  one  ol  the 

parents  or  guardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or  guardian  may 

serve  as  a  Primary  caregiver  for  a  non-emaneipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 

of  eighteen.  Only  the  Qualifying  Patient's  parent  or  guardian  shall  purchase  or 
possess  medical  mariiuana  for  a  non-emaneipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age 

of  eighteen.  A  parent  or  guardian  shall  supervise  the  administration  of  medical 

mariiuana  to  a  non-emaneipated  Qualifying  Patient  under  the  age  of  eighteen 

( 14)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  he  construed  as  mandating  health  insurance  coverage 

of  medical  mariiuana  for  Qualifying  Patient  use. 

(15)  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultiv  ation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing. 

distribution,  sale,  and  administration  of  mariiuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities 

otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  section  shall  not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture 

solely  because  of  that  use. 


fF  Severability 

file  provisions  of  this  section  are  severable,  and  if  anv  clause,  sentence,  paragraph  or  section 

of  this  measure,  or  an  application  thereof,  is  adjudged  invalid  by  anv  court  of  competent 

jurisdiction,  the  other  provisions  shall  continue  to  he  in  effect  to  the  fullest  extent  possible. 


9.  Effective  Date 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-040) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 
Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  21,  2016) 


Date 


December  12,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  XVI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  Office. 

Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  this  proposal  authorizes  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  to  issue  new  licenses  for  the  cultivation, 


manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for 
medical  use.  It  requires  the  Department  to  promulgate  rules  necessary  for  the 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  the  proposal.  The  proposal  requires  a  minimum  of  60 
licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  (one  per  every  100,000  inhabitants),  and  a  minimum  of 
85  licenses  for  manufacturing  facilities  (one  per  70,000  in  inhabitants).  They  assume  they 
would  need  1  AAG  I  to  provide  legal  representation  regarding  issuance,  denial,  and 
discipline  of  licenses  and  review  of  administrative  rules,  resulting  in  increased  operating 
expenses  of  $70,362  for  FY2018;  $76,074  for  FY2019;  and  $76,866  for  FY2020. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  do  not 
anticipate  any  impact  to  their  department  in  regard  to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  the  costs  will 
be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $3,062,147  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $7,035,064  for  fiscal  year 
2020.  The  revenues  will  be  $0  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $1,134,000  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$12,124,800  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

This  proposal  is  not  an  entire  duplication,  however;  Section  192.945,  RSMo  allows  their 
department  to  issue  a  hemp  extract  registration  card  for  persons  suffering  from  intractable 
epilepsy.  The  hemp  extract  registration  card  allows  for  the  legal  possession  and  use  of 
cannabidiol  (CBD)  oil.  This  proposal  allows  for  the  legal  use  of  marijuana  for  persons 
who  are  issued  a  registration  card  due  to  a  debilitating  medical  condition.  Under  this 
proposal,  patients  with  intractable  epilepsy  could  also  qualify  to  receive  a  registration 
card  for  medical  marijuana  use. 

Rental  space  for  97  FTE  located  in  Jefferson  City:  97.00  FTE  x  230  sq  ft/FTE  x 
$21.00/sq.  ft.  =  $468,510 

The  proposed  language  would  legalize  the  use  of  marijuana  for  medicinal  purposes. 
There  could  be  an  unknown  impact  on  small  businesses  that  serve  as  cultivators, 
manufacturers,  dispensary  facilities,  testing  and/or  transportation  centers. 


Fiscal  Note  18-006  USD  -  DHSS 

Bill  Number  I  nitiative  Petition 

Will  a  new  system  be  required?  X  Yes  No 

I  ndicate  fiscal  year  when  fully  implemented _ FY  2020 _ 


ESTIMATED  NET  EFFECT  ON  STATE  FUNDS 

Fund  Affected 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

General  Revenue 

- 

- 

Other 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal  Funds 

- 

Total 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

It  is  assumed  that  every  new  IT  project/system  will  be  bid  out  because  all  ITSD  resources  are 
at  full  capacity. 

Bill  Section(s) 

0 

FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

New 

Rate 

Flours 

$ 

$ 

$ 

1 T  Consultants 

75 

8,237.16 

- 

308,893.50 

308,893.50 

Other  Costs: 

Disk  Storage  (SAN) 

45.36 

12 

- 

558.00 

572.00 

Backup  and  Recovery  (DistSys 
Backup-Recovery) 

0.49 

365 

- 

183.00 

188.00 

Section  Total  Other  Costs: 

741.00 

760.00 

Section  Total  Expenditures: 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Section  Funding: 

General  Revenue 

- 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

Federal 

Other 

Total 

" 

309,634.50 

309,653.50 

The  proposed  constitutional  amendment  requires  their  department  to  issue  annual 
registrations  for  patients  and  their  designated  caregivers,  patient  and  caregiver  cultivators, 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and 
medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  In  addition,  the  amendment 


requires  their  department  to  certify  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation  entities, 
and  testing  facilities. 


The  proposal  allows  for  the  following  registration/license  fees  to  be  collected: 


Initial  Application  and  Annual  Renewal 

Qualifying  Patient 
ID  Card 

$25.00 

Primary  Caregiver 
ID  Card 

$25.00 

Patient  or 

Caregiver 

Cultivation  ID  Card 

$100.00 

Within  3  years  of  Effective 
Date  of  Proposal  (December  6, 
2018  -  December  6,  2021) 

After  3  years  of  Effective  Date 
(after  December  6,  2021) 

Initial 
Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Fee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Initial 
Application 
or  Renewal 
Application 
Non- 

Refundable 

License 

Lee 

(3  yr. 

license) 

Annual 

Licensing 

Lee 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Cultivation 

Facility 

$10,000 

$25,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Medical 

Marijuana 

Dispensary 

Facility 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Medical 

Marijuana- 

Infused 

Products 

Manufacturing 

$6,000 

$10,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Certification  Fee 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 

Up  to  $5,000 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 

Up  to  $5,000 

The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  become  effective  on  December  6,  2018.  According  to 
the  proposed  provisions  of  this  section,  they  shall  make  available  to  the  public  all  license 
application  forms  (cultivation,  dispensary,  manufacturing  and  testing  facilities)  and  the 
application  forms  for  qualifying  patients,  caregivers,  and  qualifying  patient  cultivation 
identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  section  (June  6,  2019). 
They  shall  accept  all  applications  for  patients,  caregivers  and  cultivators  no  later  than  210 
days  following  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (July  6,  2019).  They  shall  accept 
applications  for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation  facilities, 
manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation  entities  no  later 
than  240  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (August  6,  2019).  The  provisions  of 
this  section  also  allow  any  applicant  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with 
them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this  section  (January  6,  2019).  For 
purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  assumed  that  the  first  fees  for  license  applications  (pre¬ 
file)  would  be  accepted  January  6,  2019  (FY  2019).  The  first  fees  for  patient,  caregivers, 
and  cultivators  are  assumed  to  be  collected  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  The  first 
certification  fees  (seed-to-sale,  testing,  and  transportation)  are  assumed  to  be  collected 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020)  as  well. 

The  estimations  for  the  number  of  each  type  of  registration,  license  and  certification 
issued  each  year  are  detailed  under  the  headings  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH)  Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification  below..  The  total 
estimate  of  collected  fees  equals  $1,134,000  for  FY  2019  and  $12,124,800  for  FY  2020. 

Section  1.3(2)(e)  allows  them  to  issue  rules  creating  a  range  of  administrative  penalties 
related  to  implementation  and  enforcement  of  rules  that  ensure  the  right  to,  availability, 
and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  These  administrative  penalties  could  include 
penalty  fees  but  the  fee  amounts  and  frequency  of  penalties  issued  is  unknown  at  this 
time. 

Section  1.4(1)  of  the  proposed  amendment  mandates  each  licensed  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  facility  to  collect  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  all  medical  marijuana 
products  sold  to  be  collected  by  the  Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  The  amount  of  tax 
that  will  be  collected  is  unknown  and  is  referred  to  the  DOR  for  these  estimations. 

The  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five  percent  of  the  annual  taxes  collected.  The  rest  of  the  tax 
collected  is  to  be  deposited  by  the  DOR  into  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  This  fund  shall  consist  of  all  fees  and  taxes  collected  by  this  proposed  section. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH) 


Section  1.3(1)  authorizes  them  to  grant  or  refuse  licenses  and  certifications  for  the 
cultivation,  manufacture,  dispensing,  sale,  testing,  tracking,  and  transportation  of 


marijuana  for  medical  use  as  provided  by  the  provisions  of  Section  1.  This  section  also 
authorizes  them  to  suspend,  fine,  restrict,  or  revoke  such  licenses  and  certifications  upon 
any  violation  of  this  section  or  a  rule  promulgated  by  them  pursuant  to  this  section.  They 
shall  develop  such  rules,  forms,  licenses,  identification  cards,  and  applications  as 
necessary  to  implement  provisions  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  certify  at 
least  two  commercially  available  software  products  that  licensees  must  use  for  seed-to- 
sale  tracking  standards  and  issue  standards  for  the  certification  of  secure  transportation  of 
marijuana  an  marijuana-infused  products.  They  are  to  prepare  annually  a  publicly 
available  report  accounting  to  the  Governor  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  all 
responsibilities  assigned  to  them  by  this  section.  They  must  also  establish  a  system  to 
numerically  score  applicants  for  licenses  and  certificates  when  the  number  of  applicants 
are  more  than  the  minimum  required. 

Section  1.3(2)  permits  them  to  issue  any  rules  necessary  to  ensure  the  right  to, 
availability  and  safe  use  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  by  qualifying  patients.  This 
includes  addressing:  requirements  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 
such  additional  enforcement  activities  that  may  become  necessary;  the  creation  of  a  range 
of  administrative  penalties;  development  of  individual  identification  cards  for  owner, 
officers,  managers,  contractors,  employees,  and  other  support  staff  of  entities  licensed 
pursuant  to  this  section;  security  requirements  for  any  premises  licensed;  regulation  of  the 
storage  and  transportation  of  marijuana  for  medical  use;  sanitary  requirements  for  the 
preparation  of  medical  marijuana- infused  products;  labeling  and  packaging  standards; 
and  records  to  be  kept  by  the  licensees,  state  licensing  procedures  for  initial  licenses, 
renewals  and  reinstatements. 

Section  1.3(3)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  regarding  independent  testing  and 
certification  for  medical  marijuana  licensees  to  ensure  products  that  are  sold  for  human 
consumption  are  correctly  labeled  and  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to 
health. 


Section  1.3(4)  requires  them  to  issue  rules  to  provide  for  the  standards  and 
certification  of  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities.  The  DHSS  shall  certify,  if  possible, 
at  least  two  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility  entities. 

Section  1.3(6)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  license  application 
forms  and  (for  all  types  of  licensees  including  testing  facilities)  and  instructions  within 
180  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 

Section  1.3(7)  requires  them  to  make  available  to  the  public  application  forms  and 
accompanying  instructions  for  qualifying  patients,  qualifying  patient  or  caregiver 
cultivation,  and  primary  caregiver  identification  cards  within  180  days  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  section.  They  are  also  required  to  accept  these  applications  within  210  days 
of  the  effective  date  of  this  section. 


Section  1.3(18)  requires  them  to  begin  accepting  license  and  certification 
application  forms  and  instructions  (for  dispensary  facilities,  testing  facilities,  cultivation 


facilities,  manufacturing  facilities,  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  and  transportation 
entities)  no  later  than  240  days  from  the  effective  date  and  shall  either  approve  or  deny 
within  150  days  after  submission. 

Section  1.3(19)  requires  them  to  process  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Section  1.3(20)  requires  them  to  process  a  primary  caregiver  identification  card  within  30 
days  of  receipt  of  the  application. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Support  of  an  IT  vendor  to  build  a  data  system  to  support  the  administration  and 
reporting  requirements  indicated  in  Section  1  of  Article  XVI  (Right  to  Access  Medical 
Marijuana).  The  system  would  be  used  by  the  department  to  process  applications  to 
include  issuance  of  licenses  and  identification  cards. 

Division  of  Administration 


Specific  program  impact  for  their  department  is  in  the  Division  of  Community  and  Public 
Health  (DCPH).  Each  application  and  license  transaction  will  have  an  associated  fee 
transaction,  which  impacts  the  Division  of  Administration  (DA). 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  required  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and,  represent  their  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

The  proposed  amendment  requires  them  to  adjust  (increase  or  decrease)  registration  and 
license  fees  according  to  the  Consumer  Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Labor.  The  change  in  fees  collected  (increase  or  decrease)  due  to  this  provision  is 
unable  to  be  determined  at  this  time. 

Also,  the  initial  application  and  renewal  licensing  fees  for  a  cultivation  facility, 
manufacturing  facility,  and  dispensing  facility  decrease  in  half  (details  under  question  #8) 
after  three  years  from  the  effective  date  of  this  proposal. 

Division  of  Community  and  Public  Health  (DCPH  ) 

Applications  for  Patient  and  Caregiver  Identification 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  registration  cards  for  qualified  patients  and  their 
caregivers.  A  study  by  the  nonprofit  entity  ProCon  organization,  updated  March  2016, 
published  the  rates  of  patient  registration  cards  issued  for  each  state  with  a  medical 
marijuana  program 

(http://medicalmariiuana.procon.org/view.resource.php?resourceID=005889).  This  study 
found  that  Oregon  was  issuing  qualified  patient  cards  at  a  ratio  of  19.2  per  1,000  state 


residents.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  the  State  of  Oregon’s  program  will  be 
benchmarked  in  regard  to  the  number  of  patient  and  primary  caregiver  registrants.  While 
the  Oregon  program  was  initiated  in  May  1999  and  therefore  has  an  established  program, 
the  state  of  Missouri’s  chronic  disease  rates  are  generally  higher  and  the  qualifying 
medical  conditions  accepted  under  Missouri’s  proposal  are  broader  than  those  of  Oregon. 

Calculation  of  applications: 

•  Patients:  According  to  the  2015  U.S.  Census  Bureau  information,  Missouri’s 
population  is  at  6,083,672.  Applying  the  rate  of  19.2  applications  per  1,000 
residents,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing  116,807  patient  registration  cards 
annually  ((6,083,672/1,000)  x  19.2)). 

•  Caregivers:  According  to  the  October  1,  2016  data  on  Oregon’s  Medical  Marijuana 
Program  Website,  the  ratio  of  patient  registration  cards  to  caregiver  cards  is 
calculated  at  2.29.  Calculating  this  same  ratio,  Missouri  would  estimate  issuing 
51,007  caregiver  cards  annually  (116,807/2.29). 

The  proposed  effective  date  of  the  medical  marijuana  program  is  December  6,  2018.  They 
are  required  to  have  the  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  identification 
cards  available  within  180  days  of  the  effective  date  (June  6,  2019).  Section  1.3(6)  requires 
them  to  begin  accepting  applications  for  the  qualifying  patient  and  caregiver  cards  no  later 
than  210  days  from  the  effective  date  (July  6,  2019).  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  assumed  that  they  will  begin  accepting  applications  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
They  will  collect  an  application  fee  of  $25  per  card,  per  Section  1.3(19)  and  1.3(20).  It  is 
assumed  that  the  fees  will  be  collected  in  the  same  fiscal  year  the  applications  are  received. 
It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  submit  a  renewal  application 
within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Qualifying  Patient  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

116,807 

Qualifying  Patient  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Caregiver  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

51,007 

Caregiver  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

5,101 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Total  Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Applications  for  Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

Section  1  requires  them  to  issue  identification  cards  for  a  qualifying  patient  or  his  or  her 
primary  caregiver  for  purposes  of  cultivating  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana  plants  for  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  qualifying  patient.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that 
10  percent  of  the  qualifying  patients  will  grow  marijuana  for  themselves  or  it  will  be  grown 
by  their  designated  primary  caregiver.  Therefore,  it  is  estimated  that  11,681  (116,807  x  .10) 
will  be  issued  in  FY  2020.  They  will  collect  an  annual  application  fee  of  $100  per  Section 
1.3(12).  It  is  also  assumed  that  ten  percent  of  the  initial  applicants  will  renew  their 
application  within  the  same  fiscal  year. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Initial  Applications 

0 

0 

11,681 

Cultivation  Renewal  Applications 

0 

0 

1,168 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Total  Cultivation  Identification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
61  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  cultivation  facilities  by  the  end 
of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
cultivation  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  100,000  residents 
(6,083,672  Missouri  residents/ 100,000  residents  per  facility  =  61  facilities)  as  allowed  per 
Section  1.3(15).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the 
proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019 
(FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their 
application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019). 
They  estimates  that  half  of  the  cultivation  facilities  that  will  be  licensed  in  FY  2020  will 
pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial  application  fee  at 
$10,000  with  an  additional  $25,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the  facilities 
applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Cultivation  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Application  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$310,000 

($10,000) 

(pre-file) 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

61 

Cultivation  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($25,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,525,000 

Total  Cultivation  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensing  Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana  dispensing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note  analysis,  it  is  estimated  that 
192  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate  dispensing  facilities  by  the 
end  of  FY  2020.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of 
dispensing  facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  twenty-four  (24)  licenses  per  each 
of  the  current  eight  U.S.  Congressional  Districts  (24  facilities  x  8  districts  =  192  facilities) 
as  allowed  per  Section  1.3(17).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the 
effective  date  of  the  proposal  and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted 
beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020).  However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a 
license  to  pre-file  their  application  fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date 
(January  6,  2019).  They  estimate  that  half  of  the  dispensing  facilities  that  will  be  licensed 
in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the  initial 


application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license  for  the 
facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Dispensing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$576,000 
(pre-file  fees) 

$576,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

192 

Dispensing  Facility  Annual  License  Fees 
($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$1,920,000 

Total  Dispensing  App  &  License  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Application  and  Licensing  of  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities 

Section  1  authorizes  them  to  establish  the  application  and  licensing  process  of  medical 
marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note 
analysis,  it  is  estimated  that  87  facilities  will  apply  and  become  licensed  to  fully  operate 
medical  marijuana- infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  by  the  end  of  FY  2020.  This 
estimate  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  they  will  limit  the  number  of  manufacturing 
facilities  licensed  at  the  minimum  required  of  one  facility  per  70,000  residents  (6,083,672 
Missouri  residents/70,000  residents  per  facility  =  87  facilities)  as  allowed  per  Section 
1.3(16).  They  must  accept  applications  within  210  days  of  the  effective  date  of  the  proposal 
and  therefore  assumes  that  applications  will  be  accepted  beginning  July  1,  2019  (FY  2020). 
However,  section  1.3(11)  allows  any  application  for  a  license  to  pre-file  their  application 
fee  with  them  beginning  30  days  after  the  effective  date  (January  6,  2019).  They  estimate 
that  half  of  the  medical  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  that  will  be 
licensed  in  FY  2020  will  pre-file  their  fee  in  FY  2019.  The  proposed  amendment  sets  the 
initial  application  fee  at  $6,000  with  an  additional  $10,000  fee  for  each  year  of  the  license 
for  the  facilities  applying  during  this  time  period. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Manufacturing  Facility  Applications 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application  Fees 
($6,000) 

$0 

$258,000 

$264,000 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  Licenses 

0 

0 

87 

Manufacturing  Facility  Annual  License 

Fees  ($10,000) 

$0 

$0 

$870,000 

Total  Manufacturing  Application  & 

License  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  of  Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  Systems,  Transportation  Entities,  and  Medical 
Marijuana  Testing  Facilities 

Section  1.3.(l)(d)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  commercially  available  systems  that 
licensees  may  use  as  their  seed-to-sale  tracking  system.  For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  certifications  for  two  commercially  available  systems. 


Section  1.3.(l)(e)  requires  them  to  certify  entities  which  demonstrate  compliance  with 
transportation  standards  in  order  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana- infused  products. 
For  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  it  is  estimated  that  all  licensed  medical  marijuana 
cultivation  facilities  and  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing  facilities  will  obtain 
certification  to  transport  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products.  Therefore,  it  is 
estimated  that  they  will  issue  148  certifications  for  transportation  (61  cultivation  facilities  + 
87  manufacturing  facilities  =  148  total  facilities).  The  certification  process  will  occur 
simultaneous  with  the  licensure  of  the  facilities. 

Section  1.3. (4)  requires  them  to  certify  at  least  two  facilities  as  Medical  Marijuana  Testing 
Facilities.  It  is  estimated  that  only  two  facilities  will  be  certified.  The  certification  will 
occur  in  FY  2020. 

Section  1.3.(l)(f)  allows  the  department  to  charge  a  fee  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  any 
certification  issued.  It  is  assumed  that  they  will  charge  a  fee  of  $5,000  for  each  certification 
issued. 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Seed-to-Sale  Tracking  System 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Transportation  Entity  Certifications 

0 

0 

148 

Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facility 
Certifications 

0 

0 

2 

Total  Certifications 

0 

0 

152 

Total  Certification  Fees  ($5,000  ea.) 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Revenue  in  Application,  Licensing,  and  Certification  Fees 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$4,614,900 

Patient  or  Caregiver  Cultivation  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$1,284,900 

Cultivation  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$300,000 

$1,835,000 

Dispensing  Facility  Fees 

$0 

$576,000 

$2,496,000 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Fees 

$0 

$258,000 

$1,134,000 

Certification  Fees 

$0 

$0 

$760,000 

Total  Fees 

$0 

$1,134,000 

$12,124,800 

Program  Operations:  Staffing 

Section  1  requires  the  establishment  of  a  medical  marijuana  program  through  promulgation 
of  rules  and  implementation  of  those  rules  for  administration  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards;  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards;  licensing  of 
medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing  facilities  and  infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities;  and  certification  of  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems,  transportation 
entities,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  This  also  includes  the  development  of  all 
program  applications  and  forms,  identification  cards,  and  a  computerized  database  system 
to  allow  for  the  electronic  storage  of  and  processing  of  data  needed  to  issue  identification 


cards  and  licenses.  As  a  result,  DCPH  anticipates  the  need  to  hire  the  following  staff 
beginning  on  December  6,  2018  (FY  2019)  to  begin  development  of  the  program/system: 

One  Program  Manager  Broad  Band  2  ($65,000)  -  will  serve  as  Chief  of  the  Medical 
Marijuana  Bureau.  Duties  will  include  overall  program  management,  including  involvement 
in  rule  promulgation,  development  of  forms,  program  policies  and  procedures,  information 
system  development,  and  initial  program  set-up.  This  position  will  also  supervise  the  two 
Unit  (Program)  Coordinators,  two  Investigator  III  positions,  a  Health  Program 
Representative  III,  and  a  Bureau  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant. 

Two  Program  Coordinators  (A30,  $50,112,  Step  H)  -  will  serve  as  Unit  Coordinators.  One 
unit  will  be  responsible  for  processing  patient  and  caregiver  applications,  including  patient 
or  caregiver  cultivation  applications.  The  other  unit  will  be  responsible  for  the  applications 
and  licensing  and/or  certification  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  dispensing 
facilities,  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities;  testing  facilities,  transportation  entities, 
and  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems.  These  positions  will  be  involved  in  the  initial  program 
development  with  the  Bureau  Chief,  hiring  of  staff,  and  development  of  training  for  staff. 
Once  the  program  is  operational,  the  Coordinators  responsibilities  extend  to  implementation 
and  maintenance  of  the  program,  responsibility  for  meeting  application  decision  deadlines, 
and  ongoing  management  responsibilities. 

One  Health  Program  Representative  III  (A24,  $39,708.  Step  G)  -  duties  will  include 
assistance  in  rule  promulgation,  program  policies  and  procedures,  forms  development, 
information  system  development/troubleshooting  and  maintenance,  and  initial  program  set¬ 
up.  This  position  will  serve  as  the  liaison  between  the  Units  and  IT  work  on  system 
maintenance  and  enhancements.  This  position  will  also  certify  the  seed-to-sale  tracking 
systems  that  are  commercially  available  to  use  by  the  licensed  facilities.  This  position  will 
also  be  responsible  for  establishing  materials  to  educate  the  public  about  the  program  and 
exhibiting  at  conferences  or  other  venues  to  education  physicians  and  the  general  public. 

One  Administrative  Office  Support  Assistant  (A15,  $28,668,  Step  F)  -  duties  will  include 
providing  administrative  assistance  to  the  Bureau  Chief,  Program  Coordinators, 
Investigators,  Inspectors,  and  HPR  III  positions.  As  allowed,  this  position  will  also  assist  in 
initial  processing  of  patient  and  caregiver  applications  for  registration  cards. 

The  following  staff  will  be  hired  to  begin  March  1,  2019.  This  hire  date  will  allow  for 
training  and  final  program  preparation  to  occur  prior  to  the  required  release  dates  for  the 
application  forms  for  patients  and  caregivers,  patient  or  caregiver  cultivators,  certifications, 
and  facility  licenses: 

Two  Investigator  III  positions  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  investigate  all 
instances/complaints  of  possible  fraud  or  negligence  on  the  behalf  of  a  recommending 
physician,  a  registered  patient  and/or  caregiver,  a  cultivator,  or  a  medical  marijuana  facility. 
With  a  new  program  of  this  size  and  the  legalization  of  something  that  remains  illegal  for 
the  majority  of  the  population,  it  is  anticipated  that  they  will  receive  a  fair  number  of  calls 
reporting  instances  of  possible  violations.  While  two  is  estimated  for  purposes  of  this  fiscal 


note,  it  may  be  necessary  to  add  additional  staff  after  the  program  is  operational  for  some 
time.  The  additional  costs  remain  unknown. 

Two  Grain  Inspector  IV  positions  (A23,  $38,304,  Step  G)  -  these  positions  will  complete 
the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities  to  monitor  compliance 
with  the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be 
met  for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible 
for  certifying  the  cultivation  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  the  process  of  testing  plants  for  molds, 
mildew,  and  pesticides  and  making  sure  the  facilities  are  dealing  with  these  issues  in  a 
proper  way. 

One  Grain  Inspector  Compliance  Coordinator  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this  position 
coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  Grain  Inspector  positions;  ensuring  inspections 
are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  will  also  provide  technical  assistance 
to  the  inspectors  and  make  final  action  decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

Four  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  IV  positions  (A27,  $44,352,  Step  G)  -  these 
positions  will  complete  the  onsite  inspections  of  the  medical  marijuana  dispensing  and  the 
medical-marijuana  infused-products  manufacturing  facilities  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  outlined  in  the  proposed  amendment  and  rules  that  need  to  be  met 
for  initial  and  continued  licensure  of  a  facility.  These  positions  will  also  be  responsible  for 
certifying  the  manufacturing  facilities  as  transportation  entities.  This  specialty  position  was 
chosen  because  the  most  technical  piece  involves  ensuring  sanitation  requirements  are  met 
and  the  infused-products  are  labeled  and  packaged  correctly. 

One  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialist  V  position  (A28,  $46,056,  Step  G)  -  this 
position  coordinates  and  supervises  the  work  of  the  EPHS  IV  positions;  ensuring 
inspections  are  completed  consistently  and  timely.  This  position  also  provides  technical 
assistance  to  the  environmental  specialists  and  makes  final  action 
decisions/recommendations  for  problem  inspections. 

One  Health  Facilities  Consultant  (A29,  $48,852,  Step  H)  -  this  position  will  complete  the 
inspections  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Testing  Facilities  in  order  to  monitor  compliance  with 
the  specific  requirements  needed  to  obtain  and  maintain  certification.  This  position  will 
also  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  testing  facilities  to  assist  with  obtaining  and 
maintaining  the  certification.  This  specialty  position  was  chosen  as  this  classification 
currently  completes  the  inspections  of  other  medical  laboratories  certified  by  the  state. 

49  Senior  Office  Support  Assistant  (SOSA)  positions  (A12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  -  duties  will 
include  processing  of  paper  applications  to  include  opening  and  date  stamping  of  mail,  entry 
of  application  information  into  the  electronic  registry,  initial  verification  of  applicant  and 
physician  identification,  initial  application  review  to  include  determination  of  application 
approval  or  denial  (including  incomplete  status),  preparation  of  patient  and  caregiver 
identification  cards,  preparation  of  patient/caregiver  cultivation  identification  cards,  initial 
processing  of  medical  marijuana  facility  applications,  preparation  of  identification  cards  for 


all  owners  and  employees  of  the  medical  marijuana  facility  licensees,  processing  revoked 
cards,  and  answering  of  phones  and  assisting  telephone  callers. 

24  Health  Program  Representative  II  (HPR  II)  positions  (A21,  $35,640,  Step  G)  -  duties 
will  include  supervision  of  the  SOSA  positions  and  quality  assurance  checks  of  the 
application  entry  and  initial  verification  completed  by  the  SOSAs.  This  position  will  have 
responsibility  for  final  approval  of  application  incomplete  notices,  rejects,  revocations,  and 
card  issuances.  This  position  will  ensure  application  process  deadlines  as  mandated  by 
proposed  amendment  are  met.  This  position  will  also  verify  all  registrations  of  owners  and 
employees  associated  with  the  licensed  medical  marijuana  facilities,  including  coordination 
with  the  Inspectors  and  Environmental  Public  Health  Specialists  for  final  issuance  of 
facility  licenses. 

For  fiscal  note  purposes  they  calculated  45  minutes  per  patient  and  caregiver  application 
and  45  minutes  per  patient  or  caregiver  cultivation  application. 

197,445  (184,596  patient  and  caregiver  apps  +  12,849  cultivation  apps)  X  .75/hour  /  2,080 
hours  per  year  per  staff  =71.2  staff  (round  to  71  staff). 

They  calculated  14  hours  for  the  processing  of  a  dispensing  facility  license  application  and 
15  hours  for  the  processing  of  the  cultivation  and  manufacturing  facility  license  (additional 
hour  for  processing  transportation  certification  application). 

(192  dispensing  facilities  x  14  hours)  +  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  15  hours)  +  (87  infused 
products  manufacturing  facilities  x  15  hours)  =  4,908  total  hours/divided  by  2,080  hrs/year 
per  staff  =  2.4  staff  (round  to  2  staff).  This  is  a  total  of  73  processing  staff  (SOSA  and  HPR 
II  positions). 

Printing  Costs 

They  will  print  individual  identification  cards  for  the  qualified  patient,  caregiver,  patient  or 
caregiver  cultivation  identification  card,  and  identification  cards  for  each  owner,  board 
member,  employee  of  the  licensed  facilities.  The  cards  are  encoded  with  a  magnetic  stripe 
for  security  and  linkage  to  the  IT  system  for  dispensing  purposes.  DCPH  will  purchase  a 
card  delivery  system  with  the  ability  to  print  the  card  with  the  magnetic  stripe,  attach  the 
card  to  a  personalized  letter,  and  secure  in  an  envelope  ready  for  mailing.  The  initial  cost  of 
the  card  delivery  system  is  estimated  at  $277,000.  In  addition  there  will  be  an  annual 
equipment  preventative  maintenance  fee  of  $34,000.  The  average  supply  cost  to  print  each 
card  is  $0.5 9/card. 

They  are  estimating  the  number  of  identification  cards  to  be  printed  each  year  per  facility 
licensed  to  be  25  for  a  cultivation  facility,  10  for  a  dispensing  facility,  and  25  for  a 
manufacturing  facility.  (61  cultivation  facilities  x  25  =  1,525  cards,  192  dispensing 
facilities  x  10  =  1,920  cards,  87  manufacturing  facilities  x  25  =  2,175  cards)  License 
certificates  will  be  printed  for  each  facility  on  special  certificate  paper  (heat  sensitive  ink 
background)  provided  by  state  printing  at  a  cost  of  approximately  $200  per  1,000  pieces  of 


certificate  paper.  The  license  certificates  and  identification  cards  for  facilities  will  not  be 
produced  until  FY  2020  when  the  facility  becomes  licensed. 


DCPH  will  print  100,000  brochures  each  year  the  program  is  operational  at  a  cost  of  $0.06 
per  brochure.  This  brochure  will  provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  medical 
cannabis  program  and  assistance  in  completing  a  valid  registration. 

FY  2019 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 
FY  2020 

•  184,596  patient  and  caregiver  cards  +  12,849  cultivation  cards  +  1,525  identification 
cards  for  cultivation  facilities,  1,920  identification  cards  for  dispensing  facilities  + 
2,175  for  manufacturing  facilities  =  203,065  cards  x  $0.59  per  card/print  supplies  = 
$119,808 

•  492  Certificates  for  facility  licenses  and  certifications  ($200/1,000)  =  $200 

•  100,000  brochures  ($0.06  per  brochure)  =  $6,000 

Mailing  Costs 

Each  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver  will  receive  his/her  card  in  the  mail.  If  the 
patient  or  caregiver  applied  for  a  cultivation  identification  card,  that  card  will  be  mailed 
separately.  Each  licensed  facility  will  be  mailed  a  copy  of  their  license  and  identification 
cards.  It  is  estimated  that  10  percent  of  the  registered  participants,  caregivers  and 
patient/caregiver  cultivators  will  submit  a  change  request  to  their  application  requiring  a 
change  notification  receipt  by  mailing.  It  is  projected  that  five  percent  of  all  applications 
will  be  incomplete  and  requires  mailing  of  an  incomplete  notice.  It  is  also  projected  that  25 
percent  of  the  printed  brochures  (25,000)  along  with  paper  applications  will  be  mailed  to  the 
public  upon  request.  The  other  printed  brochures  will  be  available  for  distribution  at 
conferences  and  other  public  venues. 


Projected  mailings  are  as  follows: 


FY  2018 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

Patient  and  Caregiver  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

184,596 

Cultivation  ID  Cards 

0 

0 

12,849 

Facility  Certificates 

0 

0 

492 

Facility  Identification  Cards 

0 

0 

5,620 

Change  Request  Notifications 

0 

0 

17,774 

Incomplete  Notifications 

0 

0 

8,887 

Brochures/app  mailed 

0 

25,000 

25,000 

Total  mailings 

0 

25,000 

255,218 

FY  2019 

•  25,000  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  25  X  $41  =  $1,025 

•  Postage  (25,000  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $9,750 


FY  2020 

•  255,218  envelopes  ($41  per  1,000)  =  256  X  $41  =  $10,496 

•  Postage  (255,218  x  $0. 39/postage  rate)  =  $99,535 

Criminal  Records  Check 

Section  1.3.(2)(h)  suggests  that  individual  identification  cards  for  owners,  officers, 
managers,  contractors,  employees  and  other  support  staff  of  the  licensed  facilities  shall 
include  a  fingerprint-based  federal  and  state  criminal  record  check  in  accordance  with  U.S. 
Public  Law  92-544.  Section  1.7(2)  states  no  licensed  facility  shall  have  an  owner,  officer, 
manager,  contractor,  employee  or  other  support  staff  with  a  disqualifying  felony  offense. 
They  assumes  that  as  part  of  the  facility  license  application,  the  facilities  would  need  to 
submit  a  current  finger  print  based  criminal  record  report  as  would  be  promulgated  in  rule. 
Therefore,  they  assume  no  cost  for  obtaining  the  fingerprint  check. 

Information  Technology  Services  Division  (ITSD) 

Application  Storage  Costs 

In  order  to  manage  the  final  storage  of  paper  applications  submitted,  Content  Manager  for 
electronic  scanning  and  storage  will  be  utilized.  The  costs  for  Content  Manager  are 
estimated  at  $132  per  month  for  the  state  data  server  costs,  $234  for  an  annual  license  for 
each  user  who  needs  to  view  files  and  $828  for  an  annual  license  for  each  position  with 
ability  to  scan/import  documents.  Content  Manager  services  will  not  be  acquired  until  FY 
2020. 

Information  Systems  Development 

Estimating  a  12  month  project  duration  with  a  project  team  consisting  of  4  IT  Consultants. 
Applications  will  be  received  as  paper  submissions  to  the  department.  System  will  print 
licenses  and  identification  cards  for  physical  delivery  to  the  applicant.  The  system  will  be 
hosted  in  the  State  Data  Center  (SDC)  on  existing  virtual  servers.  Disk  space  has  been 
estimated  at  50  GB  for  Development  and  Test  with  150  GB  estimated  for  Production. 
While  we  have  estimated  for  a  system  build  it  is  possible  COTS  solutions  are  available  at  a 
similar  cost.  Estimated  costs  are  detailed  above  in  the  ITSD-DHSS  table. 

Division  of  Administration 


DHSS-DA  assumes  one  Accounting  Clerk  can  process  30,000  receipt  transactions  per  year. 
An  Accounting  Generalist  I/II  would  be  needed  to  supervise  for  every  five  Account  Clerks. 

Accounting  Clerk  (A  12,  $26,340,  Step  F)  duties  would  include: 

•  Open  and  sort  mail; 

•  Process  and  enter  receipts  in  the  department  computer  system; 

•  Prepare  bank  deposits  and  cash  receipts  documents; 

•  Reconcile  daily  receipts; 

•  Distribute  supporting  documentation  program. 

Accounting  Generalist  I/II  (A25,  $41,184,  Step  G)  duties  would  include: 

•  Supervise  and  review  the  work  of  Accounting  Clerks  who  are  processing  the  fees. 


Each  application  and  license  would  have  a  fee  transaction. 


FY2019 

FY2020 

Transaction 

0 

184,596 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Application 

0 

12,849 

Patient  &  Caregiver  Cultivation  Application 

30 

92 

Cultivation  Facility  Application 

96 

288 

Dispensing  Facility  Application 

43 

131 

Manufacturing  Facility  Application 

0 

152 

Certifications 

169 

198,108 

Total  Number  of  Transactions 

6.00  FTE 

Accounting  Clerk 

1.00  FTE 

Accounting  Generalist  I/ll 

Office  of  General  Counsel 


Legal  Counsel  ($50,000) 

One  full-time  attorney  would  be  needed  to  assist  in  drafting  emergency  and  proposed 
regulations  and  forms;  perform  legal  research  and  provide  day-to-day  legal  counsel  to  the 
program;  and  represent  the  department  in  appeals  of  licensure  and  identification  card 
denials. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  their  department  would 
not  anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  a  fiscal  impact  of  $11,229  in 
fiscal  year  2019,  $35,262  in  fiscal  year  2020,  $67,160  in  fiscal  year  2025  and  thereafter. 

Results  of  studies  at  this  time  show  conflicting  results  on  the  criminal  impacts  of  current 
medical  marijuana  laws.  However,  with  the  increased  licensing  and  regulation  there  are 
also  increased  possibilities  of  secondary  crimes  through  false  physician 
recommendations,  non-compliance  in  registration,  illegal  possession,  vehicular 
infractions  or  injury,  and  theft.  While  many  of  these  violations  may  carry  only  municipal 
or  licensing  level  penalties,  some  would  ultimately  fall  under  felony  charges. 

Current  laws  provide  for  class  C  felony  penalties  for  possession  (Section  195.202)  and 
class  B  felony  for  distribution  and  production  of  controlled  substances  (Section  195.211). 
Considering  additional  increases  in  related  violations,  proposed  changes  in  this  bill  are 
expected  to  result  in  one  new  class  B  felony  serving  two  years  in  prison  and  five  years 


parole,  one  class  C  felony  serving  one  year  in  prison  with  four  years  parole,  and  two  new 
probations  serving  three  years. 


In  addition,  this  proposal  would  be  impactful  to  their  department  in  that  we  currently  test 
our  staff  for  marijuana  use  and  discipline  accordingly.  If  our  staff  were  to  live  in  a 
household,  or  visit  another  person,  who  is  legally  using  medical  marijuana  they  would 
then  be  exposed  to  second-hand  smoke  and  would  likely  test  positive  themselves.  There 
would  be  no  way  for  us  to  determine  which  of  our  staff  are  innocently  exposed  from 
those  who  are  abusing  this  substance  illegally. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  total  fund  costs  for  General 
Revenue  will  be  $242,855  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $124,921  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and 
$126,460  for  fiscal  year  2020,  which  includes  information  technology  (IT)  related  costs 
of  $150,012  for  fiscal  year  2018,  $30,752  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  $31,521  for  fiscal  year 
2020  for  IT  consultants. 

This  legislation  increases  total  state  revenue  by  an  unknown  amount  from  the  sales  tax 
collected  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana. 

Section  4 

The  legislation  levies  a  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  medical  marijuana  by 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities.  Their  department  may  retain  up  to  five  percent 
for  the  cost  of  collection.  The  petition  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care 
Fund.  The  Commissioner  of  Administration  may  make  cash  operating  transfers  to  the 
fund  to  meet  cash  requirements  in  advance  of  receiving  revenues.  The  tax  levied  by  this 
section  is  separate  and  in  addition  to  any  general  state  and  local  sales  tax  that  applies  to 
retail  sales.  Because  their  department  not  have  enforcement  responsibilities,  it  may  make 
more  sense  for  the  taxes  to  be  paid  to  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  and 
then  sent  to  their  department  for  deposit  into  the  fund. 

Administrative  Impact: 

Collections  &  Tax  Assistance: 

This  section  will  see  additional  registrations,  registration  phone  calls,  business  tax 
account  update  requests,  and  delinquent  phone  contacts  from  the  additional  businesses 
registering  to  collect  sales  tax  on  medical  marijuana.  Collections  and  Tax  Assistance 
requires  two  (2)  Revenue  Processing  Technicians  I  (Range  10,  Step  L)  per  24,000 
additional  contacts  to  the  registration  section  and  15,000  contacts  annually  on  the 
delinquent  tax  line.  Each  technician  requires  CARES  equipment. 

Business  Tax  Processing: 

Although  the  legislation  bases  the  four  percent  tax  on  the  retail  selling  price,  it  is  separate 
from  sales  and  use  tax.  This  tax  needs  to  be  reported  and  deposited  separately  from  sales 


and  use  tax.  This  would  require  new  reporting  forms  and  a  new  program  to  track  and 
distribute  receipts.  This  will  include  a  new  program  within  the  Integrated  Tax  System. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  -  Office  of  Director  and  the  Division 
of  Alcohol  and  Tobacco  Control  each  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due  to  this 
initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Patrol  indicated  for  the  Criminal  Records 
Fund  estimated  revenue  of  $179,040  and  estimated  costs  of  $67,140  for  fiscal  year  2018, 
unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2019,  and  unknown  impact  for  fiscal  year  2020. 

For  each  fingerprint-based  background  check  processed,  the  state  retains  the  $20  state  fee 
and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  for  a  pass-thru  fee. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  allow  medical  marijuana  for  medical  use  and  provide  that 
it  shall  be  taxed  at  four  percent  of  the  retail  price. 

According  to  the  2015  United  States  Census  Bureau’s  census  estimate,  Missouri’s 
population  was  6,083,672.  Based  on  this  total,  the  number  of  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities  is  as  follows: 

Cultivation  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  100,000  inhabitants  per  the 
proposed  amendment,  60  licenses  for  cultivation  facilities  may  be  issued.  Further 
estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record 
checks  for  employees,  owners  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  1,500  (60  x  25). 

Dispensing  Facilities 

Assuming  the  maximum  number  of  licenses  that  will  be  issued  in  each  of  the  eight 
United  States  Congressional  Districts  in  the  state  of  Missouri  is  24,  the  maximum  number 
of  licenses  issued  for  Dispensing  facilities  equals  192  (24  x  8).  Further  estimating  10 
employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of  criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners 
etc.  of  Dispensary  Facilities  equals  1,920  (192  x  10). 

Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities 

Assuming  a  limit  is  set  at  the  minimum  of  1  facility  per  70,000  inhabitants  (per  the 
proposed  constitutional  amendment)  the  number  of  facilities  would  equal  87  (6,083,672  / 
70,000).  Further  estimating  an  average  of  25  employees  per  facility,  the  total  number  of 
criminal  record  checks  for  employees,  owners,  etc.  of  Cultivation  Facilities  equals  2,175 
(87  x  25). 

The  estimated  number  of  state  and  federal  fingerprint-based  criminal  record  checks 
estimated  to  be  generated  with  the  passage  of  this  amendment  is  5,595  (1,500  for 
Cultivation  Facilities;  1,920  -  Dispensing  Facilities;  2,175  -  Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facilities). 


The  charge  for  each  background  check  processed  is  $40.30.  Twenty  dollars  for  the  state 
fingerprint  check,  $12  for  the  federal  check,  and  an  $8.30  charge  for  the  statewide 
applicant  fingerprinting  contractor  fee  ($20  +  $12  +  8.30  =  $40.30).  Of  this  amount,  the 
state  retains  the  $20  fee  and  $2  of  the  federal  charge  of  $12  for  a  pass-thru  fee.  The 
$8.30  charge  is  paid  directly  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of  application. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY 1 8 

5,595  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check)  $179,040 

Estimated  Expense  FY  1 8 

5,595  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge)  $67,140 

Subsequent  yearly  background  checks  will  be  based  on  turnover. 

Estimated  Revenue  FY  19  and  beyond 
???  x  $32  (state/federal  background  check) 

Estimated  Expense  FY19  and  beyond 
???  x  $12  (federal  background  check  charge) 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  this  proposal  could  have  an 
impact  on  their  medical  plan. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  (OA)  indicated: 

Article  XVI,  Section  1  through  Section  3  allows  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior 
Services  (DHSS)  to  grant  or  refuse  state  licenses  for  the  cultivation,  manufacture, 
distribution,  and  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use.  This  authority  includes  the  creation 
and  imposition  of  administrative  penalties;  however,  no  actual  amounts  are  given. 

The  article  establishes  facility  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  cultivation  facilities, 
medical  marijuana  dispensary  facilities,  and  medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities.  Table  1  outlines  the  fees  and  renewal  periods  by  facility  license 
type.  In  addition  to  facility  fees,  Section  3  creates  certifications  for  a  seed-to-sale  system, 
transportation,  and  medical  marijuana  testing  facilities.  DHSS  is  allowed  to  charge  up  to 


$5,000  per  certification  and  must  certify  at  least  two  seed-to-sale  tracking  systems  and 
two  testing  facilities;  however,  no  minimum  requirement  was  listed  for  the  transportation 
of  medical  marijuana. 


Table  1:  Facility  License  and  Annual  Fees 

Section 

Facility  License  Type 

License 

Fee*  Years 

1-3 

License 

Fee* 

Years  3+ 

Annual 

Fee* 

Renewal 

Period 

3(8) 

medical  marijuana  cultivation 
facilities 

$10,000 

$5,000 

$25,000 

Every  3  years 

3(9) 

medical  marijuana  dispensary 
facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

3(10) 

medical  marijuana-infused  products 
manufacturing  facilities 

$6,000 

$3,000 

$10,000 

Every  3  years 

*  License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (12)  allows  qualifying  patients,  or  his  or  her  primary  caregiver,  to  obtain  an 
identification  card  allowing  for  personal  cultivation  of  up  to  six  flowering  marijuana 
plants.  Section  3  (19)  and  Section  3  (20)  establish  identification  cards  for  qualifying 
patients  of  medical  marijuana  and  primary  caregivers.  Table  2  outlines  the  fees  and 
renewal  periods  for  the  different  identification  cards. 


Table  2:  Identification  Fees 

Section 

Identification  Type 

Fee* 

Renewal  Period 

3(12) 

Personal  Cultivation  I.D.  Card 

$100 

annually 

3(19) 

Qualifying  Patient  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

3  (20) 

Primary  Caregiver  -  Identification  card 

$25 

annually 

*License  fees  and  annual  fees  shall  be  adjusted  each  year  in  accordance  with  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 


Section  3  (15)  states  that  DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  medical 
marijuana  cultivation  facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one 
license  per  one  hundred  thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (16)  states  that 
DHSS  may  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  for  marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities;  however,  the  number  may  not  be  limited  to  less  than  one  license  per  seventy 
thousand  inhabitants  of  Missouri.  Section  3  (17)  states  that  DHSS  may  limit  the  number 
of  dispensary  facilities  to  twenty-four  licenses  in  each  United  States  Congressional 
district.  Table  3  outlines  the  facility  count  limits  and  estimates  what  the  facility  counts 
would  be,  based  on  2010  U.S.  Census  data,  should  these  limits  be  implemented.  Once  the 
minimum  number  of  facilities  has  been  established,  any  decrease  in  the  number  of 
inhabitants  within  Missouri,  or  changes  to  the  number  or  boundaries  of  the  Congressional 
Districts,  shall  have  no  impact  to  the  established  minimum  number  of  licenses  allowed  by 
the  article. 


Table  3:  Facility  Count  Limits 

Section 

Facility  Type 

Minimum  Limit 

Facility 

Count 

3(13) 

cultivation  facilities 

1  per  100,000 

75 

3(14) 

marijuana-infused  products  manufacturing 
facilities 

1  per  70,000 

120 

7(4) 

medical  marijuana  dispensaries 

24  per  U.S. 

Congressional  District 

237 

Section  4  (1)  creates  a  4%  sales  tax  on  the  retail  sale  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  sold  at 
medical  dispensary  facilities  within  the  state.  Revenues  from  this  tax  shall  be  paid  to  the 
Department  of  Revenue  (DOR).  DOR  may  retain  up  to  five-percent  for  collection  costs. 
The  remainder  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund. 

Section  4  (2)  creates  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Health  and  Care  Fund  in  the  state  treasury 
which  will  consist  of  taxes  and  fees  collected  under  this  section.  This  fund  shall  be  a 
dedicated  fund  and  shall  stand  appropriated  without  further  legislative  action.  DHSS 
shall  be  appropriated  an  amount  necessary  to  carry  out  this  section.  The  remainder  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  Missouri  Veterans’  Commission  for  health  and  care  services  for 
military  veterans. 

Section  9  states  that  the  effective  date  of  Article  XVI  would  be  December  6,  2018. 
However,  B&P  estimates  that  revenue  generation  would  not  begin  until  at  least  June  2019 
for  patients  and  July  2019  for  facilities  given  the  provisions  in  Section  3. 

Using  data  from  Arizona,  which  has  a  similar  medical  marijuana  law,  B&P  estimates  that 
up  to  65,547  patients  and  caregivers  could  utilize  this  bill.  Of  these,  up  to  2,000  may 
gain  approval  for  personal  cultivation.  B&P  estimates  that  annual  fees  for  patients, 
caregivers,  and  personal  cultivation  could  generate  approximately  $1.4M  annually  by  FY 
2021,  assuming  growth  is  similar  to  that  seen  with  the  Arizona  medical  marijuana 
program. 

B&P  estimates  that  license  fees  for  medical  marijuana  facilities  could  generate 
approximately  $2.3M  in  FY  2020,  and  $1.1M  every  three  years  thereafter.  The  initiative 
petition  does  not  specify  whether  these  facilities  would  pay  the  annual  fee  and  a  license 
renewal  fee  every  three  years.  Therefore,  B&P  assumes  that  both  would  need  to  be  paid 
in  the  third  year  of  a  license.  Table  4  outlines  the  revenues  from  the  license  and  annual 
fees. 


Table  4:  License  and  Annual  Fees  by  Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Patient  and  Facility  Type 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

$87,000 

$1,046,000 

$1,186,000 

$1,704,000 

$1,737,000 

Personal  Cultivation** 

$17,000 

$200,000 

$204,000 

$208,000 

$212,000 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

$600,000 

$1,531,000 

$1,561,000 

$1,905,000 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

$516,000 

$879,000 

$896,000 

$1,183,000 

Dispensary* 

$1,152,000 

$1,962,000 

$2,000,000 

$2,642,000 

Total 

$104,000 

$3,514,000 

$5,762,000 

$6,369,000 

$7,679,000 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 


Section  4  requires  a  four-percent  sales  tax  to  be  applied  to  all  sales  of  marijuana  products, 
in  addition  to  current  state  and  local  sales  tax.  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during 
2014  of  $110M  and  2015  of  approximately  $155. 7M,  B&P  calculates  that  this  provision 
could  increase  TSR  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M  once  fully  implemented.  Table  5 
outlines  the  estimated  revenues  from  each  tax  and  where  revenues  will  be  directed. 


Table  5:  Sales  Tax  Revenues 

Sales  Tax  Fund 

Revenue  Generated  by  Sales  Tax 

FY  2020 

FY  2020* 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health 

and  Care  Fund 

$2,200,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

$6,229,000 

General  Revenue 

$1,650,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

4,672,000 

Education 

$550,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

$1,557,000 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

$55,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

$156,000 

Conservation 

$69,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

$195,000 

Total 

$0 

$4,524,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

$12,809,000 

*  Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 


B&P  estimates  that  all  provisions  in  this  initiative  petition  could  increase  TSR  by  $2.3M 
and  GR  by  $1.7M  in  FY20.  In  FY21,  TSR  could  increase  by  $6.6M  and  GR  by  $4.7M. 
This  initiative  petition  will  not  impact  the  calculations  under  18(e). 


Table  6:  Summary  of  Revenue  Generated  by  Medical  Marijuana  Taxes  and  Fees 

Revenue  Source 

Revenue  Generated  by  License  Fees 

FY  2019 

FY  2020 

FY  2021* 

FY  2022* 

FY  2023* 

License  and  Annual  Fees 

Patients  and  Caregivers** 

0.1 

1.0 

1.2 

1.7 

1.7 

Personal  Cultivation** 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Cultivation  Facilities* 

0.6 

1.5 

1.6 

1.9 

Infused  Product  Manufacturer* 

0.5 

0.9 

0.9 

1.2 

Dispensary* 

1.2 

2.0 

2.0 

2.6 

Total  License  and  Annual  Fees: 

0.1 

3.5 

5.8 

6.4 

7.7 

Sales  Tax** 

Missouri  Veterans'  Health  and 

Care  Fund 

2.2 

6.2 

6.2 

6.2 

General  Revenue 

1.7 

4.7 

4.7 

4.7 

Education 

0.6 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

Parks,  Soil,  and  Water 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Conservation 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

Total  Sales  Tax: 

4.5 

12.8 

12.8 

12.8 

Total  Revenue  to  Missouri 

Veterans'  Health  and  Care  Fund 

0.1 

5.7 

12.0 

12.6 

13.9 

Total  State  Revenues 

2.3 

6.6 

6.6 

6.6 

Total  Local  Sales  Tax 

2.0 

5.7 

5.7 

5.7 

figures  in  $M 

*  Assumes  2%  inflation 

** Assumes  growth  similar  to  that  seen  in  the  medical  marijuana  program  in  Arizona 

*  Assumes  a  1.2%  turnover  rate  in  facility  licenses 

AA Based  on  sales  data  from  Arizona  during  2014  and  2015 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 


activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  sales  taxes  could  be  collected.  No 
amount  can  be  reasonably  estimated. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  University  of  Missouri  Health  Care 
(MUHC)  has  reviewed  the  proposed  initiative  petition  and  determined  that  the  fiscal 
impact  should  not  exceed  $100,000  annually. 

Officials  from  the  Uieutenant  Governor's  Office  indicated  they  anticipate  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville, 


the  City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union, 
the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District, 
Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan 
Community  College,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

This  proposal  is  estimated  to  generate  annual  taxes  and  fees  of  $18  million  for  state  operating 
costs  and  veterans  programs,  and  $6  million  for  local  governments.  Annual  state  operating  costs 
are  estimated  to  be  $7  million. 
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Jason  Kan d hr 


Jam  us  C.  Kirkpatrick 
STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 
( 573) 751  4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  1  7,  2016 


NOV  1  1  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  1 2  (20 1 8-039) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CEIVED 

)V  1  fi  2016 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ _ 


|( _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers] 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  hefnre  me  this 

dav  of 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

.A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  oj  Missouri: 

Fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  285.600,  285.603.  285.606.  285.609,  285.612.  285.615,  285.618, 
285.621,  285.624.  285.627,  285.630,  285.633.  285.636,  285.639.  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Construction'’,  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 

decorating,  or  major  repair. 

(2)  ‘’Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 
principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department".  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4)  “Director’".  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(5)  “Earned  paid  sick  time”,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits. 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  bv  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(6)  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B)  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care: 

(Cl  Anv  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  anv  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  any  individual  employed  by  an  educational  conference  center  operated  bv  an  educational. 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  bv  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  by  the  organization  are  credited  toward 

the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization: 

(E)  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion: 

(F)  Any  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  baby-sitting  services: 

(G)  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 

49.  United  States  Code,  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.: 

(H)  Any  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddv.  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 
occupation: 

(I)  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  any  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  $$  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

Hili 

( J)  Any  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  anv 

correctional  facility  operated  by  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 

services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550:  or 

(K.)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry. 

(7)  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 

employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  “employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department- 
agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town- 
village.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member’,  any  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 
partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 
partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee's  household. 

(9)  “Health  care  professional.’'  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 
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(10)  “Person”  any  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(11)  "Retaliatory  personnel  action’’,  denial  of  any  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  "Year",  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer;  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  fifty-six  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  he 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  day  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  $  213(a)(1)  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  may  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee’s  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  bv  the  same  employer. 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  may  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

bv  such  employee. 

5.  Anv  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 
paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 
provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  bv  an  employer  for: 
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(A)  An  employee’s  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's  need  tor 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s 
need  for  preventive  medical  care: 

(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 
condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  by  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency,  or  an  employee’s  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  bv  order  of 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 
determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee’s  or 
family  member's  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 
to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally, 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  by  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  mav  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  mav  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  mav  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

285.609.  1.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642;  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  any  employer’s  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642. 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer's  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion. 

suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  any  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1.  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  by  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 
earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 
285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 
reuuired  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 
retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  it  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 
through  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 
conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3,  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 

information  required  under  subsection  ( 1)  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 
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and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.6 15.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  mav  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  by  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every'  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  bv 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.618.  1.  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothiim  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.62 1 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  may  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642,  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothiim  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642,  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials. 

concerning  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642,  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  any  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

by  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Any  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 
appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  may  grant  as  relief,  as 
it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  any  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  any  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer’s  violation  ol 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 
equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 
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employment  and  back  nav.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  by  law,  an  employer  may  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 
an  employee's  or  an  employee’s  family  member’s  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  by  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  by  an  employer  regarding  an 
employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(C)  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  With  respect  to  employees  covered  by  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the 

effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall 

apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

ritzht  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Noth  inti  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 
time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  any  other  law, 
regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  by  employees  of  earned  paid 
sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 

severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 

or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 
applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional, 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ot  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-039) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  expect  no  significant  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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Jason  Kandhr 


JAM!  S  C.  KIRKPATRICK 

State  Information  Center 
(573)751  -1936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


i  i  <  tions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  17,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


NOV  I  7  2016 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  II  (2018-038) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  liscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick.  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  MainStki  it  •  Jefferson  City  65 10 1 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title]  RECEIVED 

NOV  1  6  2011 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  S I  ATE 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Section  285.055  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as 
sections  285.600.  285.603,  285.606.  285.609.  285.612, 285.615, 285.618,  285.621, 285.624.  285.627,  285.630, 
285.633,  285.636,  285.639.  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.055.  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Employee",  an  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer; 

(2)  "Employer",  any  individual,  sole  proprietorship,  partnership,  limited  liability  company,  corporation,  or  any 
other  entity  that  is  legally  doing  business  in  this  state;  provided,  however,  that  employer  shall  not  include  any 
public  employer  as  defined  in  section  285.525; 

(3)  "Employment  benefits",  anything  of  value  that  an  employee  may  receive  from  an  employer  in  addition  to 
wages  and  salary.  The  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  health,  disability,  retirement,  profit-sharing,  and 
death  benefits;  group  accidental  death  and  dismemberment  benefits;  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for 
holidays,  [sick  leave,]  vacation,  and  personal  necessity;  and  terms  of  employment,  attendance,  or  leave  policies; 
provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  this  section,  "‘employment  benefits”  does  not  include  paid  or  unpaid 

davs  off  from  work  for  sick  leave  that  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  listed  in  subsection  (1)  of  section  285.606. 

(4)  "Political  subdivision",  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village. 

2.  No  political  subdivision  shall  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an 
employee: 

( 1 )  A  minimum  or  living  wage  rate;  or 

(2)  Employment  benefits; 

that  exceed  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  preempt  any  state  law  or  local  minimum  wage  ordinance  requirements  in  effect  on  August  28.  2015. 

285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Construction’;  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 

decorating.  or  major  repair, 

(2)  “Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 

principal  component  of  the  employer’s  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department'’.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4)  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(51  “Earned  paid  sick  time1’,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606,  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(6)  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A1  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B)  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(Cl  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational, 
charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 
organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  are  credited  toward 

the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion: 

(F)  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  babv-sitting  services; 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  ol  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(HI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddy,  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 
occupation: 

(II  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(iili 

(J)  Any  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  anv 
correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550;  or 
(K.)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry. 
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(7)  “Employer’,  any  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 

employee;  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  “employer"  does  not 

include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 

agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town. 

village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member”,  any  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 

partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 

employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision; 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee's  household. 

(9)  “Health  care  professional."  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(10)  “Person",  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  any  organized  group  of  persons. 

(11)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”,  denial  of  any  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action"  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642, 

(12)  “Year",  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  by  the  employer;  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  fifty-six  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  day  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  day). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  davs  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  alter 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  §  21 3(a)(  1 )  of  the  Federal 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 
sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 
accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 
from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  may  pav  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  ol  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  ol 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 
same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 
location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 
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from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  by  the  same  employer, 
previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 
be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 
commencement  of  employment. 

(FI  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 
original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 
accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  mav  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 
bv  such  employee. 

5,  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 
paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee’s  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  by  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee’s  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's 

need  for  preventive  medical  care; 

(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  ot  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  iniury.  or  health 

condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care:  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 

emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  ot 

a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 

family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally, 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  mav  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  mav  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  davs.  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  mav  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 
exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  any  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 
employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 
through  285.642:  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  any  employer's  alleged  violation  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642:  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642. 
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3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion. 

suspension,  or  any  other  adverse  action. 

4,  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1.  Employers  shall  <zive  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  by  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requestina  or  takiim  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

throimh  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  arc  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 

information  required  under  subsection  ( 1)  of  this  section  for  employers*  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 

and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  throimh 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.615.  1.  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  bv  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  pennitted  bv  law,  the  Director  mav  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  by  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  bv 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  Aimust  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.62 1 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  throimh  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  pennitted  by  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  may  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  prouram  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  throimh  practical  necessity,  to 
require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  throimh 
285.642.  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials, 
concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 


acts. 
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285.624,  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  any  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 
shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 
requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1.  Any  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 
portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 
time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  may  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 
appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 
relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  mav  grant  as  relief,  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  any  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  any  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney’s  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 

equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 

employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 
an  employee's  or  an  employee’s  family  member’s  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642, 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 

employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A1  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  fde  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records;  and 

(Q  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  With  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the 

effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall 

apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  aureement.  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 
aureement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  anv  other  law, 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  by  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Anv  countv.  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state  shall  have  the  power  and  authority  to  establish,  mandate,  or 

otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave 

which  exceeds  the  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.61 8.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 

severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause. 

or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  mrisdiction  to  be 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 

applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional. 
or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-038) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  revises  Section  285.055,  RSMo,  and  adds  15  new  sections  to 
Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  no  financial  impact  on  their 
university. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast 
Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  1 0  (20 1 8-037) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 
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cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 
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Barbara  Wood 
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County _ 

Page  No - . 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR  S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


received 

NOV  I  fi  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  285.600.  285.603,  285.606.  285.609,  285.612,  285.615,  285.618, 
285.621, 285.624,  285.627,  285.630, 285.633,  285.636,  285.639,  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Construction”,  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 

decorating,  or  major  repair. 

(2)  “Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 

principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(31  "•Department”.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4)  “Director  \  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(51  “Earned  paid  sick  time”,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(61  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A1  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B1  Anv  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care: 

(Cl  Anv  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  by  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational- 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D1  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pay  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 
fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  by  the  organization  are  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion: 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  baby-sitting  services: 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 

49,  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.: 

(HI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddv.  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 
occupation: 

(11  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  §§  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii):  or 

(J1  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  anv 
correctional  facility  operated  by  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 

sendees  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 

(71  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 

employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  “employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department, 
agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town- 
village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member",  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 
partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 
loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(Cl  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  a  domestic 
partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 
of  the  employee  or  the  employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(El  A  member  of  the  employee’s  household. 

(91  “Health  care  professional.”  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 
emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(101  "Person”,  any  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 
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(11)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action'',  denial  of  any  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  any  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action'’  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  "Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer:  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  fifty-six  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  dav  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  day). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  mav  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  0  213(a)(1)  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  mav  pav  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  ot  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  bv  the  same  employer. 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  mav  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

bv  such  employee. 

5.  Anv  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 

paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  tor  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 
an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  by  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee's  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee's  need  tor 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s 
need  for  preventive  medical  care; 
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(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 

condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care:  or 

(C)  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  ot 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 
determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 
family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  may  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 
to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 

notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 
provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  mav  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  mav  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  by  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  by  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 
shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  mav  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  bv  law. 

285.609,  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of,  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642:  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer's  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642:  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642, 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion, 

suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642, 

285.612.  1 .  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  by  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 
conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 
information  required  under  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 
and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 
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285.6 15.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  by  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  the  Director  may  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  by  the  Director  by  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  by 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  arc  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  may  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642,  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  ot 
enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials, 

concerning  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642,  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  any  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  may  grant  as  relief,  as 
it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 
of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 
liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 

equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 

employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  ot 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633.  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 


18-037 


285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 
an  employee’s  or  an  employee's  family  members  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 
sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 
employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B1  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  alYected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 
affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  anv  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 

shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 
requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms; 
provided  further,  that  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  to  any  employee  engaged 

in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry  who  is  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  (11  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective 
bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642.  no  provisions  ol 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 
agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  anv  other  law, 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 
or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  mrisdiction  to  be 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 

applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional. 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  expect  no  significant  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 


2 


Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  9  (2018-036) 

Dear  Attorney  General  Koster: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

Pursuant  to  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo,  we  are  referring  the  proposed  petition  sample  sheet  to  your  office  for 
review.  Please  respond  within  the  next  ten  days  as  required  by  Section  1 16.334,  RSMo. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


cc:  James  Layton 

Barbara  Wood 
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County _ 

Page  No _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

[Official  Ballot  title] 

NOV  1  6  201  6 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 


and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  20 1 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri'. 

Section  285.055  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as 
sections  285.600.  285.603.  285.606.  285.609.  285.612,  285.615.  285.618,  285.621,  285.624,  285.627.  285.630. 
285.633.  285.636.  285.639.  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.055.  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Employee",  an  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer; 

(2)  "Employer",  any  individual,  sole  proprietorship,  partnership,  limited  liability  company,  corporation,  or  any 
other  entity  that  is  legally  doing  business  in  this  state:  provided,  however,  that  employer  shall  not  include  any 
public  employer  as  defined  in  section  285.525; 

(3)  "Employment  benefits",  anything  of  value  that  an  employee  may  receive  from  an  employer  in  addition  to 
wages  and  salary.  The  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  health,  disability,  retirement,  profit-sharing,  and 
death  benefits;  group  accidental  death  and  dismemberment  benefits;  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for 
holidays,  [sick  leave.]  vacation,  and  personal  necessity;  and  terms  of  employment,  attendance,  or  leave  policies; 
provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  this  section,  "employment  benefits"  does  not  include  paid  or  unpaid 

days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave  that  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  listed  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  section  285.606. 

(4)  "Political  subdivision",  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village. 

2.  No  political  subdivision  shall  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an 
employee: 

( 1 )  A  minimum  or  living  wage  rate;  or 

(2)  Employment  benefits; 

that  exceed  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  preempt  any  state  law  or  local  minimum  wage  ordinance  requirements  in  effect  on  August  28.  2015. 


285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Construction",  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 

decorating,  or  major  repair. 

(2)  “Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 

principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department”,  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(41  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(5)  “Earned  paid  sick  time",  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits. 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(6)  “Employee",  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  arc  on  a  voluntary  basis; 

(B)  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(C)  Anv  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  bv  an  educational. 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  are  credited  toward 

the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion; 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  baby-sitting  services; 

(G)  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  ot  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(HI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddy,  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 
occupation; 

(II  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  §§  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(.0  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  anv 

correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 

services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 
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(7)  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  “employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 

agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town, 
village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member,  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 

partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee’s  household. 

(9)  “Health  care  professional.”  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(10)  "Person”,  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(11)  "Retaliatory  personnel  action”,  denial  of  anv  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  "Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  hv  the  employer:  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627,  tvyear”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  fifty-six  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  lull-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 
employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  dav  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  mav  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 
employee  hired  more  than  ninety  davs  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 
commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  §  213(a)(  1 )  of  the  Federal 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 
sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 
accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 
in  subsections  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 
from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  mav  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  ol  a 
year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee’s  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 
same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 
location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  sepciration 
from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  by  the  same  employer. 
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previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  by  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  may  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

bv  such  employee. 

5.  Anv  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 

paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  may  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  bv  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee’s  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's  need  For 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury',  or  health  condition;  an  employee's 

need  for  preventive  medical  care; 

(B)  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 

condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee's  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 

emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  of 

a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 

family  member's  presence  in  the  community  may  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  by  anv  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 

notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 
sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  may  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  may  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  by  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  anv  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 
employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642;  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  any  person  about  anv  employer’s  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642;  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 
cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 
285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 
285.642. 
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3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge.  demotion, 
suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 
of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1 .  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 
earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 
285.600  through  285.642,  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 
sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 
retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting*  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  by  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 

information  required  under  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 

and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 
practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 5.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  bv  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  mav  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  by  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  by 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 
require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  ot 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  ol  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  dctined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  1  his 

section  and  chanter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28, 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  ol  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  ol  funds  to  cover  the  costs  ot  such 

acts. 

285.621.  1.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  ol 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 
persons  who  arc  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 
health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3,  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 
require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 
285.642.  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 
enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials, 
concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  ot  funds  to  cover  the  costs  ot  such 
acts. 
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285.624,  1,  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  any  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor:  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Any  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  may  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  mav  grant  as  relief,  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  any  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  any  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer’s  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney’s  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 

equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 

employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633.  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 

an  employee's  or  an  employee's  family  member's  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 

employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(C)  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  anv  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 

shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 

requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms; 

provided  further,  that  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  to  anv  employee  engaged 

in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry  who  is  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Notwithstanding*  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective 

bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  no  provisions  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  anv  other  law, 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Anv  county,  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state  shall  have  the  power  and  authority  to  establish,  mandate,  or 

otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  paid  or  unpaid  davs  off  from  work  for  sick  leave 

which  exceeds  the  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 
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285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.61 8.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 
or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  ol  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 

applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional, 
or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ot  sections  285.600 
through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  revises  Section  285.055,  RSMo,  and  adds  15  new  sections  to 
Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Officials  from  Missouri  Western  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
university. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Northwest  Missouri  State  University,  Southeast 
Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State  University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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Jami  s  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Inhormai  ion  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Je:i  i  hrson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR  S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

NOV  I  6  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ _  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  oj  Missouri : 

Fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  285.600,  285.603,  285.606.  285.609,  285.612,  285.615,  285.618, 
285.621,  285.624,  285.627,  285.630,  285.633,  285.636.  285.639,  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Department”.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(21  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(31  “Earned  paid  sick  time”,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 
including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606,  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(41  “Employee",  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A1  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B1  Anv  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(Cl  Anv  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational. 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D1  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  bv  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 
fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  arc  credited  toward 

the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Any  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion; 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  baby-sitting  services: 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  by  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  ot  title 

49,  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(Fll  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddy,  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation: 

(11  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(J)  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  any 

correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 

(51  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee;  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  ‘‘employer"  does  not 

include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 

agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town, 

village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(61  “Family  member”,  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A1  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 
partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(Cl  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  a  domestic 
partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

( D )  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  ol  a  biological,  toster.  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 
of  the  employee  or  the  employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner;  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee's  household. 

(7)  “Health  care  professional.”  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 
emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 
personnel. 

(8)  “Person",  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal  representative, 
or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(91  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”,  denial  of  anv  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 
employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action"  shall  also  include 
interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 
hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 
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( 1 0)  ‘"Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer:  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627,  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 
earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  fifty-six  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  oF  earned 
paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 
forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  dav  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  §  21 3(a)(  1 )  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (21  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  may  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee’s  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(El  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  bv  the  same  employer. 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  may  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

by  such  employee. 

5.  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 
paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  may  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  by  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee's  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's 
need  for  preventive  medical  care; 

(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 
condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  by  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  bv  order  of 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 
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determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  by  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee’s  or 
family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  may  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 
to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 
communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  anv  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 
make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 
provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  may  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  may  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  ot  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  by  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  bv  law. 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  anv  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642:  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer’s  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642;  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642. 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer's  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  may  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion. 

suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1.  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  it  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  may  be  answered. 

2,  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 
conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 
information  required  under  subsection  ( 1)  of  this  section  tor  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1) 
and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.615.  1.  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  bv  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 
taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 
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2.  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  the  Director  may  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  bv 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536,  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 
unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  arc  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642.  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials. 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624,  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

by  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  mav  grant  as  relief,  as 
it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  foil  amount 

of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer’s  violation  ot 
sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 
liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 
equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 
employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  ol 
sections  285.600  through  285.642.  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633.  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 
an  employee's  or  an  employee's  family  member's  health  information  as  a  condition  ot  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  by  an  employer  regarding  an 
employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 
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(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  by  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 

requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  by  a  valid  collective 
bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  no  provisions  ol 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 
employer  to  comply  with  any  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 
time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  any  other  law. 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 
contrary  to  any  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618,  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 

or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  lurisdiction  to  be 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 
applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional, 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ot  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 

Notes 


1  For  a  complete  list  of  paid  sick  days  laws  and  their  provisions,  see:  A  Better  Balance,  “Overview  of  Paid  Sick 
Time  Laws  in  the  United  States,” 

<http://www.abetterbalance.org/web/images/stories/Documents/sickdays/factsheet/PSDchart.pdf>  (accessed 
May  4,  2016). 

2  Jenny  Xia,  Jeffrey  Hayes,  Barbara  Gault,  and  Hailey  Nguyen,  “Paid  Sick  Days  Access  and  Usage  Rates  Vary 
by  Race/Ethnicity,  Occupation,  and  Earnings,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (February  2016) 
<http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-days-access-and-usage-rates-vary-by-race-ethnicity-occupation- 
and-earnings>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

3  Tom  W.  Smith  and  Jibum  Kim,  “Paid  Sick  Days:  Attitudes  and  Experiences,”  Public  Welfare  Foundation 
(June  2010)  <http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work-family/psd/paid-sick-days-attitudes- 
and-experiences.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

4  Robert  Drago  and  Kevin  Miller,  “Sick  at  Work:  Infected  Employees  in  the  Workplace  During  the  H1N1 
Pandemic,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (January  2010)  <http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/sick-at- 
work-infected-employees-in-the -workplace -during-the-hlnl-pandemic  >  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

5  Supriya  Kumar,  John  J.  Grefenstette,  David  Galloway,  Steven  M.  Albert,  and  Donald  S.  Burke,  “Policies  to 
Reduce  Influenza  in  the  Workplace:  Impact  Assessments  Using  an  Agent-Based  Model,”  American  Journal  of 
Public  Health  103  (8):  1406-1411  (2013). 

6  M  Keech,  A.J.  Scott,  and  P.  J.  J.  Ryan,  “The  impact  of  influenza  and  influenza-like  illness  on  productivity 
and  healthcare  resource  utilization  in  a  working  population,”  Occupational  Medicine  48  (2):  85-90  (1998). 

7  Walter  F.  Stewart,  Judith  A.  Ricci,  Elsbeth  Chee,  and  David  Morganstein,  “Lost  Productive  Work  Time 
Costs  From  Health  Conditions  in  the  United  States:  Results  From  the  American  Productivity  Audit,”  American 
College  of  Occupational  and  Environmental  Medicine  (December  2003)  < 

http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work-family/psd/lost-productive-work-time-american- 
productivity-audit. pdf>  (accessed  April  26th,  2016). 

8  Robert  Drago  and  Kevin  Miller,  “Sick  at  Work:  Infected  Employees  in  the  Workplace  During  the  H1N1 
Pandemic,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (January  2010)  <http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/sick-at- 
work-infected-employees-in-the-workplace-during-the-hlnl-pandemic  >  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 


5 


9  Pana  Asfaw,  Regina  Pana-Cryan,  and  Roger  Rosa,  “Paid  Sick  Leave  and  Nonfatal  Occupational  Injuries,” 
American  Journal  of  Public  Health  102(9):  e59-e64  (September  2012). 

10  Heather  Hill,  “Paid  Sick  Leave  and  Job  Stability,”  Work  and  Occupations  40(2):  143-173  (2013). 

11  Heather  Boushey  and  Sarah  Jane  Glynn,  “There  Are  Significant  Business  Costs  to  Replacing  Employees,” 
Center  for  American  Progress  (November  16,  2012)  <https://www.americanprogress.org/wp- 
content/uploads/2012/1  l/CostofTurnover.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

12  Lucy  A.  Peipins,  Ashwini  Soman,  Zahava  Berkowitz,  and  Mary  C.  White,  “The  lack  of  paid  sick  leave  as  a 
barrier  to  cancer  screening  and  medical  care-seeking:  results  from  the  National  Health  Interview  Survey,” 
BMC  Public  Health  12:  520  (2012). 

13  Institute  of  Medicine,  “Care  Without  Coverage:  Too  Little,  Too  Late,”  (May  2002) 
<https://iom.nationalacademies.org/~/media/Files/Report%20Files/2003/Care-Without-Coverage-Too-Little- 
Too-Fate/Uninsured2FINAF.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

14  FeaAnne  De  Ringe,  Patricia  Stoddard-Dare,  and  Finda  Quinn,  “Workers  Without  Paid  Sick  Feave  Fess 
Fikely  to  Take  Time  Off  For  Illness  Or  Injury  Compared  To  Those  With  Paid  Sick  Feave,”  Health  Affairs 
35(3):  520-527  (2016). 

15  Kevin  Miller,  Claudia  Williams,  and  Youngmin  Yi,  “Paid  Sick  Days  and  Health:  Cost  Savings  from 
Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (November  201 1) 
<http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-days-and-health-cost-savings-from-reduced-emergency- 
department-visits>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

16  Tom  W.  Smith  and  Jibum  Kim,  “Paid  Sick  Days:  Attitudes  and  Experiences,”  Public  Welfare  Foundation 
(June  2010)  <http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work-family/psd/paid-sick-days-attitudes- 
and-experiences.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

17  Kristin  Smith  and  Andrew  Schaefer,  “Who  Cares  for  the  Sick  Kids?  Parents’  Access  to  Paid  Time  to  Care 
for  a  Sick  child,”  The  Carsey  Institute,  Issue  Brief  No.  51  (Spring  2012). 

<http://scholars.unh.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1170&context=carsey>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

18  Tom  W.  Smith  and  Jibum  Kim,  “Paid  Sick  Days:  Attitudes  and  Experiences,”  Public  Welfare  Foundation 
(June  2010)  <http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work-family/psd/paid-sick-days-attitudes- 
and-experiences.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

19  Heather  Hill,  “Paid  Sick  Feave  and  Job  Stability,”  Work  and  Occupations  40(2):  143-173  (2013). 

20  Family  Caregiver  Alliance,  “Selected  Caregiver  Statistics,”  (December  31,  2012) 
<https://caregiver.org/selected-caregiver-statistics>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

21  Dan  Witters,  “Caregiving  Costs  U.S.  Economy  $25.2  Billion  in  Fost  Productivity,”  Gallup  (July  27,  201 1) 
<http://www.gallup.com/poll/148670/caregiving-costs-economy-billion-lost-productivity.aspx>  (accessed 
January  12,  2016). 

22  Kevin  Miller,  Claudia  Williams,  and  Youngmin  Yi,  “Paid  Sick  Days  and  Health:  Cost  Savings  from 
Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (November  201 1) 
<http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-days-and-health-cost-savings-from-reduced-emergency- 
department-visits>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

23  Jennifer  Romich  with  Wes  Bignell,  Tracy  Brazg,  Chantel  Johnson,  Cori  Mar,  Jennifer  Morton,  and  Chiho 
Song,  “Implementation  and  Early  Outcomes  of  the  City  of  Seattle  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,”  (April 
23, 2014) 

<http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/CityAuditor/auditreports/PSSTOUWReportwAppendices.pd 
f>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

24  Eileen  Appelbaum,  Ruth  Milkman,  Fuke  Elliott,  and  Teresa  Kroeger,  “Good  for  Business?  Connecticut’s 
Paid  Sick  Feave  Faw,”  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy  Research  (2014) 

<http://www.cepr.net/documents/good-for-buisness-2014-02-21.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

25  Robert  Drago  and  Vicky  Fovell,  San  Francisco’s  Paid  Sick  Leave  Ordinance:  Outcomes  for  Employers  and 
Employees,  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (February  2011)  <http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/San- 
Fran-PSD>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

26  ibid. 

27  Jennifer  Romich  with  Wes  Bignell,  Tracy  Brazg,  Chantel  Johnson,  Cori  Mar,  Jennifer  Morton,  and  Chiho 
Song,  “Implementation  and  Early  Outcomes  of  the  City  of  Seattle  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,”  (April 
23, 2014) 


6 


<http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/CityAuditor/auditreports/PSSTOUWReportwAppendices.pd 
f>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

28  Eileen  Appelbaum,  Ruth  Milkman,  Luke  Elliott,  and  Teresa  Kroeger,  “Good  for  Business?  Connecticut’s 
Paid  Sick  Leave  Law,”  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy  Research  (2014) 

<http://www.cepr.net/documents/good-for-buisness-2014-02-21.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

29  Robert  Drago  and  Vicky  Lovell,  San  Francisco’s  Paid  Sick  Leave  Ordinance:  Outcomes  for  Employers  and 
Employees ,  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (February  2011)  <http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/San- 
Fran-PSD>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

30  Jenny  Xia,  Jeffrey  Hayes,  Barbara  Gault,  and  Hailey  Nguyen,  “Paid  Sick  Days  Access  and  Usage  Rates 
Vary  by  Race/Ethnicity,  Occupation,  and  Earnings,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (February  2016) 
<http://iwpr.org/pubbcations/pubs/paid-sick-days-access-and-usage-rates-vary-by-race-ethnicity-occupation- 
and-earnings>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

31  Eileen  Appelbaum,  Ruth  Milkman,  Luke  Elliott,  and  Teresa  Kroeger,  “Good  for  Business?  Connecticut’s 
Paid  Sick  Leave  Law,”  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy  Research  (2014) 

<http://www.cepr.net/documents/good-for-buisness-2014-02-21.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

32  Jennifer  Romich  with  Wes  Bignell.  Tracy  Brazg,  Chantel  Johnson,  Cori  Mar,  Jennifer  Morton,  and  Chiho 
Song,  “Implementation  and  Early  Outcomes  of  the  City  of  Seattle  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,”  (April 
23, 2014) 

<http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/CityAuditor/auditreports/PSSTOUWReportwAppendices.pd 
f>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

33  Kevin  Miller  and  Sarah  Towne,  “San  Francisco  Employment  Growth  Remains  Stronger  with  Paid  Sick  Days 
Law  Than  Surrounding  Counties,”  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (September  2011) 
<http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/san-francisco-employment-growth-remains-stronger-with-paid-sick-days- 
law-than-surrounding-counties>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

34  The  Main  Street  Alliance  of  Washington,  “Paid  Sick  Days  and  the  Seattle  Economy:  Job  growth  and 
business  formation  at  the  1-year  anniversary  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  law,”  (September  2013) 
<http://www.thestranger.com/images/blogimages/20 1 3/09/ 10/1378841 347 -psd- 1  -year-report-final. pdf> 
(accessed  January  12,  2016). 

35  Eileen  Appelbaum,  Ruth  Milkman,  Luke  Elliott,  and  Teresa  Kroeger,  “Good  for  Business?  Connecticut’s 
Paid  Sick  Leave  Law,”  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy  Research  (2014) 

<http://www.cepr.net/documents/good-for-buisness-2014-02-21.pdf>  (accessed  January  12,  2016). 

36  Robert  Drago  and  Vicky  Lovell,  San  Francisco’s  Paid  Sick  Leave  Ordinance:  Outcomes  for  Employers  and 
Employees,  Institute  for  Women’s  Policy  Research  (February  2011)  <http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/San- 
Fran-PSD>  (accessed  March  18,  2016). 

37  Stefan  Pichler  and  Nicolas  R.  Ziebarth,  “The  Pros  and  Cons  of  Sick  Pay  Schemes,”  DIW  Berlin  (2015)  < 
https://www.diw. de/documents/publikationen/73/diw_01.c. 514633. de/dpl509.pdf>  (accessed  April  26,  2016). 

Funding  for  this  briefing  paper  was  provided  by  the  Ford  Foundation  and  the  Annie  E.  Casey 
Foundation. 


For  more  information  on  IWPR  reports  or  membership,  please 
call  (202)  785-5100,  e-mail  iwpr@iwpr.org,  or  visit  www.iwpr.org. 


The  Institute  for  Women ’s  Policy  Research  (IWPR)  conducts  rigorous  research  and  disseminates  its  findings  to 
address  the  needs  of  women,  promote  public  dialogue,  and  strengthen  families,  communities,  and  societies.  The 
Institute  works  with  policymakers,  scholars,  and  public  interest  groups  to  design,  execute,  and  disseminate  research 
that  illuminates  economic  and  social  policy  issues  affecting  women  and  their  families,  and  to  build  a  network  of 
individuals  and  organizations  that  conduct  and  use  women-oriented policy  research.  IWPR’s  work  is  supported  by 
foundation  grants,  government  grants  and  contracts,  donations  from  individuals,  and  contributions  from 
organizations  and  corporations.  IWPR  is  a  501(c)(3)  tax-exempt  organization  that  also  works  in  affiliation  with  the 
women ’s  studies,  and  public  policy  and  public  administration  programs  at  The  George  Washington  University. 


7 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
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Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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State  Information  Center 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kandhr 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


1i  i  c  hons  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  17,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


flu-J  Mr  . 

NOV  1  ?  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  CfriCE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  7  (2018-034) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State'  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  )ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Received 

NOV  I  6  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


l, 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri : 

Section  285.055  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as 
sections  285.600.  285.603, 285.606,  285.609,  285.612, 285.615, 285.618,  285.621, 285.624,  285.627,  285.630, 
285.633,  285.636,  285.639.  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.055.  1 .  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Employee",  an  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer; 

(2)  "Employer",  any  individual,  sole  proprietorship,  partnership,  limited  liability  company,  corporation,  or  any 
other  entity  that  is  legally  doing  business  in  this  state;  provided,  however,  that  employer  shall  not  include  any 
public  employer  as  defined  in  section  285.525; 

(3)  "Employment  benefits",  anything  of  value  that  an  employee  may  receive  from  an  employer  in  addition  to 
wages  and  salary.  The  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  health,  disability,  retirement,  profit-sharing,  and 
death  benefits;  group  accidental  death  and  dismemberment  benefits;  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for 
holidays,  [sick  leave,]  vacation,  and  personal  necessity;  and  terms  of  employment,  attendance,  or  leave  policies; 
provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  this  section,  “employment  benefits”  does  not  include  paid  or  unpaid 
days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave  that  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  listed  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  section  285.606. 

(4)  "Political  subdivision",  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village. 

2.  No  political  subdivision  shall  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an 
employee: 

( 1 )  A  minimum  or  living  wage  rate;  or 

(2)  Employment  benefits; 

that  exceed  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  preempt  any  state  law  or  local  minimum  wage  ordinance  requirements  in  effect  on  August  28.  2015. 

285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Department”,  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(2)  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(31  “Earned  paid  sick  timeT  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 
including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 
be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(4)  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B)  Anv  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(Cl  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational, 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D)  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pay  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  ot  the  individual  employed  by  the  organization  are  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 
on  each  occasion; 

(F)  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  babv-sitting  services; 

(G)  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(H)  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golt  caddv.  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation: 

(I)  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  $$  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(J)  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  any 
correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 

(5)  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  ^employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department, 
agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town, 
village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 
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(6)  "Family  member",  any  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 

partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 

employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

( Q  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee's  household. 

(7)  “Health  care  professional."  any  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(8)  “Person",  any  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal  representative. 

or  any  organized  group  of  persons. 

(9)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action'*,  denial  of  any  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or 

any  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  any  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  any  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action"  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  any  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

( 10)  “Year'’,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer;  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627,  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  fifty-six  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 
paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 
provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  dav  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  day). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  mav  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  mav  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  dav  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  bv  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  $  213(a)(1)  of  the  Federal 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  mav  pav  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  ot 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 
same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 
location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  by  the  same  employer, 
previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 
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accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  mav  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 
bv  such  employee. 

5.  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  ol 
paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 
provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 
an  employer  upon  the  employee’s  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  lrom  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  bv  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee’s  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's 

need  for  preventive  medical  care; 

(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 
condition;  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 

emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  bv  order  ot 

a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  by  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 

family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  mav  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  by  electronic  means  or  bv  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  etlort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  ot  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 
shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  mav  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 
employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 
employer’s  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  bv  law. 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 
exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  any  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 
employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642;  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer’s  alleged  violation  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642;  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  ot  sections  285.600  through 

285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 
285.642. 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion- 

suspension.  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 
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285.612.  1 ,  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  by  ninety  davs  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

throtmh  285.642  may  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  may  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 

information  required  under  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 

and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 5.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  by  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  throtmh  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  mav  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  by  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  by 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  by  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.618.  1.  The  Department  mav.  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chanter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chanter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  throtmh  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  throtmh  285.642,  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642,  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials. 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  anv  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 
shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

by  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 
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2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 
constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Any  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 
portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 
time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  may  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 
appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 
relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  may  grant  as  relief,  as 
it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  any  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 
of  any  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  any  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney’s  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  by  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 
equitable  relief  as  may  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 

employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  throuah  285.642.  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633.  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1.  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 

an  employee’s  or  an  employee’s  family  member's  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 

employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records;  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  anv  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  throuah  285.642 

shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 
requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  (H  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  by  a  valid  collective 

bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  no  provisions  ol 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  throuah  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

riaht  of  employees  to  baraain  collectively  throuah  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  throuah  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  aenerous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  throuah  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 
employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  aenerous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639,  1.  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  anv  other  law- 

regulation-  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Anv  county,  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state  shall  have  the  power  and  authority  to  establish,  mandate,  or 

otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  paid  or  unpaid  days  otf  from  work  tor  sick  leave 

which  exceeds  the  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 
contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 
or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  ot  competent  lurisdiction  to  be 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 
applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional, 
or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ot  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 


1 200  1 8th  Street,  NW,  Suite  301  I  Washington,  DC  20036 1  202/  785-5100 1  www.iwpr.org  I  www  iwpr.org/blog 


with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  Institute  for  Women ’s  Policy  Research  (IWPR)  conducts  rigorous  research  and  disseminates  its  findings  to 
address  the  needs  of  women,  promote  public  dialogue,  and  strengthen  families,  communities,  and  societies.  The 
Institute  works  with  policymakers,  scholars,  and  public  interest  groups  to  design,  execute,  and  disseminate  research 
that  illuminates  economic  and  social  policy  issues  affecting  women  and  their  families,  and  to  build  a  network  of 
individuals  and  organizations  that  conduct  and  use  women-oriented policy  research.  IWPR’s  work  is  supported  by 
foundation  grants,  government  grants  and  contracts,  donations  from  individuals,  and  contributions  from 
organizations  and  corporations.  IWPR  is  a  501(c)(3)  tax-exempt  organization  that  also  works  in  affiliation  with  the 
women ’s  studies,  and  public  policy  and  public  administration  programs  at  The  George  Washington  University. 


7 


The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
St  AT!  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kandhr 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  i chons  Division 
(573(751  2301 


November  17,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


NOV  1  7  201S 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  lo 

Chapter  285,  version  6  (20 1 8-033) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  stale 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Ji t  h  rson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 
I _ 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Rece,VED 

l  6  2016 

XCRE TARY  OF  STATE 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and  _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 

dav  of 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

.A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  285.600,  285.603.  285.606,  285.609,  285.612,  285.615,  285.618, 
285.621,  285.624,  285.627,  285.630,  285.633,  285.636,  285.639,  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Construction'1,  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 
decorating,  or  major  repair. 

(2)  “Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 
principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department’’.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4  )  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(5)  “Earned  paid  sick  time”,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits. 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(6)  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B)  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care: 

(Cl  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  any  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  bv  an  educational, 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization: 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  bv  the 
organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pay  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  are  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization: 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion: 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  babv-sitting  services; 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 

49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  10101  ct  seq.: 

(1-1)  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddv.  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation: 

(11  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  any  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  §§  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(iil; 

(.1)  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  any 

correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 

services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550:  or 

(K1  Anv  individual  engaged  in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry. 

(71  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  ‘‘employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department, 
agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town- 
village.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  "‘Family  member”,  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 

partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee’s  household. 

(9)  “Health  care  professional.”  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 
emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 
personnel. 
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(10)  “Person",  any  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  any  organized  group  of  persons. 

(11)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action'’,  denial  of  anv  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or 

any  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  any  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  any  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  “Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  by  the  employer;  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627,  “year"  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

twenty-four  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  day  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  ( irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  dav  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  §  213(a)(1)  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  nonrial  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  mav  pav  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee’s  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  by  the  same  employer. 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  by  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  mav  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  ol  accrual 

bv  such  employee. 

5.  Anv  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 

paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  trom  employment  tor 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  bv  an  employer  for: 
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(A1  An  employee's  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee's  need  lor 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's 
need  for  preventive  medical  care: 

(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  iniurv.  or  health 
condition;  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee's  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  of 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 

family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  may  leopardize  the  health  ol  others  because  ol  his  or  her  exposure 
to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 
shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 
provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  may  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 
employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  may  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer’s  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  ol  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  mav  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  bv  law. 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  any  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642;  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  any  person  about  any  employer’s  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642;  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  any  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642. 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion. 

suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1 .  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  by  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 
earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  ot  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 
285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 
retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 
information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 
through  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 
conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 
such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 
information  required  under  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 
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and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.615.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  by  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  may  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  by  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  bv 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothin”  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  arc  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28, 

2018,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  may  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642.  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials. 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  any  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  by  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  line,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  dav  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  by  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  mav  grant  as  relief,  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  lull  amount 
of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employees  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 
equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 
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employment  and  back  pay.  Any  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  ol 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 
an  employee’s  or  an  employee's  family  member’s  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 
sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 
employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(At  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(C)  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  With  respect  to  employees  covered  by  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the 
effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall 
apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 
riuht  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 
employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2,  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 
employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  throuizh  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  ritzhts  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 
time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  ot  any  other  law, 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  by  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 
contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 

severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause. 

or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 

applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional. 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ol  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
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Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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Jason  Kander 


Jamks  C.  Kirkpatrick 

STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  oe  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  17,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory'  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  5  (2018-032) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick  Stati  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Ji  eeikson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

NOV  l  6  2016 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


i. 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  oj  Missouri: 

Section  285.055  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as 
sections  285.600.  285.603,  285.606.  285.609.  285.612, 285.615,  285.618,  285.621,  285.624.  285.627,  285.630, 
285.633,  285.636,  285.639,  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.055.  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Employee",  an  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer; 

(2)  "Employer",  any  individual,  sole  proprietorship,  partnership,  limited  liability  company,  corporation,  or  any 
other  entity  that  is  legally  doing  business  in  this  state;  provided,  however,  that  employer  shall  not  include  any 
public  employer  as  defined  in  section  285.525; 

(3)  "Employment  benefits",  anything  of  value  that  an  employee  may  receive  from  an  employer  in  addition  to 
wages  and  salary.  The  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  health,  disability,  retirement,  profit-sharing,  and 
death  benefits;  group  accidental  death  and  dismemberment  benefits;  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for 
holidays,  [sick  leave,]  vacation,  and  personal  necessity;  and  terms  of  employment,  attendance,  or  leave  policies; 
provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  this  section,  “employment  benefits”  does  not  include  paid  or  unpaid 
days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave  that  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  listed  in  subsection  (1)  of  section  285.606. 

(4)  "Political  subdivision",  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village. 

2.  No  political  subdivision  shall  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an 
employee: 

( 1 )  A  minimum  or  living  wage  rate;  or 

(2)  Employment  benefits; 

that  exceed  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  preempt  any  state  law  or  local  minimum  wage  ordinance  requirements  in  effect  on  August  28.  2015. 


285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 1  “Construction"',  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 
decorating,  or  major  repair. 

(2)  “Construction  industry”,  includes  anv  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 

principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department”.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4)  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(5)  “Earned  paid  sick  time'’,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606,  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(61  “Employee”,  anv  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis; 

(B)  Anv  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(Cl  Anv  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  anv  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational, 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization; 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  bv  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pay  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  by  the  organization  are  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion; 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  babv-sitting  services; 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  10101  et  seq.; 

(Hi  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  goll  caddv.  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 
occupation; 

(II  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  SS  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(J)  Any  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  anv 
correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550:  or 
(K1  Anv  individual  engaged  in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry. 
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(7)  “Employer*,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 

employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  “employer"  does  not 

include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 

agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town, 

village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member",  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 

partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 

employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee's  household. 

(9)  “Health  care  professional.”  any  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(10)  “Person",  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(11)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”,  denial  of  anv  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  any  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  “Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer:  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year'  shall  mean  a  calendar  year- 

285.  603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

twenty-four  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  dav  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  mav  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  bv  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  $  213(a)(1)  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  may  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 
year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  bv  the 
same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 
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from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  by  the  same  employer. 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(FI  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 
accrued  when  employed  by  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  may  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 
bv  such  employee. 

5.  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  ol 

paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6,  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  bv  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee's  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee's 

need  for  preventive  medical  care: 

(B)  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 

condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care:  or 

(C)  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 

emergency,  or  an  employee’s  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  of 

a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 

family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  laith  ettort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 
shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 
not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  mav  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 
documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  by  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 
section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  mav  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  bv  law. 

285.609,  1 ,  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 
exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  any  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 
employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 
through  285.642:  the  right  to  File  a  complaint  or  inform  any  person  about  any  employers  alleged  violation  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  any  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642:  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642. 
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3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer's  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion, 

suspension,  or  any  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  any  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1.  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642,  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

throuuh  285.642  may  be  answered. 

2,  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  (1 )  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3,  The  Department  may  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 

information  required  under  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  for  employers’  use  in  complying  with  subsections  (1 ) 

and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 5.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  by  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  mav  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  by 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536,  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  arc  nonseverable  and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothinu  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  may  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  throuuh 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  may  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothinu  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642,  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  ol 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials, 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 


acts. 
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285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 
provisions  and  requirements  ot  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  ot  a  class  C  misdemeanoi  and 
shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 
of  a  class  C  misdemeanor:  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willlully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 
requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guiltv  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 
bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 
constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 
portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  may  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 
appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  ot  the  cause  ot  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  may  grant  as  relief  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  ol  the  employer  s  violation  ot 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney’s  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 

equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 

employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  ot 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 

an  employee’s  or  an  employee’s  family  member’s  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 
employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B1  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  With  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the 

effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall 

apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 
right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 
employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 
time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  ailect  the  applicability  ol  any  other  law, 
regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  by  employees  of  earned  paid 
sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2,  Anv  county,  citv.  town,  or  village  in  the  state  shall  have  the  power  and  authority  to  establish,  mandate,  or 
otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  tor  sick  leave 
which  exceeds  the  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

3,  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 
contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618,  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause. 
or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  ot  competent  lurisdiction  to  be 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 
applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional. 
or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600 
through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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Jason  Kan d  hr 


JAMI  S  C.  KiRKI'ATRICK 
STATI  INFORMATION  ClNTlK 
( 573 I  75 1  4936 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Ei  i  <  TioN.s  Division 
( 373 1 73  I  230 1 


November  1 7,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  NOV  1  7  2016 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101  STATE  AUDITORS  OrrtCE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  4  (2018-03 1 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  tlscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  1  Ion.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami  sC.  Kirkpatrick  Staff  Information  Ci-.ntfr 
600  w.  Main  Stri  i  t  •  Jf.ffi:rson  City  63101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

NOV  1  fi  2016 
MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  285.600.  285.603,  285.606,  285.609,  285.612,  285.615,  285.618, 
285.621,  285.624,  285.627,  285.630, 285.633,  285.636.  285.639,  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 1  “Construction”,  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  painting  and 

decorating,  or  major  repair. 

(2)  “Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 

principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department”.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4)  “Director ' ’,  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(5)  “Earned  paid  sick  time”,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606,  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(6)  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B)  Anv  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care: 

(Cl  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  anv  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  by  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational- 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization; 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  bv  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  by  the  organization  are  credited  toward 

the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization: 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion: 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  baby-sitting  services: 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 

49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.: 

(Ml  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddy,  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation: 

(11  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  $$  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(Jl  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  any 

correctional  facility  operated  by  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 

(71  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 

employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  “employer”  does  not 

include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 

agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town- 

village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member”,  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 
partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B1  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(Cl  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 
partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

(Dl  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 
(El  A  member  of  the  employee’s  household. 

(91  “Health  care  professional.”  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 
emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 
personnel. 

( 1 01  “-Person”,  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 
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(11)  "Retaliatory  personnel  action'’,  denial  of  any  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  any  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  any  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  ap  investigation.  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  "‘Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  by  the  employer;  except  that  lor  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627,  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

twenty-four  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  day  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  mav  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  §  213(a)(1)  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  mav  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  by  the  same  employer. 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  mav  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

bv  such  employee. 

5.  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 
paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  mav  be  used  tor  the  same  purposes  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  Financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 
an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  for 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  bv  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee's  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s 
need  for  preventive  medical  care: 
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(B1  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 
condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  bv  order  of 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 

family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  anv  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 

notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  mav  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  may  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  ol  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  anv  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  arc  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642:  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer's  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642;  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 
cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 
285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 

285.642. 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion, 

suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1 .  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 
sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 
required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 
retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 
information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  by  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 
information  required  under  subsection  ( 1)  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 
and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 
practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 
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285.61 5.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  may  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  bv 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  mav,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536,  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Anv  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010,  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chanter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.62 1 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community- 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642,  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials, 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  anv  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  by  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor;  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  anv 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory'  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  mav  grant  as  relief  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  of 
sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 

equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 
employment  and  back  pav.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633.  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 
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285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  may  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 
an  employee’s  or  an  employee’s  family  member's  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  any  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 
employee  or  employee' s  family  member  must: 

(A1  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records;  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 
affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 
requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms; 
provided  further,  that  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  to  any  employee  engaged 

in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry  who  is  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  (11  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective 
bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  no  provisions  ot 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 
right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 
employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 
285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 
time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 
time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  any  other  law, 
regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 
contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 
or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  ot  competent  lurisdiction  to  be 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  allect  other  provisions  or 

applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional. 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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Jason  Kan d hr 


J amI'S  C.  Kirkpatrick 
St atp.  Information  Center 
(573)751  4936 


Secretary  oe  State 
state  of  Missouri 


El  I  <  TIONS  DIVISION 

(573) 751  2301 


November  1 7,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


NOV  1  7  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  3  (2018-030) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpa  i  ru  kStati  Information  Cent  i  r 
600  \V.  Main  Street  •  J rn  i  icst  in  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  beheld  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - -  County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR  S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


RECEIVED 

NOV  1  6  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  of  state 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri: 

Section  285.055  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as 
sections  285.600,  285.603.  285.606,  285.609.  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  285.621, 285.624,  285.627.  285.630, 
285.633.  285.636.  285.639.  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.055.  1 .  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1 )  "Employee",  an  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer; 

(2)  "Employer",  any  individual,  sole  proprietorship,  partnership,  limited  liability  company,  corporation,  or  any 
other  entity  that  is  legally  doing  business  in  this  state;  provided,  however,  that  employer  shall  not  include  any 
public  employer  as  defined  in  section  285.525; 

(3)  "Employment  benefits",  anything  of  value  that  an  employee  may  receive  from  an  employer  in  addition  to 
wages  and  salary.  The  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  health,  disability,  retirement,  profit-sharing,  and 
death  benefits;  group  accidental  death  and  dismemberment  benefits;  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for 
holidays,  [sick  leave,]  vacation,  and  personal  necessity;  and  terms  of  employment,  attendance,  or  leave  policies; 
provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  this  section,  "employment  benefits"  does  not  include  paid  or  unpaid 

days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave  that  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  listed  in  subsection  (If  of  section  285.606. 

(4)  "Political  subdivision",  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village. 

2.  No  political  subdivision  shall  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an 
employee: 

(1)  A  minimum  or  living  wage  rate;  or 

(2)  Employment  benefits; 

that  exceed  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  preempt  any  state  law  or  local  minimum  wage  ordinance  requirements  in  effect  on  August  28.  2015. 

285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  “Construction",  includes  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  enlargement,  alteration,  paintiim  and 
decorating.  or  major  repair. 

(21  “Construction  industry”,  includes  any  employer  whose  employees  conduct  or  perform  construction  as  a 

principal  component  of  the  employer's  business  or  enterprise. 

(3)  “Department”.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(4)  “Director*.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(5)  “Earned  paid  sick  time'’,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 

including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 

employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606,  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(6)  “Employee1',  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A)  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  docs  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary'  basis; 

(B)  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(C)  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  bv  an  educational, 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization; 

(D)  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 
organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  are  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(E)  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 
on  each  occasion; 

(F)  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  baby-sitting  services; 

(G)  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  ot  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(H)  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddy,  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation; 

(II  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  El.S.C.  §§  203(e)(2XC)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(J1  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  any 
correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
sen-ices  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 
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(7)  “Employer”,  any  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee;  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  “employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department, 
agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town, 
village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(8)  “Family  member”,  any  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 
partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor: 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 

employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision; 

(D)  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee’s  household. 

(9)  “Health  care  professional.”  any  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

( 10)  "Person”,  any  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal 

representative,  or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(11)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”,  denial  of  any  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  lor  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  any  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(12)  '’Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer;  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

twenty-four  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 
week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 
counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  day  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  day). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  ol  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  davs  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  day  after 

commencing  employment  betorc  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  bv  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  $  2 1 3(a)(  1 )  of  the  Federal 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 
in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 
from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  mav  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  ofa 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  ot 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee’s  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 
subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  bv  the 
same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 
location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 
from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  bv  the  same  employer. 
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previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  lime  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  by  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  by  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  may  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

by  such  employee. 

5.  Anv  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 

paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  may  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee’s  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  For 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  by  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee’s  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury',  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s 

need  for  preventive  medical  care; 

(B)  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 

condition:  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care:  or 

(C)  Closure  of  the  employee's  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 

emergency,  or  an  employee’s  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  of 

a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  by  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee’s  or 

family  member's  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  may  be  made  orally. 

in  writing,  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  anv  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 

notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  mav  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  may  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee's  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  (1)  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  bv  law, 

285.609.  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  anv  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 

exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

through  285.642:  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer's  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 
285.642:  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 
285.642. 
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3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employers  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion, 
suspension,  or  any  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 
of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612.  1.  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 
earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  through  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  il  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  bv  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 
information  required  under  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  for  employers’  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 

and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.615.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  bv  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  mav  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  lor 

inspection  bv  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  by 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  mav.  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Anv  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  anv  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  alter  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subiect  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  ol 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 
require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 
285.642.  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  o_f 
enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials. 
concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  il  it  requires  the  appropriation  ot  tunds  to  cover  the  costs  ol  such 


acts. 
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285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  any  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  lor  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor:  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  line,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  dav  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  may  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2,  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  may  grant  as  relief,  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  may  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 

equitable  relief  as  may  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 

employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633,  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  may  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 

an  employee's  or  an  employee's  family  member's  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  by  an  employer  regarding  an 

employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records;  and 

(C)  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1.  All  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 

shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 

requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms; 

provided  further,  that  no  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  to  any  employee  engaged 

in  construction  work  in  the  construction  industry  who  is  covered  by  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  (1 )  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective 

bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  no  provisions  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  any  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 .  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  anv  other  law. 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Anv  county,  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state  shall  have  the  power  and  authority  to  establish,  mandate,  or 

otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave 

which  exceeds  the  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 


18-030 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618.  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause. 

or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  mrisdiction  to  be 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 
applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional, 
or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ol  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 

Notes 


1  For  a  complete  list  of  paid  sick  days  laws  and  their  provisions,  see:  A  Better  Balance,  “Overview  of  Paid  Sick 
Time  Laws  in  the  United  States,” 

<http://www.abetterbalance.org/web/images/stories/Documents/sickdays/factsheet/PSDchart.pdf>  (accessed 
May  4,  2016). 

2  Jenny  Xia,  Jeffrey  Hayes,  Barbara  Gault,  and  Hailey  Nguyen,  “Paid  Sick  Days  Access  and  Usage  Rates  Vary 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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Jason  Kano  hr 


Jam  i  s  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Stati  Information  Center 
(573)751  -1936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei.i-ctions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  1 7,  2016 


H, 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Slate  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


NOV  I  7  7016 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  2  (2018-029) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Ca  n  i  i.r 
600  W.  Main  Stria  t  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  john  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


RECEIVED 

NOV  ]  6  2016 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and  _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERjURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  State  of  Missouri : 

Fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as  sections  285.600.  285.603,  285.606.  285.609.  285.612,  285.615,  285.618, 
285.621,  285.624,  285.627,  285.630,  285.633,  285.636.  285.639,  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 1  “Department”.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(2)  “Director’.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(31  “Earned  paid  sick  time”,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 
including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290,502. 

(41  “Employee”,  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(A1  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 

the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary  basis: 

(B1  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(Cl  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  any  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational, 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization; 

(D1  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 
organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pay  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  of  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  arc  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Any  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 

on  each  occasion; 

(FI  Any  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  babv-sitting  services; 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 

49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(HI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddy,  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation; 

(11  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  §§  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(.11  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010.  who  is  incarcerated  in  any 

correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 

services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 

(5)  “Employer”,  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee:  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  “employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 

agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  countv,  town- 

village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 

(6)  “Family  member’,  anv  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 
partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor; 

(131  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee’s  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child; 

(Cl  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  ol  a  political  subdivision: 

(Dt  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 
of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(El  A  member  of  the  employee’s  household. 

(71  “Health  care  professional,”  anv  individual  licensed  under  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 
emergency  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(81  “Person”,  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal  representative, 
or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(91  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”,  denial  of  anv  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or 
any  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 
employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action”  shall  also  include 
interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation.  proceeding._or 
hearing  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 
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(10)  “Year’;  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  bv  the  employer;  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

twenty-four  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determining  the  number  of  employees  performing  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  ( 1)  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  dav  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  dav). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 
employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  dav  alter 

commencing  employment  before  using  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  arc  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  $  213(a)(  1 )  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  may  pay  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  ol 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  bv  the  same  employer, 

previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 

be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 

commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  may  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  of  accrual 

bv  such  employee. 

5.  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy,  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 

paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  may  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  and 

under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 

provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 
an  employer  upon  the  employee's  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  tor 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  by  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee's  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee's 
need  for  preventive  medical  care: 

(B)  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  care  of  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health 
condition;  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care:  or 

(C)  Closure  of  the  employee's  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency,  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  by  order  ol 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 
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determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee's  or 
family  member's  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  of  his  or  her  exposure 
to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 
communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  mav  be  made  orally, 

in  writinu.  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  any  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  of  the  use  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 
make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 
the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable, 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 

shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 

not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 

sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  may  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee  s  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 

employer’s  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  ol  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  sinned  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

285.609,  1 ,  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  any  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 
exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  throimh  285.642. 

2.  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 

employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 

include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  ritzht  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 

throimh  285.642;  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer’s  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  ritzht  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearina.  or  proceediim  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  aliened  violations  of  sections  285.600  throimh 

285.642:  and  the  ritzht  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  throimh 

285.642. 

3.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  may  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion. 

suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4.  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

285.612,  1.  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  bv  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  throimh  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  bv  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  denied  bv  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  il  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 
throimh  285.642  mav  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  in  a 
conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 
such  poster  has  been  provided  by  the  Department. 

3,  The  Department  mav  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 
information  required  under  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 
and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 
practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts, 

285.615.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documentiim  hours  worked  bv  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 
taken  bv  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 
records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  sections  285.600  throimh  285.642. 
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2.  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  the  Director  may  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  bv  the  Director  bv  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Every  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  by 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  bv  the  Department  arc  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.618.  1.  The  Department  mav.  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonsevcrable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  anv  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018,  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  by  law,  the  Department  may  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  mav  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  throimh  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  throimh 

285.642,  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials, 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  anv  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  throimh  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 

shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 

of  a  class  C  misdemeanor:  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 

2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  dav  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 

constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  anv 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 

have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  mav  grant  as  relief,  as 

it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 

liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  bv  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 
equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 
employment  and  back  pay,  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633.  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action- 

285. 630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  oi  details  relating  to 
an  employee's  or  an  employee's  family  member’s  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 
sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 

employee  or  employee's  family  member  must: 
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(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 
affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 
requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambiguous  terms. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  (1)  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective 
bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642,  no  provisions  ol 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 
agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 
right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  any  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1 ,  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  any  other  law, 
regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  any  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618,  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  are 
severable,  and  if  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 

or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  atfect  other  provisions  or 

applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional. 

or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ot  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-029) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  response. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  adds  15  new  sections  to  Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  is  no  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Briefing  Paper 


IWPR  #B361 


July  2016 

Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 
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The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


NOV  I  7  20® 

STATE  AUDIT0H5  OFFIC 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  285,  version  I  (2018-028) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  16,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

RECEIVED 

[Official  Ballot  title] 

MO.  SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I, _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


.day  of 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

A.D.  201 _ . 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  oj  the  State  oj  Missouri: 

Section  285  055  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  is  amended  and  fifteen  new  sections  to  be  known  as 
sections  285.600.  285.603,  285.606,  285.609,  285.612, 285.615,  285.618,  285.621,  285.624,  285.627,  285.630, 
285.633,  285.636.  285.639.  and  285.642  are  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


285.055.  1.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 

(1)  "Employee",  an  individual  employed  in  this  state  by  an  employer; 

(2)  "Employer",  any  individual,  sole  proprietorship,  partnership,  limited  liability  company,  corporation,  or  any 
other  entity  that  is  legally  doing  business  in  this  state;  provided,  however,  that  employer  shall  not  include  any 
public  employer  as  defined  in  section  285.525; 

(3)  "Employment  benefits",  anything  of  value  that  an  employee  may  receive  from  an  employer  in  addition  to 
wages  and  salary.  The  term  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to.  health,  disability,  retirement,  profit-sharing,  and 
death  benefits;  group  accidental  death  and  dismemberment  benefits;  paid  or  unpaid  days  off  from  work  for 
holidays,  [sick  leave,]  vacation,  and  personal  necessity;  and  terms  of  employment,  attendance,  or  leave  policies; 
provided,  however,  that  for  purposes  of  this  section,  “employment  benefits”  does  not  include  paid  or  unpaid 

days  off  from  work  for  sick  leave  that  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  listed  in  subsection  (1)  of  section  285.606. 

(4)  "Political  subdivision",  any  county,  city,  town,  or  village. 

2.  No  political  subdivision  shall  establish,  mandate,  or  otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an 
employee: 

(1 )  A  minimum  or  living  wage  rate;  or 

(2)  Employment  benefits; 

that  exceed  the  requirements  of  federal  or  state  laws,  rules,  or  regulations.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  preempt  any  state  law  or  local  minimum  wage  ordinance  requirements  in  effect  on  August  28.  2015. 


285.600.  As  used  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642: 

( 1 )  "Departmenr.  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(21  “Director”.  Director  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations. 

(31  “Earned  paid  sick  time’’,  time  that  is  compensated  at  the  same  hourly  rate  and  with  the  same  benefits, 
including  health  care  benefits,  as  the  employee  normally  earns  during  hours  worked  and  is  provided  by  an 
employer  to  an  employee  for  the  purposes  described  in  section  285.606.  but  in  no  case  shall  this  hourly  amount 

be  less  than  that  provided  under  section  290.502. 

(41  “Employee1',  any  individual  employed  in  this  state  bv  an  employer,  but  does  not  include: 

(At  Any  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational,  charitable,  religious,  or  nonprofit 
organization  where  the  employer-employee  relationship  does  not,  in  fact,  exist  or  where  the  services  rendered  to 
the  organization  are  on  a  voluntary'  basis: 

(B1  Any  individual  standing  in  loco  parentis  to  foster  children  in  their  care; 

(Cl  Any  individual  employed  for  less  than  four  months  in  any  year  in  a  resident  or  day  camp  for 
children  or  youth,  or  anv  individual  employed  bv  an  educational  conference  center  operated  by  an  educational, 

charitable  or  not-for-profit  organization; 

(D1  Anv  individual  engaged  in  the  activities  of  an  educational  organization  where  employment  by  the 

organization  is  in  lieu  of  the  requirement  that  the  individual  pav  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational 

fees  of  the  organization  or  where  earnings  ot  the  individual  employed  bv  the  organization  are  credited  toward 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  tuition,  housing  or  other  educational  fees  of  the  organization; 

(El  Anv  individual  employed  on  or  about  a  private  residence  on  an  occasional  basis  for  six  hours  or  less 
on  each  occasion; 

(FI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  basis  to  provide  babv-sitting  services; 

(G1  Anv  individual  employed  bv  an  employer  subject  to  the  provisions  of  part  A  of  subtitle  IV  of  title 
49.  United  States  Code.  49  U.S.C.  $$  10101  et  seq.; 

(HI  Anv  individual  employed  on  a  casual  or  intermittent  basis  as  a  golf  caddv.  newsboy,  or  in  a  similar 

occupation; 

(II  Anv  individual  who  is  employed  in  anv  government  position  defined  in  29  U.S.C.  203(e)(2)(C)(i)- 

(ii);  or 

(.11  Anv  individual  who  is  an  offender,  as  defined  in  section  217.010,  who  is  incarcerated  in  anv 
correctional  facility  operated  bv  the  department  of  corrections,  including  offenders  who  provide  labor  or 
services  on  the  grounds  of  such  correctional  facility  pursuant  to  section  217.550. 

(51  “Employer’",  anv  person  acting  directly  or  indirectly  in  the  interest  of  an  employer  in  relation  to  an 
employee;  provided,  however,  that  for  the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  “employer"  does  not 
include  the  United  States  Government,  the  state,  or  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department. 
agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or  instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town, 
village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 
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(6)  “Family  member”,  any  of  the  following  individuals: 

(A)  Regardless  of  age,  a  biological,  adopted  or  foster  child,  stepchild  or  legal  ward,  a  child  of  a  domestic 

partner,  a  child  to  whom  the  employee  stands  in  loco  parentis,  or  an  individual  to  whom  the  employee  stood  in 

loco  parentis  when  the  individual  was  a  minor; 

(B)  A  biological,  foster,  stepparent  or  adoptive  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  an  employee  or  an 
employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  or  an  individual  who  stood  in  loco  parentis  when  the  employee  or 

employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner  was  a  minor  child: 

(C)  An  individual  to  whom  the  employee  is  legally  married  under  the  laws  of  anv  state,  or  a  domestic 

partner  who  is  registered  as  such  under  the  laws  of  a  political  subdivision: 

( 1))  A  grandparent,  grandchild,  or  sibling  (whether  of  a  biological,  foster,  adoptive  or  step  relationship) 

of  the  employee  or  the  employee's  spouse  or  domestic  partner:  or 

(E)  A  member  of  the  employee's  household. 

(7)  “Health  care  professional."  anv  individual  licensed  tinder  Federal  or  State  law  to  provide  medical  or 

emertzenev  services,  including  but  not  limited  to  doctors,  nurses,  certified  nurse  midwives,  and  emergency  room 

personnel. 

(8)  “Person",  anv  individual,  partnership,  association,  corporation,  business,  business  trust,  legal  representative. 

or  anv  organized  group  of  persons. 

(9)  “Retaliatory  personnel  action'*,  denial  of  anv  right  guaranteed  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  or 

anv  threat,  discharge,  suspension,  demotion,  reduction  of  hours,  or  anv  other  adverse  action  against  an 

employee  for  the  exercise  of  anv  right  guaranteed  herein.  “Retaliatory  personnel  action'’  shall  also  include 

interference  with  or  punishment  for  in  anv  manner  participating  in  or  assisting  an  investigation,  proceeding,  or 

heariim  tinder  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

(10)  "Year”,  a  regular  and  consecutive  twelve-month  period  as  determined  by  the  employer:  except  that  for  the 

purposes  of  section  285.615  and  section  285.627.  “year”  shall  mean  a  calendar  year. 

285.603.  1 .  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fifteen  or  more  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of 

earned  paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use 

more  than  forty  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

2.  Employees  of  an  employer  with  fewer  than  fifteen  employees  shall  accrue  a  minimum  of  one  hour  of  earned 

paid  sick  time  for  every  thirty  hours  worked,  but  such  employees  shall  not  be  entitled  to  accrue  or  use  more  than 

twenty-four  hours  of  earned  paid  sick  time  per  year,  unless  the  employer  selects  a  higher  limit. 

3.  In  determiniim  the  number  of  employees  performimz  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  during  a  given 

week,  all  employees  performing  work  for  compensation  on  a  full-time,  part-time,  or  temporary  basis  shall  be 

counted.  In  situations  in  which  the  number  of  employees  who  work  for  an  employer  for  compensation  per  week 

fluctuates  above  and  below  fifteen  employees  per  week  over  the  course  of  the  year,  an  employer  is  required  to 

provide  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  if  it  maintained  fifteen  or  more 

employees  on  the  payroll  for  some  portion  of  a  day  in  each  of  twenty  different  calendar  weeks,  whether  or  not 

the  weeks  were  consecutive,  in  either  the  current  or  the  preceding  year  (irrespective  of  whether  the  same 

individuals  were  in  employment  in  each  day). 

4.  All  employees  shall  accrue  earned  paid  sick  time  as  follows: 

(A)  Earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section  shall  begin  to  accrue  at  the  commencement  of 
employment  or  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later.  An  employer  may  provide  all  paid 

sick  time  that  an  employee  is  expected  to  accrue  in  a  year  at  the  beginning  of  the  year. 

(B)  An  employee  may  use  earned  paid  sick  time  as  it  is  accrued,  except  that  an  employer  may  require  an 

employee  hired  more  than  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect  to  wait  until  the  ninetieth  calendar  dav  after 

commencing  employment  before  usimz  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time,  unless  otherwise  permitted  by  the 

employer. 

(C)  Employees  who  are  exempt  from  overtime  requirements  under  29  U.S.C.  $  21 3(a)(  1 )  of  the  Federal 

Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  will  be  assumed  to  work  forty  hours  in  each  work  week  for  purposes  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  accrual  unless  their  normal  work  week  is  less  than  forty  hours,  in  which  case  earned  paid  sick  time 

accrues  based  upon  that  normal  work  week. 

(D)  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  following  year,  subject  to  the  limitations  on  usage 

in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section.  Alternatively,  in  lieu  of  carryover  of  unused  earned  paid  sick  time 

from  one  year  to  the  next,  an  employer  may  pav  an  employee  for  unused  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  end  of  a 

year  and  provide  the  employee  with  an  amount  of  paid  sick  time  that  meets  or  exceeds  the  requirements  ot 

sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  is  available  for  the  employee's  immediate  use  at  the  beginning  of  the 

subsequent  year. 

(E)  If  an  employee  is  transferred  to  a  separate  division,  entity,  or  location,  but  remains  employed  by  the 

same  employer,  the  employee  is  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  accrued  at  the  prior  division,  entity,  or 

location  and  is  entitled  to  use  all  earned  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  this  section.  When  there  is  a  separation 

from  employment  and  the  employee  is  rehired  within  nine  months  of  separation  bv  the  same  employer, 
previously  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  had  not  been  used  shall  be  reinstated.  Further,  the  employee  shall 
be  entitled  to  use  accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  and  accrue  additional  earned  paid  sick  time  at  the  re¬ 
commencement  of  employment. 

(F)  When  a  different  employer  succeeds  or  takes  the  place  of  an  existing  employer,  all  employees  of  the 

original  employer  who  remain  employed  bv  the  successor  employer  are  entitled  to  all  earned  paid  sick  time  they 


18-028 

accrued  when  employed  bv  the  original  employer,  and  are  entitled  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  previously 

accrued. 

(G)  At  its  discretion,  an  employer  mav  loan  earned  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  in  advance  ot  accrual 
bv  such  employee. 

5.  Any  employer  with  a  paid  leave  policy,  such  as  a  paid  time  off  policy.  who  makes  available  an  amount  of 
paid  leave  sufficient  to  meet  the  accrual  requirements  of  this  section  that  may  be  used  tor  the  same  purposes  and 
under  the  same  conditions  as  earned  paid  sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642  is  not  required  to 
provide  additional  paid  sick  time. 

6.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  requiring  financial  or  other  reimbursement  to  an  employee  from 

an  employer  upon  the  employee’s  termination,  resignation,  retirement,  or  other  separation  from  employment  tor 

accrued  earned  paid  sick  time  that  has  not  been  used. 

285.606.  1 .  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  to  an  employee  by  an  employer  for: 

(A)  An  employee’s  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  an  employee’s  need  for 
medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  of  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition:  an  employee's 

need  for  preventive  medical  care: 

(B)  Care  of  a  family  member  with  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  injury,  or  health  condition;  care  oi  a 
family  member  who  needs  medical  diagnosis,  care,  or  treatment  ol  a  mental  or  physical  illness,  iniury,  or  health 

condition;  care  of  a  family  member  who  needs  preventive  medical  care;  or 

(Cl  Closure  of  the  employee’s  place  of  business  bv  order  of  a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health 
emergency.  or  an  employee's  need  to  care  for  a  child  whose  school  or  place  of  care  has  been  closed  bv  order  of 
a  public  official  due  to  a  public  health  emergency,  or  care  for  oneself  or  a  family  member  when  it  has  been 

determined  bv  the  health  authorities  having  jurisdiction  or  bv  a  health  care  provider  that  the  employee’s  or 

family  member’s  presence  in  the  community  mav  jeopardize  the  health  of  others  because  ot  his  or  her  exposure 

to  a  communicable  disease,  whether  or  not  the  employee  or  family  member  has  actually  contracted  the 

communicable  disease. 

2.  Earned  paid  sick  time  shall  be  provided  upon  the  request  of  an  employee.  Such  request  mav  be  made  orally. 

in  writing.  bv  electronic  means  or  bv  anv  other  means  acceptable  to  the  employer.  When  possible,  the  request 

shall  include  the  expected  duration  of  the  absence. 

3.  When  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  is  foreseeable,  the  employee  shall  make  a  good  faith  effort  to  provide 
notice  of  the  need  for  such  time  to  the  employer  in  advance  ot  the  use  ol  the  earned  paid  sick  time  and  shall 

make  a  reasonable  effort  to  schedule  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  in  a  manner  that  does  not  unduly  disrupt 

the  operations  of  the  employer.  Where  such  need  is  not  foreseeable,  an  employer  may  require  an  employee  to 

provide  notice  of  the  need  for  the  use  of  earned  paid  sick  time  as  soon  as  practicable. 

4.  An  employer  that  requires  notice  of  the  need  to  use  earned  paid  sick  time  where  the  need  is  not  foreseeable 
shall  provide  a  written  policy  that  contains  procedures  for  the  employee  to  provide  notice.  An  employer  that  has 
not  provided  to  the  employee  a  copy  of  its  written  policy  for  providing  such  notice  shall  not  deny  earned  paid 
sick  time  to  the  employee  based  on  non-compliance  with  such  a  policy. 

5.  An  employer  mav  not  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  employee’s  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  that  the 

employee  search  for  or  find  a  replacement  worker  to  cover  the  hours  during  which  the  employee  is  using  earned 

paid  sick  time. 

6.  Earned  paid  sick  time  mav  be  used  in  the  smaller  of  hourly  increments  or  the  smallest  increment  that  the 
employer's  payroll  system  uses  to  account  for  absences  or  use  of  other  time. 

7.  For  earned  paid  sick  time  of  three  or  more  consecutive  work  days,  an  employer  may  require  reasonable 

documentation  that  the  earned  paid  sick  time  has  been  used  for  a  purpose  covered  bv  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this 

section.  Documentation  signed  bv  a  heath  care  professional  indicating  that  earned  paid  sick  time  is  necessary 

shall  be  considered  reasonable  documentation  for  purposes  of  this  section.  An  employer  may  not  require  that 

the  documentation  explain  the  nature  of  the  illness  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

285.609,  1 .  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer  or  anv  other  person  to  interfere  with,  restrain,  or  deny  the 
exercise  of.  or  the  attempt  to  exercise,  anv  right  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2,  An  employer  shall  not  take  retaliatory  personnel  action  or  discriminate  against  an  employee  or  former 
employee  because  he  or  she  has  exercised  rights  protected  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Such  rights 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to.  the  right  to  request  or  use  earned  paid  sick  time  pursuant  to  sections  285.600 
through  285.642;  the  right  to  file  a  complaint  or  inform  anv  person  about  anv  employer's  alleged  violation  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642:  the  right  to  participate  in  an  investigation,  hearing,  or  proceeding  or 

cooperate  with  or  assist  the  Department  in  anv  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  sections  285.600  through 

285.642;  and  the  right  to  inform  anv  person  of  his  or  her  potential  rights  under  sections  285.600  through 
285.642. 

3,  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  an  employer’s  absence  control  policy  to  count  earned  paid  sick  time  taken  under 
sections  285.600  through  285.642  as  an  absence  that  mav  lead  to  or  result  in  discipline,  discharge,  demotion, 
suspension,  or  anv  other  adverse  action. 

4,  Protections  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  anv  individual  who  mistakenly  but  in  good  faith  alleges  violations 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 
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285.612.  1.  Employers  shall  give  employees  written  notice  of  the  following  at  the  commencement  of 

employment  or  by  ninety  days  after  this  law  goes  into  effect,  whichever  is  later:  employees  are  entitled  to 

earned  paid  sick  time  and  the  amount  of  earned  paid  sick  time,  the  terms  of  its  use  guaranteed  under  sections 

285.600  throimh  285.642.  that  retaliatory  personnel  action  against  employees  who  request  or  use  earned  paid 

sick  time  is  prohibited,  that  each  employee  has  the  right  to  bring  a  civil  action  if  earned  paid  sick  time  as 

required  by  sections  285.600  throimh  285.642  is  denied  by  the  employer  or  the  employee  is  subjected  to 

retaliatory  personnel  action  for  requesting  or  taking  earned  paid  sick  time,  and,  if  applicable,  the  contact 

information  for  the  Department  where  questions  about  rights  and  responsibilities  under  sections  285.600 

through  285.642  may  be  answered. 

2.  Employers  shall  display  a  poster  that  contains  the  information  required  in  subsection  (1)  of  this  section  in  a 

conspicuous  and  accessible  place  in  each  establishment  where  such  employees  are  employed,  provided  that 

such  poster  has  been  provided  by  the  Department. 

3.  The  Department  may  create  and  make  available  to  employers,  model  notices  and  posters  that  contain  the 

information  required  under  subsection  ( 1)  of  this  section  for  employers'  use  in  complying  with  subsections  ( 1 ) 

and  (2)  of  this  section.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through 

practical  necessity,  to  require  the  Department  to  create  or  make  available  notices  or  posters  if  it  requires  the 

appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 5.  1 .  Employers  shall  retain  records  documenting  hours  worked  by  employees  and  earned  paid  sick  time 

taken  by  employees,  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  and  shall  allow  the  Department  access  to  such 

records,  with  appropriate  notice  and  at  a  mutually  agreeable  time,  to  monitor  compliance  with  the  requirements 

of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Director  may  inspect  such  records,  and  the  records  shall  be  open  for 

inspection  by  the  Director  by  appointment.  Where  the  records  required  under  this  section  are  kept  outside  the 

state,  the  records  shall  be  made  available  to  the  Director  upon  demand.  Even'  such  employer  shall  furnish  to  the 

Director  on  demand  a  sworn  statement  of  time  records  and  information  upon  forms  prescribed  or  approved  bv 

the  Director.  All  the  records  and  information  obtained  by  the  Department  are  confidential  and  shall  be  disclosed 

only  on  order  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  or  Director  to  access  or  inspect  records  or  to  create  forms  relating  to  the  inspection  of 

records  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such  acts. 

285.61 8.  1 .  The  Department  may,  in  accordance  with  chapter  536.  promulgate  rules  to  implement  the 

provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  Any  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in 

section  536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  section  shall  become  effective  only  if  it 

complies  with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chapter  536  and,  if  applicable,  section  536.028.  This 

section  and  chapter  536  are  nonseverable  and  if  any  of  the  powers  vested  with  the  general  assembly  pursuant  to 

chapter  536  to  review,  to  delay  the  effective  date,  or  to  disapprove  and  annul  a  rule  are  subsequently  held 

unconstitutional,  then  the  grant  of  rulemaking  authority  and  any  rule  proposed  or  adopted  after  August  28. 

2018.  shall  be  invalid  and  void. 

2.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  promulgation  or  adoption  of  rules  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.621 .  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  the  Department  mav  investigate  and  ascertain  compliance  with 

sections  285.600  through  285.642,  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  complaints  regarding  non- 

compliance  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642  and  to  investigate  and  attempt  to  resolve  complaints  through 

mediation  between  the  complainant  and  the  subject  of  the  complaint,  and  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement  to  the  extent  permitted  by  the  law. 

2.  The  Department  may  develop  and  implement  an  outreach  program  to  inform  employees,  parents,  and 

persons  who  are  under  the  care  of  a  health  care  provider  about  the  availability  of  earned  paid  sick  time  under 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  This  program  mav  include  the  distribution  of  notices  and  other  written 

materials  to  child  care  and  elder  care  providers,  domestic  violence  shelters,  schools,  hospitals,  community 

health  centers  and  other  health  care  providers  in  Missouri. 

3.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied,  either  expressly  or  through  practical  necessity,  to 

require  the  Department  to  conduct  investigations  and  ascertain  compliance  with  sections  285.600  through 

285.642.  to  establish  and  implement  a  system  to  receive  or  resolve  complaints,  to  establish  additional  means  of 

enforcement,  or  to  conduct  outreach  and  education,  including  the  creation  of  notices  and  other  written  materials. 

concerning  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  if  it  requires  the  appropriation  of  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  such 

acts. 

285.624.  1 .  To  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  employer  who  violates  or  fails  to  comply  with  any  of  the 

provisions  and  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  guilty  of  a  class  C  misdemeanor  and 
shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof  bv  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  violation 
of  a  class  C  misdemeanor:  provided,  however,  that  an  employer  who  willfully  violates  the  notice  and  posting 

requirements  of  section  285.612  shall  be  guilty  of  an  infraction  and  shall  be  punished  for  each  violation  thereof 

by  a  fine,  up  to  the  maximum  allowed  under  state  law  for  an  infraction. 
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2.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  each  day  of  violation  or  failure  to  comply  and  each  employee  affected  shall 
constitute  a  separate  offense. 

285.627.  1 .  Anv  individual  who  claims  to  have  been  aggrieved  bv  a  failure  of  an  employer  to  comply  with  any 

portion  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642,  including  but  not  limited  to  the  failure  to  provide  earned  paid  sick 

time  or  to  allow  employees  to  use  such  time  consistent  with  sections  285.600  through  285.642.  or  who  claims  to 
have  suffered  a  retaliatory  personnel  action,  shall  have  a  right  of  action  and  mav  commence  a  civil  action  in  the 

appropriate  court  of  jurisdiction  within  three  years  of  the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  obtain  appropriate 

relief  with  respect  to  such  unlawful  violation. 

2.  In  a  civil  action  under  this  section,  if  the  court  finds  a  violation  has  occurred,  the  court  may  grant  as  relief,  as 
it  deems  appropriate  and  to  the  extent  permitted  bv  law,  anv  permanent  or  temporary  injunction,  the  full  amount 

of  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  plus  anv  actual  damages  suffered  as  the  result  of  the  employer's  violation  ol 
sections  285.600  through  285.642,  an  additional  amount  equal  to  twice  anv  unpaid  earned  sick  time  as 
liquidated  damages,  costs,  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees  as  mav  be  allowed  by  the  court,  and  other  legal  or 
equitable  relief  as  mav  be  appropriate  to  remedy  the  violation,  including,  without  limitation,  reinstatement  to 
employment  and  back  pay.  Anv  agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  waive  the  protections  of 

sections  285.600  through  285.642.  with  the  exception  of  section  285.633,  shall  be  no  defense  to  the  action. 

285.630.  1 .  Except  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  an  employer  mav  not  require  disclosure  of  details  relating  to 

an  employee's  or  an  employee’s  family  member’s  health  information  as  a  condition  of  providing  earned  paid 

sick  time  under  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

2.  Unless  as  otherwise  required  bv  law,  anv  health  information  possessed  bv  an  employer  regarding  an 

employee  or  employee’s  family  member  must: 

(A)  be  maintained  on  a  separate  form  and  in  a  separate  file  from  other  personnel  information; 

(B)  be  treated  as  confidential  medical  records:  and 

(Cl  not  be  disclosed  except  to  the  affected  employee  or  with  the  express  written  permission  of  the 

affected  employee. 

285.633.  1 .  All  or  anv  portion  of  the  earned  paid  sick  time  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642 
shall  not  apply  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement,  to  the  extent  that  such 

requirements  are  expressly  waived  in  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  in  clear  and  unambitious  terms. 

2.  Notwithstanding  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  with  respect  to  employees  covered  bv  a  valid  collective 

bargaining  agreement  in  effect  on  the  effective  date  of  sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642,  no  provisions  ol 
sections  285.600  throuuh  285.642  shall  apply  until  the  stated  expiration  date  in  the  collective  bargaining 

agreement. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  deemed  to  interfere,  impede,  or  otherwise  diminish  the 

right  of  employees  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their  own  choosing. 

285.636.  1 .  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  to  discourage  or  prohibit  an 

employer  from  the  adoption  or  retention  of  an  earned  paid  sick  time  policy  more  generous  than  the  one  required 

herein. 

2.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  obligation  of  an 

employer  to  comply  with  anv  contract,  collective  bargaining  agreement,  employment  benefit  plan,  or  other 

agreement  providing  more  generous  paid  sick  time  to  an  employee  than  required  herein.  Nothing  in  sections 

285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  construed  as  diminishing  the  rights  of  public  employees  regarding  paid  sick 

time  or  use  of  paid  sick  time  as  provided  in  the  laws  of  Missouri  pertaining  to  public  employees. 

285.639.  1.  Sections  285.600  through  285.642  provide  minimum  requirements  pertaining  to  earned  paid  sick 

time  and  shall  not  be  construed  to  preempt,  limit,  or  otherwise  affect  the  applicability  of  anv  other  law. 

regulation,  requirement,  policy,  or  standard  that  provides  for  greater  accrual  or  use  bv  employees  of  earned  paid 

sick  time  or  that  extends  other  protections  to  employees. 

2.  Anv  county,  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state  shall  have  the  power  and  authority  to  establish,  mandate,  or 
otherwise  require  an  employer  to  provide  to  an  employee  paid  or  unpaid  davs  oil  from  work  lor  sick  leave 

which  exceeds  the  requirements  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642. 

3.  Nothing  in  sections  285.600  through  285.642  shall  be  interpreted  or  applied  to  create  a  power  or  obligation 

contrary  to  anv  federal  law,  rule,  or  regulation. 

285.642.  Except  as  detailed  in  section  285.618,  all  of  the  provisions  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  arc 
severable,  and  if  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or  clause, 
or  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a  court  ol  competent  lurisdiction  to  be 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall  not  affect  other  provisions  or 
applications  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid,  unconstitutional, 
or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  ol  sections  285.600 
through  285.642  are  declared  severable. 
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Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  amendment  to  Chapter 
285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.  (Received  November  17,  2016) 


Date 


December  7,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Chapter  285  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Lottery,  the  Public  Service  Commission,  the 
State  Tax  Commission,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission,  the  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services,  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 


Louis,  the  Kansas  City  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  the  Platte  County  Board  of 
Elections,  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election 
Commissioners,  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office,  the  Children's  Trust  Fund,  the 
Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission,  the  State  Auditor's  office, 
University  of  Central  Missouri,  Harris-Stowe  State  University,  Lincoln  University, 
Missouri  Southern  State  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  information  as 
proponents  of  the  proposal  to  the  State  Auditor's  office. 

Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  various  provisions  of  the  proposal 
authorize  their  department  to  promulgate  rules,  establish  mediation  procedures  "and 
additional  means  of  enforcement...  ."  They  assume  that  their  office  may  provide  some 
review  of  proposals,  but  assume  that  any  potential  costs  arising  from  this  proposal  can  be 
absorbed  with  existing  resources.  They  may  seek  additional  appropriations  if  there  is  an 
increased  review  of  rules  in  later  years. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  they  will  be 
deferring  to  the  Office  of  Administration  and  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  regarding  any  fiscal  impact  this  initiative  petition  might  have. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  the  state,  including 
departments,  are  exempt  from  the  definition  of  "employer,"  so  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition  does  not  apply  to  public  employers  with  respect  to  its 
employees.  Therefore,  this  petition,  if  passed,  would  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  as  a  result  of  this  initiative  petition.  Section  285.600  (5)  indicates  "for 
the  purposes  of  sections  285.600  through  285.642  "employer"  does  not  include  the 
United  States  Government,  the  state,  ....,  including  a  department,  agency,  ...." 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  they  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  they  expect 
no  change  in  revenues  or  expenses  in  fiscal  years  2017,  2018,  and  2019. 

The  petition,  if  passed  by  voters,  would  require  businesses  with  15  or  more  employees  to 
provide  paid  sick  time.  It  also  would  allow  their  department  to  educate  employers,  take 
complaints,  and  perform  investigations  of  violations  of  the  new  law. 

The  long-range  fiscal  implications  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  estimate  period. 

Under  the  new  language,  they  may  educate  employers  and  employees,  promulgate  rules, 
take  complaints,  and  conduct  investigations  of  alleged  violations  of  the  new  provisions. 
They  believe  the  education,  registration  of  complaints,  and  investigations  would  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  those  conducted  under  the  Minimum  Wage  program. 
Using  employer  information  from  the  United  States  Census  Bureau  for  employers  with 
more  than  ten  employees,  they  estimate  that  it  would  receive  complaints  from  1.5%  of  the 
estimated  40,886  businesses  with  10  or  more  employees,  or  613  complaints  annually. 
(The  Census  Bureau  does  not  break  employers  at  the  15  or  more  level.)  To  investigate 
these  613  complaints,  they  would  require  3.50  Wage  &  Hour  Investigator  I/IIs.  In  FY 
2016,  578  complaints  were  closed  by  3.50  Investigators,  averaging  165  per  FTE.  Using 
this  calculation,  they  estimate  it  would  need  3.50  FTE  and  the  standard  per  FTE  expenses 
and  equipment  to  complete  these  activities. 

However,  Sections  285.612,  285.615,  285.618,  and  285.621  expressly  state  that  they  are 
not  required  to  take  on  the  new  duties  it  is  authorized  to  perform  under  this  proposal  if 
doing  so  will  require  an  appropriation  to  cover  the  costs  of  performing  the  duties. 
Because  these  duties  are  optional  and  are  not  required  of  their  department,  if  there  is  no 
appropriation  made  to  cover  the  cost,  they  estimate  no  mandated  fiscal  impact  for  this 
proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  they  defer  this  fiscal  note  to  the 
Office  of  Administration  for  a  statewide  response. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office  of 
Administration  response  to  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  they  will  defer  to  the  Office 
of  Administration  response  to  this  petition.  They  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  Office  indicated  there  should  be  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
office. 


Officials  from  the  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated: 

This  initiative  petition  revises  Section  285.055,  RSMo,  and  adds  15  new  sections  to 
Chapter  285  related  to  sick  leave. 

Under  this  proposal,  employers  would  be  required  to  provide  paid  sick  leave  to 
employees.  The  amount  would  be  dependent  upon  the  number  of  employees.  It  does  not 
include  employees  covered  under  a  valid  collective  bargaining  agreement  and  it  provides 
employees  with  an  avenue  of  recourse  if  the  employee  claims  to  be  aggrieved. 

The  State  of  Missouri  is  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  proposal,  therefore  there 
would  be  no  statewide  impact  related  to  this  proposal  other  than  potentially  higher  costs 
for  services  purchased  by  the  state.  However,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial 
Relations  (DOLIR)  will  be  impacted.  Budget  and  Planning  defers  to  the  DOLIR  for  the 
specific  impact  to  that  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office,  as  they  are  an  independent  department  within 
state  government  and  by  definition  state  employees  are  exempt  from  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  there  appears  to  have  no  direct  impact  on 
their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  direct  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if 
this  proposal  is  adopted  because  cities  are  not  employers.  An  indirect  cost  to  cities  may 
arise  through  increased  labor  costs  of  those  vendors  contracting  with  the  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  could  have  a  fiscal 
impact  on  local  government. 

Officials  from  University  of  Missouri  indicated  they  have  reviewed  this  proposed 
legislation  and  have  determined  that  for  benefit  eligible  employees  (defined  as  working 
.75  or  >)  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  proposed  legislation  as  written  would  create  a 
significant  fiscal  impact  to  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Lottery  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their  agency. 

Officials  from  the  Public  Service  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  State  Tax  Commission  indicated  this  initiative  petition  pertaining  to 
sick  leave  in  Chapter  285  does  not  directly  impact  their  office.  As  a  state  agency  this 
matter  is  under  the  direction  of  Office  of  Administration,  Division  of  Personnel. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  their 
agency. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Office  of  Prosecution  Services  indicated  no  measurable 
fiscal  impact  to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Kansas  City  Boards  of  Election  Commissioners  indicated  there  is  no 
fiscal  impact  with  amendments  to  Chapter  285,  Versions  1  -12,  since  the  State  is  not 
responsible  for  costs  associated  with  the  November  2018  election. 


Officials  from  the  Platte  County  Board  of  Elections  indicated  the  proposed  initiative 
would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Jackson  County  Election  Board  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
office. 

Officials  from  the  Lieutenant  Governor's  office  indicated  it  is  anticipated  that  this 
initiative  petition  will  impose  little  to  no  costs  or  savings  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Children's  Trust  Fund  indicated  they  are  part  of  the  Office  of 
Administration  and  thus  will  be  covered  by  the  Office  of  Administration's  official 
response.  They  will  not  be  responding  separately. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Joint  Municipal  Electric  Utility  Commission  indicated: 

The  Missouri  Association  of  Municipal  Utilities  represents  approximately  120  cities  in 
Missouri  providing  utility  services  to  their  customer/owners.  They  do  not  represent  cities 
in  their  general  business  operation.  That  representation  is  undertaken  by  the  Missouri 
Municipal  League  and  its  executive  director  Dan  Ross. 

Based  on  a  review  of  each  of  the  12  versions  it  appears  that  there  would  be  no  direct  cost 
to  any  of  their  cities  since  the  framers  of  the  amendment  specifically  excluded  cities  from 
the  definition  of  employers  and  city  employees  from  coverage  of  the  proposed  changes. 

However,  it  is  possible  that  cities  may  experience  some  increases  in  the  cost  of  goods  and 
services  consumed  in  the  regular  course  of  business  as  a  result  of  higher  labor  input  costs. 
It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  those  increases  other  than  to  make  you  aware  of  the 
potential. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for  their 
office. 

Officials  from  University  of  Central  Missouri  indicated  if  they  are  included  in  the 
definition  of  "employer"  that  would  be  impacted  by  this  legislation,  they  would  have  an 
additional  cost  of  roughly  $340,000.  In  fiscal  year  2016,  part-time  employees  worked 
nearly  679,000  hours.  If  each  30  hours  resulted  in  one  sick  time  hour,  that  would  be 
22,634  hours.  At  an  average  rate  of  $15/hour,  that  would  have  a  fiscal  impact  of 
$340,000. 

If  the  definition  of  employer  is  interpreted  to  exclude  UCM  because  of  its  status  as  a  state 
agency,  then  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  Missouri  State  University  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  Missouri  Southern  State  University  indicated  they  do  not  anticipate  any 
fiscal  impact  from  this  initiative  petition. 


Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action  provided  the  following 
information  as  proponents  of  this  initiative  petition. 


November  28,  2016 


Missouri  State  Auditor 
Jefferson  City,  MO 

Submitted  via  email  to  moaudit@auditor.mo.gov,  fiscalnote@auditor. mo.gov 

Re:  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis  of  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions 

Petitions  numbered  by  MO  SOS  at  2018-28  to  2018-39 


This  letter  is  from  Lara  Granich  and  Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action,  proponents  of  the  above-referenced 
initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  RSMo.  Section  116.175,  we  write  to  submit  the  following  information  to  assist  your 
office  in  its  analysis  of  the  fiscal  impact  of  the  above-mentioned  twelve  proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Petitions. 

This  analysis  uses  data  collected  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics,  the  Centers  for  Disease  Control  and  Prevention, 
and  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  earned  sick  time  laws  in  Missouri.  This  analysis  uses  findings  from 
previous  peer-reviewed  research  to  estimate  cost-savings  associated  with  the  proposed  policies  through  reduced 
turnover,  reduced  spread  of  contagious  disease  in  the  workplace,  prevention  of  productivity  losses  from  employees 
working  while  sick,  minimized  nursing-home  stays,  and  reduced  norovirus  outbreaks  in  nursing  homes.  We  also  address 
certain  claims  that  have  been  made  by  opponents  in  the  past. 


I.  Estimate  of  Number  of  Workers  Affected  Statewide 


According  to  the  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research,  an  estimated  1,002,116  private  sector  workers  in  Missouri,  or 
45.9  percent  of  the  workforce,  cannot  earn  a  single  paid  sick  day  to  use  to  recover  from  common  illnesses  or  seek 
medical  care.1 2 3 4 


II.  Direct  Costs  to  State 

As  these  proposed  initiatives  exclude  public  workers  employed  by  the  state  or  by  local  governments,  the  initiatives  are 
not  expected  to  have  any  direct  impact  on  state  and  local  payroll  costs.  Enforcement  would  be  handled  by  existing  staff 
at  the  Department  of  Labor. 


III.  Economic  Literature  on  the  Impact  of  Earned  Sick  Time  on  Businesses 

This  analysis  quantifies  only  a  subset  of  potential  benefits,  predicting  a  net  economic  benefit  from  both  of  the  proposed 
laws.  Likely  additional  benefits  from  paid  sick  days  not  quantified  in  this  analysis  include:  reduced  health  care  spending 
due  to  reduced  public  contagion  and  more  timely  and  regular  preventive  care  and  treatment;  improved  economic 
security  among  families  who  receive  pay  on  sick  days  and  are  less  likely  to  be  fired  or  disciplined  for  taking  sick  time;  and 
improved  school  outcomes  and  reduced  contagion  in  schools,  when  parents  can  avoid  sending  sick  children  to  school  or 
child  care. 

Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in  five  states,  23  cities,  and 
one  county  across  the  country.  There  is  no  evidence  of  business  closures/layoffs  as  a  result  of  earned  sick  time  laws. 
Both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive  job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was 
much  higher  than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco's  growth  in  employment  exceeded  the  average 
employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick  days  law  was  passed.  In  the  10  months  after  the 
adoption  of  Seattle's  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced  unemployment  rates.  2 


The  Washington  D.C.  Auditor  reported  "that  the  Accrued  Sick  and  Safe  Leave  Act  did  not  have  the  economic  impact  of 
encouraging  business  owners  to  move  a  business  from  the  District  nor  did  the  Act  have  the  economic  impact  of 
discouraging  business  owners  to  locate  a  business  in  the  District  of  Columbia. "3  New  York  City  reported  that  "New  York 
City's  economy  has  thrived  since  the  enactment  of  PSL  [paid  sick  leave].  Between  January  2014  and  January  2015,  a 
period  that  covers  the  law's  implementation,  economic  indicators  were  a  cause  for  celebration,  not  concern  as  many 
had  predicted."  4 


1 1  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  &  National  Partnership  for  Women  &  Families.  (2015,  May).  Workers'  Access  to  Paid  Sick 
Days  in  the  States.  Table  2.  Retrieved  8  July  2015,  from  http://www.nationalpartnership.org/research-library/work- 
family/psd/workers-access-to-paid-sick-days-in-the-states.pdf 

2  http://iwpr.org/publications/pubs/paid-sick-davs-benefit-employers-workers-and-the-economv 

3  http://www.dcauditor.org/reports/audit-accrued-sick-and-safe-leave-act-2008 

4  http://wwwl.nyc.gov/assets/dca/downloads/pdf/about/PaidSickLeaveLaw-FirstYearMilestones.pdf 
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Summary  of  Benefits  Associated  With  Missouri's  Proposed  Earned  Sick  Time  Law 


Firms  with  <50  Employees 

Firms  with  50+  Employees 

Benefits 

Dollars 

Average  per- 
worker  savings 

Dollars 

Average  per-worker 
costs/savings 

BENEFITS 

Lower  Turnover 

$32,718,875 

$146,675,016 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion  in  the  Workplace 

$1,334,044 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$5,980,370 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Employers'  Savings 

$34,052,920 

$6.97 

$0.21 

$152,655,386 

$9.44 

$0.26 

Reduced  Short-Term  Nursing  Home  Stays 

$2,415,006 

$8,165,162 

Reduced  Norovirus  in  Nursing  Homes 

$21,692 

$93,129 

Reduced  Flu  Contagion 

$233,249 

$771,691 

Reduced  Emergency  Department  Visits 

$3,512,104 

Weekly 

Hourly 

$11,619,581 

Weekly 

Hourly 

Community  Savings 

$6,182,052 

$1.26 

$0.04 

$20,649,564 

$1.28 

$0.03 

Note:  "Small"  firms  are  defined  in  the  proposed  laws  at  firms  employing  fewer  than  15  employees  and  "Large"  firms  are  defined  as  firms  employing 
15  or  more  employees. 

Source:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research  Analysis  of  the  2014  American  Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016 
National  Compensation  Survey  (NCS),  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social  and  Economic 
Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2010  Current  Population  Survey  Displaced  Worker,  Employee  Tenure,  and  Occupational 
Mobility  Supplement  File,  and  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS). 

Note  on  Methodology 

The  estimates  are  based  on  analyses  of  the  following  data  sets:  the  2013-2016  Current  Population  Survey  Annual  Social 
and  Economic  Supplement  (CPS  ASEC),  the  2014-2015  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS),  the  2014  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS),  the  2016  National  Compensation  Survey  and  the  2014  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  along 
with  findings  from  previous  peer-reviewed  research. 

This  analysis  was  limited  to  only  private  sector  workers  as  the  proposed  legislation  only  covers  such  workers.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  include  some  small  exemptions  for  certain  employees  which  this  analysis  does  not  account 
for.  Excluding  such  workers  would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  both  the  costs  and  benefits  estimated,  but  general 
trends  would  remain  the  same.  To  learn  more  about  the  methodology  and  sources  please  see  "Valuing  Good  Health  in 
Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days"5 

We  hope  that  this  information  is  useful  to  your  office  as  your  prepare  your  analyses  of  the  petitions. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Lara  Granich 

Missouri  Jobs  with  Justice  Voter  Action 


5  Williams,  Claudia.  2013.  "Valuing  Good  Health  in  Maryland:  The  Costs  and  Benefits  of  Earned  Sick  Days."  IWPR 
Publication  No.  B311.  Washington,  DC:  Institute  for  Women's  Policy  Research. 
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Paid  Sick  Days  Benefit 
Employers,  Workers,  and  the  Economy 


Jessica  Milli,  PhD.,  Jenny  Xia,  and  Jisun  Min 


Millions  of  workers  have  gained  access  to  paid  sick  days  in  recent  years  through  new  laws  in 
five  states,  23  cities,  and  one  county  across  the  country.1  Yet  millions  more  still  would  not  be 
paid  if  they  need  to  stay  at  home  when  they  are  sick  or  need  to  care  for  a  family  member  who  is 
ill.  As  of  2014,  51  million  workers  lacked  access  to  paid  sick  days.2 

Research  has  documented  many  benefits  of  paid  sick  days  policies  for  workers,  businesses,  and 
communities  as  a  whole.  These  benefits  would  multiply  substantially  if  more  workers  gained 
access  to  paid  sick  days.  This  briefing  paper  summarizes  research  on  the  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days  and  the  effects  of  paid  sick  days  policies  in  places  that  have  them. 


Employers  Benefit  from  Paid  Sick  Days 


•  Reduced  contagion  in  the  workplace:  A  2010  survey  conducted  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  found  that  employees  without  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  1 .5 
times  more  likely  than  those  with  access  to  go  to  work  with  a  contagious  illness  (55 
percent  compared  with  37  percent).3  Such  “presenteeism”  has  serious  public  health 
consequences  including  flu  contagion.  A  2010  analysis  of  labor  force  and  Centers  for 
Disease  Control  data  estimated  that  more  than  one  in  four  private  sector  employees 
worked  while  ill  with  H1N1  during  the  2009  H1N1  pandemic,  resulting  in  the  estimated 
infection  of  7  million  co-workers  with  H1N1.  Work  absences  from  illness  dropped  more 
precipitously  among  public  sector  workers  than  among  private  sector  workers  during  the 
decline  of  the  pandemic.  Because  employees  in  the  public  sector  have  greater  access  to 
paid  sick  days,  the  finding  suggests  that  paid  sick  days  played  a  role  in  slowing  contagion 
and  potentially  in  speeding  recovery.4  A  2013  study  employed  a  model  simulating 
influenza  contagion  to  estimate  reductions  in  contagion  rates  under  a  universal  paid  sick 
days  policy.  Using  data  from  the  American  Community  Survey,  LandScan  USA,  and  the 
U.S.  Census,  the  study  estimated  that  providing  paid  sick  days  would  reduce  workplace 
influenza  infection  in  the  United  States  by  about  6  percent.5 

•  Improved  productivity:  When  workers  come  to  work  sick,  their  productivity  and 
performance  suffer.  Estimates  of  productivity  losses  vary  across  studies.  A  1997  study 
polling  332  workers  who  had  influenza-like  illnesses  found  that  workers  on  average 
reported  being  46  percent  less  effective  while  ill  at  work.6  A  2003  study  based  on 
interviews  with  more  than  28,000  workers  reported  that  on  average,  workers  lose  1.32 
hours  per  week  of  productive  time  due  to  personal  health  related  reasons.7  Since  workers 
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with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  less  likely  to  come  to  work  sick  and  infect  their  co¬ 
workers,8  paid  sick  days  can  prevent  further  productivity  losses  resulting  from  illness  and 
contagion  in  the  workplace. 

•  Decreased  workplace  injuries:  Working  while  sick  also  puts  employees  at  greater  risk 
of  injury  on  the  job.  A  2012  study  using  the  2005  through  2008  National  Health 
Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  found  that  after  controlling  for  factors  like  survey  year, 
occupational  sector,  firm  size,  region,  and  the  availability  of  paid  sick  leave,  workers 
with  access  to  paid  sick  days  are  28  percent  less  likely  to  be  injured  on  the  job  than 
workers  without  this  benefit.9 

•  Decreased  employee  turnover:  A  2012  analysis  of  data  collected  between  2004  and 
2006  through  the  Medical  Expenditure  Panel  Survey  (MEPS)  finds  that  the  likelihood  of 
job  separation  decreases  by  about  25  percent  when  a  worker  has  access  to  paid  sick  days, 
even  after  controlling  for  potential  confounding  factors  such  as  workers’  educational 
attainment,  earnings,  and  race/ethnicity. 10  As  employee  turnover  typically  costs  an 
employer  between  10  and  30  percent  of  an  employee’s  annual  salary,11  a  reduction  in 
turnover  can  result  in  significant  reductions  in  employer  costs. 

Paid  Sick  Days  Improve  Public  Health 

•  Increased  use  of  preventive  care:  Since  paid  sick  days  can  be  used  for  doctor  visits, 
workers  with  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to  seek  preventive  care  and  to  be  screened  for 
diseases  such  as  cancer,  which  can  lead  to  early  detection  and  treatment.  A  2012  study 
using  2008  National  Health  Interview  Survey  (NHIS)  data  finds  that  after  controlling  for 
sociodemographic  and  health-care-related  factors,  workers  with  paid  sick  days  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  have  had  mammograms,  Pap  tests,  and  endoscopy,  and  to 
have  seen  a  doctor  during  the  previous  year  than  those  without  the  benefit. 12 

•  More  timely  treatment  for  illnesses:  Workers  without  paid  sick  days  are  more  likely  to 
delay  medical  care  when  they  or  a  family  member  is  ill  which  can  lead  to  a  more  serious 
or  prolonged  illness.  13A  2016  analysis  of  the  2013  NHIS — which  controlled  for 
demographic  and  health-related  factors  like  race  and  ethnicity,  occupation,  annual  family 
income,  and  health  insurance  coverage — indicates  that  workers  without  paid  sick  leave 
are  three  times  more  likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  themselves,  and  1.6  times  more 
likely  to  forgo  medical  care  for  their  families,  compared  with  workers  who  have  the 
benefit.14  A  2011  analysis  of  the  NHIS  found  that  when  they  do  seek  care,  workers 
without  paid  sick  days — regardless  of  their  educational  attainment,  income,  race/ethnicity 
and  other  demographic  characteristics — are  more  likely  to  use  an  emergency  department 
for  care.15 

•  Improved  family  health:  Paid  sick  days  may  encourage  workers  to  respond  to  their 
children’s  and  family  members’  health  needs  in  a  timely  manner,  thereby  improving 
overall  health  outcomes  for  their  families.  Paid  sick  days  are  a  primary  factor  affecting 
whether  a  working  parent  will  stay  at  home  with  a  sick  child  rather  than  sending  them  to 
school  or  child  care  sick.  The  2010  National  Opinion  Research  Center  Survey  found  that 
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28  percent  of  workers  without  paid  sick  days  reported  sending  a  sick  child  to  school  or 
child  care,  compared  with  14  percent  of  workers  with  paid  sick  days. 16  A  2012  study 
analyzing  the  2008  National  Study  of  the  Changing  Workforce  (NSCW)  and  controlling 
for  worker  and  job  characteristics  finds  that  having  paid  sick  days  is  associated  with 
reduced  work-family  conflict,  which  lessens  difficulties  parents  face  in  taking  time  off 
from  work  to  care  for  a  sick  child. 17 


Paid  Sick  Days  Bring  Economic  Benefits  for  Workers, 
Families,  and  Communities 

•  Improved  employment  and  earnings  stability:  When  incomes  are  not  interrupted  by 
unpaid  leave,  families  experience  greater  financial  stability  and  economic  well-being. 
According  to  a  2010  poll,  16  percent  of  workers  surveyed  reported  losing  a  job  for 
missing  work  when  they  were  sick  or  to  care  for  an  ill  family  member. 18  Research  has 
shown  that  having  paid  sick  days  reduces  the  likelihood  of  a  job  separation  by  at  least  25 
percent. 19 

•  Improved  labor  force  attachment  among  caregivers:  Informal  caregivers  whose  work 
schedules  are  incompatible  with  the  care  needs  of  their  family  members  may  decrease 
their  work  hours  or  even  leave  the  labor  force  completely.20  One  2011  Gallup  poll  found 
that  most  caregivers,  including  parents,  reported  missing  at  least  one  full  day  of  work  to 
fulfill  their  caregiving  duties  with  an  average  of  6.6  workdays  missed  per  year.21  Paid 
sick  days,  however,  may  provide  sufficient  leave  to  caregivers  to  allow  them  to  maintain 
their  desired  level  of  employment  while  continuing  to  perform  their  caregiving  work. 

•  Savings  from  reduced  utilization  of  hospital  emergency  departments  and  a  lower 
monetary  burden  on  taxpayers:  A  2011  study  using  the  2008  and  2009  NHIS  finds  that 
the  annual  number  of  emergency  department  visits  per  worker  without  paid  sick  days  is 
greater  than  it  is  for  those  with  the  benefit.  Using  MEPS  data  on  the  cost  of  emergency 
department  visits,  the  study  estimates  that  a  lack  of  paid  sick  days  resulted  in  an 
estimated  1.3  million  preventable  emergency  department  visits  every  year  in  the  United 
States  in  2008,  costing  $1.1  billion  more  than  office  visits  would  have.  Part  of  these 
costs — $500  million — were  paid  by  public  insurance  programs  such  as  Medicaid.22 


Research  Finds  Benefits  of  Existing  Paid  Sick  Days  Laws 
and  Minimal  Costs  to  Employers 

Since  the  implementation  of  the  first  paid  sick  days  law  in  2007,  several  studies  have  evaluated 
the  impacts  of  the  legislation,  with  a  particular  emphasis  on  the  effects  on  employers.  These 
evaluations  have  largely  found  that  the  overall  impact  on  businesses  was  minimal.  Many  firms 
saw  benefits  from  the  policy  and  counted  themselves  as  supporters  after  implementing  it. 


Minimal  costs:  Costs  to  employers  of  providing  paid  sick  days  have  been  modest.  In 
Seattle,  evaluations  found  that  the  cost  of  providing  paid  sick  leave  in  2013  was  only 
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about  0.4  percent  of  total  firm  revenue  for  the  year.23  In  Connecticut,  nearly  half  of  228 
employers  surveyed  in  2013,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law’s 
implementation,  reported  having  no  increased  overall  cost,  and  19.1  percent  of  employers 
reported  an  increased  cost  of  less  than  2  percent.24  In  San  Francisco,  the  paid  sick  leave 
ordinance  created  additional  costs  for  a  relatively  small  share  of  employers.  Six  out  of 
seven  employers  reported  no  adverse  effects  on  profitability.25 

•  Ease  of  implementation:  Research  shows  that  paid  sick  days  have  minimal  effect  on 
business  operations.  Most  San  Francisco  employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid 
Sick  Leave  Ordinance  was  not  difficult.26  Likewise,  about  two  thirds  of  Seattle 
employers  reported  that  implementing  the  Paid  Sick  and  Safe  Time  Ordinance  was  not 
very  difficult,  and  70  percent  expressed  support  for  the  policy  a  year  after  implementation 
of  the  Ordinance.27  Similarly,  a  large  majority  of  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  in 
2013  indicated  that  the  Paid  Sick  Leave  Law  did  not  burden  business  operations.28 

•  Employees  use  paid  sick  days  judiciously:  Several  years  after  the  implementation  of 
San  Francisco’s  paid  sick  days  law,  an  IWPR  survey  of  1,194  workers  found  that 
employees  in  San  Francisco  used  fewer  than  half  of  the  sick  days  available  under  the  paid 
sick  leave  ordinance.29  Using  data  from  the  2014  NHIS,  IWPR  found  that  most  workers 
who  do  have  access  to  paid  sick  days  do  not  use  any  in  a  given  year.30  In  regions  that 
have  passed  paid  sick  day  laws,  surveys  suggest  that  abuse  of  paid  sick  days  is  rare. 
Among  228  Connecticut  employers  surveyed  by  the  Center  for  Economic  and  Policy 
Research,  86  percent  reported  no  known  cases  of  abuse  more  than  a  year  after  paid  sick 
days  was  implemented.31  A  report  published  by  the  City  of  Seattle  auditor  finds  that  more 
than  nine  in  ten  Seattle  employers  surveyed  in  2012  had  never  reprimanded  an  employee 
for  abusing  paid  sick  days.32 

•  Sustained  job  growth  and  employment:  In  contrast  to  messaging  communicated  by  big 
business  lobbyists  prior  to  the  laws’  passage,  both  Seattle  and  San  Francisco  saw  positive 
job  growth  in  the  period  after  their  laws  took  effect,  and  this  job  growth  was  much  higher 
than  in  the  surrounding  areas  for  both  cities.  San  Francisco’s  growth  in  employment 
exceeded  the  average  employment  growth  of  surrounding  counties  after  the  paid  sick 
days  law  was  passed.33  In  the  10  months  after  the  adoption  of  Seattle’s  Paid  Sick  and 
Safe  Time  Ordinance,  King  County  (where  Seattle  is  located)  did  not  see  negative 
economic  impacts;  rather,  the  county  saw  sustained  job  growth  and  reduced 
unemployment  rates.34 

•  Improved  employee  morale,  motivation,  loyalty,  and  productivity:  Over  a  quarter  of 
Connecticut  employers  reported  improved  morale,  12.5  percent  reported  increased 
employee  motivation,  10.6  percent  reported  increased  loyalty,  and  14.9  percent  reported 
increased  productivity  after  implementation  of  the  state’s  paid  sick  days  law.35 

•  Improved  work  life  balance  for  employees:  A  2010  IWPR  survey  found  that  one  out  of 
four  San  Francisco  employees  reported  that  paid  sick  days  enabled  them  to  better  care  for 
their  own  and  their  families’  health  needs.  In  addition,  nearly  30  percent  reported  that 
their  employers  were  more  supportive  when  they  needed  to  use  their  leave  than  they  were 
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prior  to  the  law’s  passage.  More  than  half  of  all  San  Francisco  workers  reported  at  least 
one  benefit  as  a  result  of  the  ordinance.36 

•  Reduced  flu  contagion  in  locations  with  paid  sick  day  laws:  One  recent  study  used 
Google  Flu  data  from  2003  to  2015  to  show  that  influenza-like  infection  rates  decrease 
significantly  when  workers  gain  access  to  paid  sick  days.  By  comparing  the  rates  of 
influenza-like  illnesses  in  regions  with  paid  sick  days  policies — including  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Connecticut,  California,  Massachusetts,  and  Oregon — with  those  lacking  such 
laws,  the  study  finds  that  infection  rates  decrease  by  about  10  percent  when  employees 
without  coverage  obtain  paid  sick  days.37 

Conclusion 

Literature  spanning  the  fields  of  public  health,  economics,  sociology,  medicine,  social  work,  and 
public  policy  converge  to  reflect  the  health,  employment,  and  economic  benefits  of  paid  sick 
days.  Research  suggests  that  more  widespread  implementation  of  paid  sick  days  policies  would 
have  a  substantial  positive  impact  on  the  well-being  of  children,  families,  and  communities 
across  the  United  States. 
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The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Technology  Corporation,  the  Missouri  Life 
Sciences  Research  Board,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  the  Kansas  City  Boards 
of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St.  Louis  City  Board  of  Police  Commissioners,  the  St. 
Louis  County  Board  of  Elections,  the  Board  of  Election  Commissioners  City  of  St. 
Louis,  the  Clay  County  Board  of  Election  Commissioners,  Harris-Stowe  State 
University,  Lincoln  University,  Missouri  Western  State  University,  Northwest 
Missouri  State  University,  Southeast  Missouri  State  University,  and  Truman  State 
University. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  and  local  governments  expect  no  direct  costs  from  this  proposal,  but  indicated 
unknown  higher  costs  for  goods  and  services  may  result.  Any  change  in  tax  revenue  for 
state  and  local  governments  is  unknown. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(573)751  4936 


November  15,  2016 


Jason  Kandhr 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


NOV  1  5  2016 

STATE  auditors  OFFICE 

Ki.mtions  Division 
(573)751-2301 

IKST 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  1 2  (20 1 8-027) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  VV.  Main  Street  •  Je.eee.rson  City  65101 
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County _ _ 

Page  No - 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  fora  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  In  the  county  jail  ora  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  lor  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (lay)  Ashcrolt.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2010  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  tlu*  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (nr 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Hallot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 

I.  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

!>IST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

:t. 

A. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

•> 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol  the  state  of  Missouri 

ami _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PER|URY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  ol  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


cled  by  the  people  of  the  state  <>/  Missouri: 

290.502.  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.5.10.  ell'ectivc  January  I . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  I.  200S.  and  on  January  I  ol  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  10.  2007.  and  on  each  September  10  o! 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  ol  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  ol  the 
Consumer  I’ricc  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  ol  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

1.  Except  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  2911,510.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I 1  of  this  section,  effective  January  1.201 9,  everv  employer  shall  nay  to  each  employee  wages  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9,00  ner  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  lobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

ner  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  Iw 

SLOP  per  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  roaches  $12.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1 . 2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  I.  2021,  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  ol  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

watte  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  reuuired  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (If  hut  the  hiuher  federal  rale  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  reuuired  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  ner  the  method  set  lorth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  long  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  I  'or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  ••public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  slate,  including  a  department,  agency.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  vil laue.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

slate.  Subsection  (1)  of  this  section  shall  not  annlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  It)  its  employees.  Am 
public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  (I  I  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 
subsections. 


290.512.  I .  |No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (21  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.510.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beginning  January  1 . 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below'  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pav  wanes  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsection  (1)  ol  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,510: 

(1 )  fifty-one  percent,  effective  January  1. 2019; 

(2)  llftv-three.  effective  January  I.  2020: 

(3)  fifty-live  percent,  effective  January  I.  2021: 

(4)  liflv-seven  percent,  effective  January  1 .  2022; 

(5)  fifiv-cighl  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2021: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024; 

however,  in  all  eases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.510,  the  difference  being  made  up  hv  the  employer. 

1.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  slate,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  or  a  eitv.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ot  the 

stale.  Subsection  (21  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 
public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( I )  oflhis  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 


the  percentage  set  forth  tlicroin  of  the  minimum  wave  rale  specified  ill  subsections  ( 1 )  anJ  12)  of  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  in  290.55(1. 

1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  requited  to  he  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  sendees  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 1  le  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  sendees  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  tiny  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  (equal ]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unnaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  tiny 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529.  Txccnl  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  narauranh,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 
not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


NOV  1  5  2016 


Jason  Kander 


Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick 

ST  All  1  Nl  <  JRMATH  »N  Cl  NIT  R 

(573)751  4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Em  t'TioNs  Division 
(573 i 75 1  2301 


November  1 5.  2016 


1 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory'  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  II  (2018-026) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


JAM!  S  C.  KiRKl’A  l  RICKSTATI  INFORMATION  Cl  N  l  I  K 
600  W.  Main  Strut*  Ji  iii.kson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No. 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  S60.02 1 ,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  anv 
name  other  than  his  nr  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 


petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


\%-09Ld 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  I.oiiis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  nr 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  201H  and  each  forhimscll  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 


this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


I, _ _ .  bring  Tint  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  nf  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

n. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  Ins  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _  County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PKR|URY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  1 B  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  ol  Alliant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A. lb  20 1 _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  R  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  unacted  hv  the  people  of  the  stale  of  Missouri: 


\%-CQU 


Sections  290.502.  290.5 1 2.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
Ire  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I, 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 


2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  ol  the  immediately  preceding  sear  ol  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  burners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 


3.  Lxccnt  as  mav  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I  ■  2019.  cverv  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wattes  at  the  same  rale  or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  ol  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  mbs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

$1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  three  years,  until  it  reaches  $12.00  per  hour,  cllective 

January  I,  2022.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 
oil  January  1 . 2023.  and  oil  January  I  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  by  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3),  hut  the  hieher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hiithcr  than  the  state  minimum  watte  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includimt  a  department,  aitcncv,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  countv.  town,  villaue,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  (1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 

290.5 12.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rale  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Ilcuinninu  January  I,  2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  helow  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uruluities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  repaired  to  r>av  wages  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rale  specified  in  subsection  <  3 1  ol  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waec  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  filiv-five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2020: 

(3)  sixtv-fivc  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2021 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January'  I.  2022: 

(5)  seventy-five  percent,  effective  January  I,  2023: 

(6)  ciuhiv  percent,  effective  January  1,  2024: 

(7)  ciehtv-fivc  percent,  effective  January  I.  2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  I.  2026: 

(9)  nineiv-fivc  percent:  effective  January  1 . 2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  lor  such  employee  shall  total  at  leasi  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  lit  minium  waue  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  heinti  made  up  hv  the  employer. 


3.  l  or  purposes  of  this  section.  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  Male  or  a  political 
subdivision  ofthc  state,  inchulinu  ;i  department.  auenev.  olTiccr.  hiiroan.  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 
insirtimcntalitv  ofthc  state,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  v  illaee.  school  district,  or  oilier  nolilical  suhdiv isipn  of  I  he 
state.  Subsection  (2)  ol' this  seciion  shall  not  aiwlv  l»  :i  nuhlie  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  .Any 
public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  (J  )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 
the  ncrccniauc  set  forth  therein  ofthc  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  ( I I  and  (2)  of  section 
290.502  or.  where  iipplieahle.  the  ininininm  wave  rule  otherwise  specilietl  in  sections  2‘Jt ). 5( It)  to  290, 51  < • 

1 2. 1 1.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  lair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
v  aluing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  l  ie  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  ol'tlie  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  anil  an  additional  [equal]  amount  eoual  to  twice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  he  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  l-xecpt  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includine  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  nnraurnnh.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530,  or  the  annlieation  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  hv  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


Jami-sC.  Kirkpatric  k 
Stati  Information  Ci.ntmr 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kander 

SECRETARY  OH  STATE 
State  oh  Missouri 


NOV  1  5  2016 

STATE  auditors  Off  ICE 


Euctions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  15,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290.  version  1 0  (20 1 8-025) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  tiled  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


JammsC.  Kirkpatric  k. Stati  Information  Ci-nti  r 
600  w.  main  Stiu  i  t  •  Jit-i  i  kson  City  65101 

ADMIS’INI  HA'i  :v:  IIVSINT-SS SkRVlCHS  •  KLH  .  :i>N\  •  Itw  ll'ATHIX'S  •  SM  I'RrntS  •  STAThARI  IIIVKS  •  S  .  A. .  !  IRIUUlt  •  W«M  !  \.  .<  I  IKXAIC1 


i 'ouni  v  _ _ 

Page  No - 

It  Is  .1  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560 021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  fail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (lay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - - - County  (or  city 

of  Sl  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  20111  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ _ _ _ _  Cotinty  (or 

city  of  Si.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  l  live  are  correctly  written  .after  my  name. 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


|# _  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City. Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Pi Inteil  or  Typed) 

1. 

2 

3. 

A. 

5. 

f». 

7. 

8 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OP  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  1  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  CUII.TY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  10  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City,  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.I).  20 1 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502. 290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rale  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  flic  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January  I  ol  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007,  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  ol  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  (I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I,  2019.  even'  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rale  of  not  less  than  $9,00  ner  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailinu  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

ner  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

SLOP  ner  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  $13.00  ner  hour,  ellective 

January  1 . 2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1,  2024.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  ol  this 

section.  If  at  anv  lime  the  federal  minimum  watte  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  hut  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wane  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lorn:  as  it  remains  hiulicr  than  the  slate  minimum  wane  returned  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  Tor  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  villaue.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3 1  of  this  section  shall  not  annlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees,  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  1 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  .subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  1.  [NoJ  Excem  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beginning  January  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employ  ee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  rcuuircd  to  nav  wanes  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rale  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  291). 500  to  290.551): 

(1)  fifiv-onc  percent,  effective  January  1. 2019: 

(2)  fifty-three,  effective  January  I.  2020; 

(3)  fifty- five  percent,  effective  January  1.  2021: 

(4)  fiftv-seven  percent,  effective  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  fifiv-cighi  percent,  effective  January  1. 2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

however,  in  all  eases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  bv  the  employer. 

3.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  slate,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  ora  citv.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  npplv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( 1 1  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 


the  ncrccmauc  sei  forth  i herein  ofthc  liiiniimiiii  wane  rale  specified  in  subsections  1 1 )  and .(2loj_s<xiigii 
290.502  or.  where  annlicable.  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  scefions  29Q,5QO  tp,  290.53Q- 

[2. |  4.  Han  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ot  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  lair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  lair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  he  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  ol 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  Me  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  ol 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290*530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rale  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  cnual  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  mat 
he  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  An> 
agreement  between  the  employee  anil  the  employer  to  work  lor  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  Itwo]  three  years  ol 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529, 1-xcent  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  ol  sections  290. 500  to 
290.530  are  severable.  If  nnv  provision,  includinu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph^ setijencc^qr 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  ;l 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  dccisionshaj] 
not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  he  given  cUcct  without  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


Jam  us  c.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu.  Iniormation  Center 
( 573 ) 75 1  4936 


Jason  Kan d hr 

Secretary  oe  State 
State  of  Missouri 


NOV  1  5  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Erections  Division 
15731 751  2301 


November  15,  2016 


I'S-CQH 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  9  (2018-024) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick. Statu  Iniormation  Center 
600  \v.  Main  St  re  it  •  J  i  uui  rs<  in  City  65 1  ()  1 
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I  I  HRARY 


County _ _ _ 

rage  No. _ _ — 

It  Is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  lor  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  an) 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ — - County  (or  city 

of  St  l.ouis).  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2010  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and - — - County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


[Official  ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  (1F _ _ _ 


I _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City, Town,  or  Village) 

7.1  P 
CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Pruned  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  or  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  iny  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARK  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  1  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A  D.  201 _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  290.502,  290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
he  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  effective  January  1. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January1  I  ol  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  ol  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CI’I-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290,530.  and  notwithslandinu 

subsection  ( 1 1  oflhis  section,  effective  January  1. 2019.  everv  employer  shall  oav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  ol  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  waee  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watic  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  hv 
SLOP  per  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  four  years,  until  it  reaches  .SI  3.00  per  hour,  effective 

January  1.  2023.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  I.  2024.  and  on  January  I  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  oflhis 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

waee  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waee  required  bv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waee  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  waee  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  oflhis  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  poliliea  I 

subdivision  of  the  slate,  includine  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  countv.  town,  villaue.  school  district,  or  other  pol ilical  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  oflhis  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.5 12.  I .  |No)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  oflhis  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Ueuinnimi  January  1 . 20 1 9  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  nolw  iilistandinu 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  f  11  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pav  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  watte  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waee  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290. 530: 

(1)  liftv- live  percent,  effective  January  1.  2019: 

(2)  sixlv  percent,  effective  January  1. 2020: 

(3)  sixtv-live  percent,  effective  January  I.  2021; 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  seventv-live  percent,  effective  January'  1. 2023: 

(6)  eighty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

( 7 )  eiuhtv-tivc  percent,  effective  January  I.  2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  I.  2026: 

(9)  ninety-live  percent:  effective  January  1, 2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  I.  2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wane  specified  in 
subsection  (3)  rtf  section  290,502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  being  made  up  hv  the  employer. 


3 ■  for  purposes  ul'lhis  scclion.  ihc  term  "public  omnlover"  means  un  employer  Unit  is  the  slate  or  a  ih>I it icai 
subdivision  of  the  stale,  incliidinii  a  department,  auenev.  o nicer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 
instrumentality  of  ihc  sltilc.  or  a  city,  countv.  (own,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 
state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  nut  apply  to  a  public  cmnlover  with  rcsnect  to  its  emnlovccs.  Anv 
public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 
the  percentage  set  forth  therein  ol  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  1 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 
502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rale  otherwise  spccifierLiiLscctions  290.500  Ul>><-1-52<L 


(2. |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employ  er  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  I  he  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 1  le  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  docs  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  Ihc  employee. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  (equal  |  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may¬ 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  Ilian  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 


290.529,  I -scent  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  anv  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph.  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.300  to  290,530.  »r  the  application  thereof  to  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  hv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  oilier  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  that  can  he  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


NOV  >  5  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kandkr 


Jam  us  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu  Inuormation  Cuntu.r 
(573)751  4936 


Secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei.htions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  15.  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  8  (2018-023) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kandcr 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  I  loffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jam  us  C.  Kirkpatrick  Statu  Inuormation  Cu.nti.r 
600  YV.  Main  Strutt  •  Juuuurson  City  65101 
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County 
Page  No 


It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 ,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  Initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  flay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


1S-023 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  nr 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2013  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 


this  petition,  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


(Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR  S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (prim  nr  type  names  »f  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

PATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City. Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4 

5. 

6. 

7. 

ft. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  1  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  RY  MF.  ARF.  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BF.F.N  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY' OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  10  years  of  age  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer 


(Name  ol  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  heforv  me  this _ day  of 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

_ ,A.I).201 

Address  ol  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  fir  Zip  Code) 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


Sections  290.502.  290.5 1 2.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I, 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $0.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30,  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  mav  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,501)  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I.  2019.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wattes  at 

the  rale  of  not  less  than  $9.00  nor  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevail inu  federal  minimum  waue  applicable  to  those  covered  iohs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rale 

ncr  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  hv 

$1.00  ncr  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  five  years,  until  it  reaches  $14.00  ner  hour,  effective 

January  1 , 202-1.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1.  2025.  and  on  January'  I  of  successive  years,  ncr  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2 1  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  waue  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  waue  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3k  hut  the  higher  federal  rale  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

waue  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  ncr  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  Ions  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  wage  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  includina  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  countv.  town,  villaue.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (31  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees,  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  suhieci  to  subsections  ( H  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.5 12.1.  [No|  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Uci’inninu  January-  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dales  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notyvithstandinu 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  nav  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,530: 

(1)  fiftv-onc  percent,  effective  January’  I.  2019: 

(2)  fiftv-ihree.  effective  January  1.  2020: 

(3)  fifty-live  percent,  effective  January  1.  2021: 

(4)  fifty -seven  percent,  effective  January'  1.  2022: 

(5)  fiftv-cicht  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  waue  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waue  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290.530,  the  difference  heinu  made  up  by  the  employer, 

3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  slate,  or  a  citv.  countv.  town,  villaue,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

stale.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  1 1 1  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 


ill*-*  ncrccntauc  set  forth  therein  ol'thc  niinimuni  wage  rale  specified  in  subsections  ( I )  and  (2)  ol'  seel  ion 
290,502  or.  where  .mnlicahlc.  the  minimum  wage  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  lo  200.530. 

1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  sen  ices  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  lo  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  ol’thc  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  dircetor  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  ihe  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  lo  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  l  ie  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [cqualj  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  Ihe  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  Ihe  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |two|  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529,  l-xccpt  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  nil  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 
290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  narauranh,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  withoul  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


NOV  1  5  2016 


Jason  Kan d hr 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jami.sC.  Kirkpatrick 
St ati  Information  Ci  inter 
(573)751  4936 


Secretary  or  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei.htions  division 
(573)751  2301 


November  15,  2016 


|£-C0Q 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  7  (2018-022) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


J  AMES  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
6(H)  w.  Main  Street  •  Jfffi  rson  City  65101 
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I  !HKARY 


County _ 

Page  No _ 

II  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  {ail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city 

of  St  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  lor  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  20  IB  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says.  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ — _  County  (or 

city  of  Sl  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  alter  my  name. 


(Official  ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


being  first  duly  sworn,  ujr  (print  or  lyre  names  of  tignrrs) 


NAME 
(Signature ) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

in 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _  County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  IB  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signatuie  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  dav  of _ .  A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary' 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  2‘)0.502,  290.5 1 2.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January  I  ol  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  ol  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Hamers  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  IJ.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  ol  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  Except  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  (1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  I.  2019.  cvcrv  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rale  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  ol  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  mbs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 

per  hour  is  hiclicr.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  year  by 

SLOP  ner  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  live  years,  until  it  reaches  $14.00  per  hour,  elfeclive 

January  I.  2024,  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  I.  2025.  and  on  January  I  of  successive  years,  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  ol  this 

section.  If  at  anv  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wage  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rale  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wave  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  slate  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  slate  or  a  political 

subdivision  ofllie  slate,  including  a  department,  aueiicv.  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  oftlic  state,  ora  citv.  countv.  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

slate.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apnlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( 1 1  and  (21  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.5 1 2.  1 .  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beginning  January  1 . 201 9  and  effective  on  the  dales  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  perccnlaue  established  in  subsection  1 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uraluities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pav  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,5311: 

(1)  fifty-five  percent,  effective  January  1.  2019; 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2020; 

(3)  sixlv-livc  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2021 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1. 2022: 

(5)  seventy-five  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  eighty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

17)  eighlv-five  percent,  effective  January  I.  2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  I.  2026: 

(9)  ninety- five  percent:  effective  Jantian  I.  2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  I.  2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  lor  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections 
290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  being  made  up  bv  the  employer. 


•  means  an  employer  that  is  die  state  nr  a  political 
.  board,  commission,  or 


>  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer" 
subdivision  of  the  Male,  including  a  department,  t 
inslnimcntaliiv  of  the  state.  or  a  cilv,  county,  town,  village,  school  district.  or  oilier  political  subdivision  of  the 
siaic.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  will)  respect  toils  employ  ecs.  Any 
public  employer  that  is  subjcci  lo  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  suhscciioii  at 
the  pcrcentauc  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  spccilicd  in  subsections  ( I )  and  (2]  .of.scctipn 
2‘)t).sli:  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wags  rule  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  390.530. 


|2.|  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sen  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  atul  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  lo  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  I  he  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  lo  290.530. 1  le  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  eoual  to  twice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |two|  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 


290,529,  Except  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  29(1.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  .subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  hv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 
not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  lo  290.530  that  can  he  given  effect  without  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 

ST  ATI  INFORMATION  CENTER 

(573)751  4936 


November  15,  2016 


jji  j  -  i 


Jason  Kander 

SECRETARY  Ol-  STATE 
STATE  OF  MISSOURI 


£D 


NOV  I  S  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Erections  Division 
(573)751  2301 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  6  (2018-02 1 ) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  Hied  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary'  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami  s  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Ce  nt  e  r 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  »ra  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (|ay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - __ - - - County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  2010  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says1  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  i  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ — - —  County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  iny  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


[Official  Ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  CO t INTV  OF 


I, _ _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City,  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

DIST- 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  or  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  Mated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  Is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  ol  Missouri 

and _ _  County'. 

FURTHERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid.  list  the  payer. 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  ol  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 _ 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  A  Zip  Code) 


Sections  290.502.  290.512.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


290.502.  1.  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I. 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30. 2007.  and  on  each  September  3(1  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  banters  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 

3.  Except  as  ntav  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstandinu 

subsection  ( 1 1  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 ,  2019.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.00  ncr  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rale  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  lau 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  watte  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rale 

per  hour  is  hie  her.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  hv 

$.75  ner  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  eight  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  ner  hour,  effective 

January  I.  2027.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  bv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  I.  2028,  and  on  January'  I  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  watte  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

watte  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  he 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (  31,  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wane  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  slate  minimum  watte  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  ••public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  state,  including  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (21  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I.  [No]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  beginning  January  I.  2019  and  elTcctive  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uratuitics  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pay  wanes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

(1)  fifty-one  percent,  effective  January  I.  2019: 

(2)  fifty-three.  elTcctive  January  I.  2020: 

(3)  fifty-five  percent.  elTcctive  January  I,  2021: 

(4)  fifty-seven  percent.  elTcctive  January  I,  2022: 

(5)  fifty-eight  percent,  effective  January  1,  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wane  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or,  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290,530.  the  difference  being  made  up  bv  the  employer. 

3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  ol  the  state,  includinc  a  department,  agency,  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  ol  the  state,  or  a  citv,  county,  town,  villaue.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 
state.  Subsection  (21  ol  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  it  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  suhiecl  to  subsection  ( 1 1  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  at 


! I ic  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  waue  rule  specified  in  subsections  ( 1 )  and  (2)  ol' section 
290.302  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  200.530. 

1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  ser\  ices  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  he  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  he  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  lor  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal  |  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  ns  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  Ices  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  lor  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two|  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290.529,  lixeept  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,501)  to 

290.530  arc  severable.  If  anv  provision,  includina  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  hv  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 
not  affect  oilier  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290.530  that  can  he  uiven  effect  without  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


JAM!  S  C.  KlRKl’ATlUOK 
STATE  INFORMATION  C1NTIR 
(573)751  4936 

November  15,  2016 


Jason  Kandkr 

Secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


NQV  \  5  20t6 


jtate  auditors  office 

Ei.e.otions  Division 
(573)751  2301 

)<z-oa 


The  I  lonorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  5  (2018-020) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Ci-ntir 
600  vv.  Main  Stri  it  •  Ji-i-i  i  rson  City  65101 
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r  u  uniy _ _ _ 

Page  No _ _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  titan  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (lay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  lor  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ _ County  ( or  city 

of  St.  I.ouis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  f»th  day  of  November.  20 IB  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


tp _ _ __ _ _ .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signors) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

71 P 
CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  nr  Typed) 

■ 

7 

X 

•1. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

in. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence,  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  1  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  Al  l.  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOIIND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PI.F.D  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  IB  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


( Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Sired.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  fills _ day  nl _ ,  A. I).  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  nl  Notary  (Street.  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Ik •  ii  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  .state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502, 290.5 1 2.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
he  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  I .  I  Except  as  may  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  clfective  January  I . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  S6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1 . 2008.  and  on  January  I  ot  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  ofliving.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  ol  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  ol  the  immediately  preceding  year  ol  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Hamers  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  IJ.S.  Department  of  I  .abor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  ol  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3,  Hxccpt  as  mav  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  and  notwithstanding 

subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  elfective  January  1 . 20 1 9.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wages  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  S9.00  ner  hour,  or  wattes  at  the  same  rate  or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  ol  federal  law 

as  the  nrevailinu  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rale 

per  hour  is  Inulicr.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  vear  by 

$.75  ner  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  eiuht  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  ner  hour,  ellective 

January  I.  2027,  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1.  2028.  and  on  January  I  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  ol  this 
section.  If  at  anv  lime  the  federal  minimum  wane  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 
watte  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wage  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (31.  hut  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  Iona  as  it  remains  limber  than  the  stale  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

9.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  a  political 

subdivision  oflhe  stale,  ineludinu  a  department,  aecncv,  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  villaue,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

slate.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  (11  and  (21  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.5 12.1.  [No|  hxccpt  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rale  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Ileeinninu  January  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dales  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  nav  wages  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  oflhe  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  watte  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  filiv-five  percent,  effective  January  I.  2019; 

(2)  sixlv  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2020: 

(3)  sixty- live  percent,  effective  January  I.  2021: 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  1.  2022: 

(5)  seventy-five  percent,  effective  January'  1 , 202.3; 

(6)  ciuhlv  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

(7)  eighty-five  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  I,  2026; 

(9)  ninety-live  percent;  effective  January  1. 2027; 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  I,  2028; 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 
subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherw  ise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 


3. for  purposes  of  this  section.  ilic  term  ••public  employer”  means  an  employer  that  is  the  suite  or  n  political 

subdivision  of  the  suite,  includiim  a  department.  auenev.  officer.  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 
instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  city,  county.  town,  villaue.  school  district,  or  oilier  political  subdivision  ol  die 
slate.  Subsection  (2)  ol'lliis  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 
public  cmnlovcr  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  he  subject  to  that  subsection  al 
the  percentage  set  forth  therein  of  the  minimum  wane  mte  specified  in  subsections  ( I )  and  id)  of  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.5011  to  290.530 

|2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  sen  ices  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  o( 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 1  Ic  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  ol 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  waves  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  lees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  ol 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529,  l-xceol  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.501)  to 

290,530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includiitu  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 
not  affect  other  provisions  or  annlications  of  sections  290.500  to  290,530  that  can  be  given  eflect  without  die 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


•-J  2. 


NOV  1  5  2018 


Jason  Kander 


iTATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jami-.sC.  Kirkpatrick 

STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 

(573)751-4936 


SECRETARY  OE  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


Ei. potions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  1 5,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  4  (20 1 8-0  i  9) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65 10 1 
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County _ 

Page  No 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  fora  term  of  Imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  |ail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ _ _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  lor  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  20111  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ _ _ County  (or 

city  of  Sl  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


(Official  Ballot  tltlej 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


lf _ _ _ _ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  fpnnt  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City, Town,  nr  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2 

X 

\. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

R. 

«l. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  hls  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  lus  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  slate  ol  Missoni  i 

and _ _  County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PF.RRJRY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  1 0  years  of  age.  I  do  _ ___  do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City.  State  &  /ip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of. _ .  A.D.  201 - 

Notary'  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary'  (Street.  City,  State  A-  Zip  Code) 


Be  il  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  state  oj  Missouri: 

Sections  290. 502,  290.512.  anil  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  r.xeept  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January'  I . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rale  of  So. 50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1.  2008.  and  on  January  I  of. successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  us  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Ranters  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  w  age  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  Rxeenl  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  29(1,530.  and  nolw  illtslandiim 

subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1 .  2019.  every  employer  shall  nay  to  each  employee  wattes  at 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.05  ner  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rate  or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rale 

iter  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  by  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  bv 

$.85  ner  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  il  reaches  SI  5.00  ner  hour,  effective 
January  1 ,  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  1 . 2027.  and  on  January  I  of  successive  years,  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  lime  the  federal  minimum  wane  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

watte  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wane  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  stale  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  tin  employer  that  is  the  slate  ora  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  aticncv.  officer,  bureau,  div  ision,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  or  a  city,  county,  town,  village.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

state.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I 1  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


\mct 

section  to 


290.512.  1 .  |  No]  lixccnt  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  beginning  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 11  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  aratnilies  in  addition  to  wattes  is  required  to  nav  wattes  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wage  rale  specified  in  subsection  (31  of  section 

290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

(1)  liftv-onc  percent,  effective  January  I.  2019: 

(2)  liftv-lhree.  effective  January  I.  2020: 

(31  lifts -live  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  liftv-seven  percent,  c  flee  live  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  fiftv-ciuht  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

however,  in  all  eases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wane  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530,  the  difference  being  made  up  hv  the  employer. 

3.  I  or  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  agency,  oHicer.  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

insirnmcntaliiv  of  Ihc  state,  or  a  city,  counlv.  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

stale.  Subsection  (21  of  this  section  shall  not  imply  to  a  public  employer  w  ith  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  (II  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 


the  ncrccntauc  set  I i irlli  therein  »!' the  minimum  wane  rale  Mice i |1  oil . in  subsection s  ( 1  >  ;nul  (2)  ol  section 
290.502  or.  whore  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  29().?30. 

[2.|  4.  H  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  ol  goods  or  serv  ices  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receiv  e  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  lair  market  value  ol  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  he  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  Hie  lair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  ol 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 1  Ic  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
dclcnnining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  arc  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  ol  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  ol'lhe  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  ol 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |lwo]  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529,  P.xccnt  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290,523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  lo 
290.530  arc  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence.,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530.  or  the  application  thereof  lo  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 

conn  of  competent  jurisdiction  lo  he  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 
not  affect  other  provisions  or  nnnlicalions  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530  that  can  be  given  ellccl  without,  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


J ami:s  C.  Kirkpatrick 

St  ATI  INI  ORMATION  CENTER 
( 573) 75 I  4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


NOV  1  5  2016 

jT ATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Erections  Division 
(5731731  2301 


November  15,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  3  (2018-0 1 8) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  vv.  main  Street  •  Jeeeerson  City  65101 
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It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  tail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - County  (or  t  itv 

of  Sl  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  20  IB  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ — —  County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  In  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  alter  my  name 


[Official  Ballot  title | 


CIRCULATOR  S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


I _ _ _ _____ _ ,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (pnnt  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

OATH 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Numltcr)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR 

HIST. 

NAME 

( Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

X 

4. 

5. 

6 

7. 

a 

9. 

111. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  nr 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ _ _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARK  TRUK  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  10  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  rirculating  this  petition 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  ill  Affiant 

_ _  A  P  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Suite  &  ‘/.ip  Code) 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri: 


V?-OI? 


Sections  290.502.  290.5 1 2.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  arc  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 


290.502.  i .  Except  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  I . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rale  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1.  2008.  and  on  January  1  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30. 2007.  and  on  each  September  .’0  of 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  tire 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Earners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CP1-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  l  abor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 


3.  Except  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530,  and  notwithstanding 
subsection  (I)  of  this  section,  effective  January  1,  2019.  every  employer  shall  pav  to  each  employee  wanes  at 
the  rate  of  not  less  than  $9.05  ncr  hour,  or  wattes  at  the  same  rale  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  ol  federal,  law¬ 

ns  the  prevailine  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever,  rate 
tier  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wane  established  hv  litis  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  vear  jw 

$.85  tier  hour,  effective  January  I  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  reaches  $15.00  per  hour,  effective 
January  I.  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 
on  January  1. 2027.  and  on  January  1  of  successive  years,  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  anv  lime  the  federal  minimum  wage  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

watte  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wage  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  lo  this  subsection  (3k  hut  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

watte  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  ncr  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  long  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  state  minimum  waee  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 


4,  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  emnlover"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  slate,  inchulinu  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  hoard,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  villauc.  school  district,  or  oilier  political  subdivision  ol  the 

stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  annlv  lo  a  public  emnlover  with  respect  lo  its  employees.  Any 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  U  )  and  (2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhicct  to  those 
subsections. 


290.512.  I.  INol  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  ol  any  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Ikuinnimi  January  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dates  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  percentage  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receives  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  uraluities  in  addition  to  wattes  is  required  lo  pav  wattes  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  watte  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 

290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290,530: 

(1)  fifty- live  percent,  effective  January  I,  2019: 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2020: 

(3)  sixty-five  percent,  effective  January  1 . 202 1 : 

(4)  seventy  percent,  effective  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  seventy-live  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  ciuhtv  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2024: 

(7)  eiuhty-five  percent,  effective  January  1. 2025: 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  I.  2026: 

(9)  ninclv-fivc  percent:  effective  January  1. 2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1 . 2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wane  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  waee  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 

290,500  to  290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  hv  the  employer. 


3.  ('or  purposes  of  this  seel  ion,  the  term  “public  employer"  means  an  employer  Unit  is  the  stole  or  ;i  political 
subdivision  of  llie  slate,  inelndinu  a  department.  aeenev,  ollieer,  bureau,  division,  hoard.  commission,  or 
instrumentality  of  the  state,  ora  cilv.  counts,  town.  villauc.  school  district,  or  oilier  political  wbdryisiwi  oflhc 
state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  annlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 
public  employer  that  is  subject  to  .subsection  ( I )  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 
the  nerecnlauc  set  forth  therein  ol'lhc  miniimim  wane  rale  specified  in  subsections  ( I  \  ami  (21  ol’ section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wggg  rale  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530. 

[2.]  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  to  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  sen  ices  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  'Hie  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  lo  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal)  amount  coital  to  twice  the  unpaid  wattes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  lo  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  The  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  he  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |two)  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  l-lxccpl  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523,  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  includimi  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paracranh,  sentence,  or 

clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  annlieation  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a 

court  of  comnclcnl  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  annlications  of  sections  290.500  lo  290,530  that  can  he  (riven  effect  without  the 
invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  annlieation. 


NOV  1  5  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
State  Information  Ci.nti  r 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Euci'ions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  15,  2016 


\  $  -on 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  2  (20 1 8-0 1 7) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick  Stati  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Ji-.fm  rson  City  65101 
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County, 
Page  No 


It  is  ;i  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021.  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of  imprisonment 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  John  (|ay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 


\<S"Of7 


We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _  _  _  County’  for  city 

of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November.  20  IB  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _  County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name 


[Official  Ballot  title) 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


I. _ ,  being  First  duly  sworn,  s.iy  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONGR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

X 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

•J. 

to 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  In  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  ol  Affiant 


Address  of  Alllant  (Street.  Citv.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  ibis  day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary’  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


lie  it  enacted  hy  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 


\<tan 


Sections  290.502.  290.5 1 2.  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  its  follows: 


290.502.  1 .  Rxccpt  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  clfcctivc  January  1 . 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $6.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rale 
or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 


2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  1. 2008.  and  on  January  I  ol  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ot 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shull  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  ot  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  ot  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  Ranters  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  with  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  five  cents. 


3.  Hxccpl  as  mav  he  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  and  notwithslandine 
subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1.  2019.  every  employer  shall  nav  to  each  employee  wages  a_t 

the  rate  of  not  less  than  SS.00  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rale  or  rates  set  under  the  provisions  ol  federal  law 

as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  mbs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate 
ner  hour  is  higher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  watte  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  each  year  by 
$  1 .00  per  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  reaches  S 1 5.00  per  hour,  cflccti  vc 

January  I.  2026.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wacc  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January'  1 . 2027.  and  on  January  I  of  successive  years,  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  nnv  time  the  federal  minimum  wane  rale  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wacc  rcuuired  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 
increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3b  hut  the  higher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wane  required  hv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  ner  the  method  set  forth  in_subscction  (2) 

for  so  lone  as  it  remains  higher  than  the  slate  minimum  wane  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  for  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  ‘•public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  auenev.  olficcr.  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  state,  ora  city,  eountv.  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 

slate.  Subsection  (31  of  this  section  shall  not  apnlv  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees,  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  (21  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  those 

subsections. 


290.512.  I.  |No|  Rxccnt  as  provided  in  subsection  121  of  this  section,  no  employer  ol  ;inv  employee  who 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 


2.  ncuinnitm  January  I.  2019  and  effective  on  the  dales  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwithstanding 

the  perccntaue  established  in  subsection  ( I )  of  this  section,  no  employer  ol  anv  employee  who  receives  ami 

retains  compensation  in  the  Ibnn  of  uraiuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  required  to  pav  wages  in  excess  ol  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rate  specified  in  subsection  (3)  ot  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290,500  to  290.530: 

( 1 )  fifty-one  percent,  effective  January  I.  2019: 

(2)  fillv-ihree.  effective  January  I.  2020: 

(3)  fifty-five  percent,  effective  January  I.  2021: 

(4)  filtv-sevcn  percent,  effective  January  I.  2022: 

(5)  filly-eight  percent,  effective  January  I.  2023: 

(6)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  1. 2024: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wane  specified  in 

subsection  (3)  of  section  290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wacc  rale  otherwise  speeilied  in  sections 

290.500  to  290,530.  the  difference  hcinc  made  up  hv  the  employer. 

3.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  or  a  political 

subdivision  of  the  stale,  including  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  division,  board,  commission,  or 

instrumentality  of  the  stale,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  village,  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  ol  the 

state.  Subsection  (2)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Anv 

public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsection  I II  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  be  suhicct  to  that  subsection  at 


ihc  nerccntaae  set  Ibrlli  therein  of  the  inininnini  wane  rate  specified  in  subsections  t  I )  and  (2)  ol  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  warn*  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  200.MIP  lo  29P.r'3[), 

1 2.  |  -I,  It' an  employee  receives  and  retains  eotnpcnsation  in  the  I'orni  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  ol  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  lo  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  sen  ices,  the 
employer  is  required  lo  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  (air  market  value  ol  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  lo  he  paid  by  sections  290.500  lo  290.530. 1  he  fair  market  value  ol  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  ol 
valuing  the  goods  and  sendees  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  Me  shall  also  provide  bv  regulation  a  method  ol 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  sendees  that  are  an  incident  ol  employment  the  receipt  ol  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employ  ee. 

290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  lo  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal |  amount  equal  to  twice  the  unpaid  wages  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  lees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury.  Ihc  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  he  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  [two]  three  years  ol 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 

290,529.  l-xccpt  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  anv  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 
clause,  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  alTccl  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290.500  lo  290,530  that  can  be  given  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 
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NOV  1  5  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 

Jam  is  C.  Kirkpatrick 

Jason  Kandkr 

Secretary  of  State 

Ei.pt tions  Division 

State  information  Center 

State  of  Missouri 

(573)751  2301 

(573)751  4936 

November  15,  2016 

1 ?rO\Co 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Richard  Von  Glahn  regarding  a  proposed  statutory  amendment  to 

Chapter  290,  version  I  (2018-016) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Missouri  filed  by  Richard  Von  Glahn  on  November  14.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  S  r ati  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Stri  it  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. - 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.02 1 .  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  lor  a  term  of  impn 
not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  One  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition 
name  other  than  his  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or 
petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ohn  (lay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Wc.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ __ _ County  (or  city 

of  St.  I.nuis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  ol  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  6th  day  of  November,  2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ _ County  (or 

city  of  St.  I.nuis).  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live:  arc*  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


sonment 
with  any 
to  sign  a 


(Official  Ballot  title] 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


CIRCUUTORS  AFFIDAVIT 


heing  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City.  Town,  nr  Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Printed  nr  Typed) 

I. 

2. 

X 

4. 

5 

6. 

7 

B. 

9. 

10. 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his  or 
her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  Is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  .it  least  IB  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  Payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


My  commission  expires 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 

_ ,  A  D.  201 

Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  Citv.  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  Stale  St  Zip  Code) 


Be  it  enacted  by  tlw  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri: 

Sections  290.502, 290.512,  and  290.527  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  are  amended  and  a  new  section  to 
be  known  as  section  290.529  is  enacted  to  read  as  follows: 

290.502.  1 .  Kxcept  as  may  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  effective  January  1  • 
2007.  every  employer  shall  pay  to  each  employee  wages  at  the  rate  of  $0.50  per  hour,  or  wages  at  the  same  rate 
or  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law  as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wage  applicable  to  those 
covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rate  per  hour  is  higher. 

2.  The  minimum  wage  shall  be  increased  or  decreased  on  January  I.  2008.  and  on  January  I  of  successive 
years,  by  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living.  On  September  30.  2007.  and  on  each  September  30  ol 
each  successive  year,  the  director  shall  measure  the  increase  or  decrease  in  the  cost  of  living  by  the  percentage 
increase  or  decrease  as  of  the  preceding  July  over  the  level  as  of  July  of  the  immediately  preceding  year  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  for  Urban  Wage  burners  and  Clerical  Workers  (CPI-W)  or  successor  index  as  published 
by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  w  ith  the  amount  of  the  minimum  wage  increase  or 
decrease  rounded  to  the  nearest  live  cents. 

3.  l-xccpl  as  mav  be  otherwise  provided  pursuant  to  sections  290.5(10  to  290.530.  and  notwithstanding 
subsection  1 1 )  of  this  section,  effective  January  1.2019.  every  employer  sha|l  pay  to  each  employ  ee  wanes  at 
the  rale  of  not  less  than  SS.tit)  per  hour,  or  wanes  at  the  same  rale  oi  rales  set  under  the  provisions  of  federal  law 
as  the  prevailing  federal  minimum  wane  applicable  to  those  covered  jobs  in  interstate  commerce,  whichever  rale 

ner  hour  is  hiuher.  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  by  this  subsection  shall  be  increased  each  vear  hv 

$1.00  ner  hour,  effective  January  1  of  each  of  the  next  seven  years,  until  it  rcaclic  s  _$  l_5 .  ( )  0  ner  hour,  effective 
January  I.  2026,  Thereafter,  the  minimum  wage  established  hv  this  subsection  shall  he  increased  or  decreased 

on  January  I.  2027,  and  on  January  I  of  successive  years,  ner  the  method  set  forth  in  .subsection  (2)  of  this 

section.  If  at  any  time  the  federal  minimum  watte  rate  is  above  or  is  thereafter  increased  above  the  minimum 

wane  then  in  effect  under  this  subsection,  the  minimum  wane  required  hv  this  subsection  shall  continue  to  be 

increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (3).  but  the  hiuher  federal  rate  shall  immediately  become  the  minimum 

wane  required  bv  this  subsection  and  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  per  the  method  set  forth  in  subsection  (2) 

for  so  long  as  it  remains  hiuher  than  the  state  minimum  vvacc  required  and  increased  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 

4.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term  "public  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  state  ur  a  political 
■subdivision  of  the  slate,  ineludine  a  department,  auenev.  officer,  bureau,  di  v  ision.  board,  commission,  or 
instrumentality  of  the  state,  or  a  citv.  county,  town,  villtmc.  school  district,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the 
stale.  Subsection  (3)  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  a  public  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Am 
public  employer  that  is  subject  to  subsections  ( I )  and  |2)  of  this  section  shall  continue  to  Ik-  subject  to  those 
subsections. 

290.5 12.  I .  |  No]  Kxeepj  as  provided  in  subsection  (2)  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  any  employ  ce  w  ho 
receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wages  is  required  to  pay  wages  in 
excess  of  fifty  percent  of  the  minimum  wage  rate  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  however,  total 
compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in  sections  290.500  to 
290.530,  the  difference  being  made  up  by  the  employer. 

2.  Beeinnint!  January  1. 2019  and  effective  on  the  dales  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection,  and  notwilhstandinu 

the  Dcrcenlaee  established  in  subsection  ( 1 )  of  this  section,  no  employer  of  anv  employee  who  receiv  es  and 

retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  gratuities  in  addition  to  wanes  is  returned  to  nav  wages  in  excess  of  the 

percent  set  forth  below  in  this  subsection  of  the  minimum  wane  rale  specified  in  subsection  (3)  of  section 
290.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  290.500  to  290.530: 

1 1 )  fifty-live  percent,  effective  January  1. 2019; 

(2)  sixty  percent,  effective  January  I.  2020; 

( 3 )  sixty-live  percent,  effective  January  I,  2021 : 

(4)  seventy  percent.  elTcctive  January  I.  2022: 

( 5 )  sevemv-five  percent,  effective  January  1,2023: 

(0)  cinhtv  percent,  effective  January  I.  2024: 

(7)  eiuhlv  -live  percent,  effective  January  I.  2025; 

(8)  ninety  percent,  effective  January  1 , 2026: 

(9)  ninetv-live  percent:  effective  January  I,  2027: 

(10)  one  hundred  percent,  effective  January  1 ,2028: 

however,  in  all  cases,  total  compensation  for  such  employee  shall  total  at  least  the  minimum  wage  specified  in 
subsection  (3)  of  section  2911.502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wage  rate  otherwise  specified  in  sections 
290.500  to  290.530.  the  difference  being  made  up  hv  the  employer. 


3.  for  purposes  ol'lliis  section.  llic  term  “nublic  employer"  means  an  employer  that  is  the  stale  or  n  political 
subdivision  of  the  stale,  inchidinu  a  department.  auenev.  officer.  bureau.  division.  hoard.  commission.  or 
insn~umont:ilii\  of  the  state,  or  ;i  city,  eonntv.  town.  village,  school  district,  nr  other  .politic*!!  subdivision  of  the 
stale.  Subsection  (2)  ol'lliis  section  shall  not  annlv  to  a  nublic  employer  with  respect  to  its  employees.  Any 
public  eninlovcr  that  is  subject  to  subsection  ( I )  ol’lliis  section  shall  continue  to  be  subject  to  that  subsection  at 
the  ncrccntauc  set  forth  therein  ollhe  minimum  wage  rale  specified  in  subsections  1 1 )  and  (2)  of  section 
200,502  or.  where  applicable,  the  minimum  wane  rale  otherwise  specified  in  sections  200.500  to  290.531). 


l^Ol  Lo 


1 2.  |  4.  If  an  employee  receives  and  retains  compensation  in  the  form  of  goods  or  services  as  an  incident  of  his 
employment  and  if  he  is  not  required  to  exercise  any  discretion  in  order  to  receive  the  goods  or  services,  the 
employer  is  required  lo  pay  only  the  difference  between  the  fair  market  value  of  the  goods  and  services  and  the 
minimum  wage  otherwise  required  to  be  paid  by  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  The  fair  market  value  of  the 
goods  and  services  shall  be  computed  on  a  weekly  basis.  The  director  shall  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
valuing  the  goods  and  services  received  by  any  employee  in  lieu  of  the  wages  otherwise  required  to  be  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530.  He  shall  also  provide  by  regulation  a  method  of 
determining  those  types  of  goods  and  services  that  are  an  incident  of  employment  the  receipt  of  which  does  not 
require  any  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  employee. 


290.527.  Any  employer  who  pays  any  employee  less  wages  than  the  wages  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled 
under  or  by  virtue  of  sections  290.500  to  290.530  shall  be  liable  to  the  employee  affected  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  wage  rate  and  an  additional  [equal]  amount  equal  lo  twice  the  unpaid  wanes  as  liquidated  damages,  less  any 
amount  actually  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  and  for  costs  and  such  reasonable  attorney  fees  as  may 
be  allowed  by  the  court  or  jury,  'flic  employee  may  bring  any  legal  action  necessary  to  collect  the  claim.  Any 
agreement  between  the  employee  and  the  employer  to  work  for  less  than  the  wage  rate  shall  be  no  defense  to  the 
action.  All  actions  for  the  collection  of  any  deficiency  in  wages  shall  be  commenced  within  |two|  three  years  of 
the  accrual  of  the  cause  of  action. 


290,529,  lixeent  in  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  section  290.523.  all  the  provisions  of  sections  290,500  to 

290.530  are  severable.  If  any  provision,  including  any  section,  subsection,  subdivision,  paragraph,  sentence,  or 

c  I  a  u  sc._p  f  sections  290,500  to  290,530,  or  the  application  thereof  lo  anv  person  or  circumstance,  is  found  bv  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  such  decision  shall 

not  affect  other  provisions  or  applications  of  sections  290,500  to  290,530  that  can  be  uiven  effect  without  the 

invalid,  unconstitutional,  or  unconstitutionally  enacted  provision  or  application. 


IS-oto 


JAMES  C.  KIRKPATRICK 
Sr  AT  I  INFORMATION  Cl  STIR 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kander 

SECRETARY  OF  STATE 

State  of  Missouri 


November  14,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


Hi  utions  Division 
(5731751  2301 


NOV  ' h  20,5 

state  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  8  (2018-015) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Scan  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State:  Information  Center 
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It  is  ,1  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  tile  provisions  of  section  560.021.  ItSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thmisand  dollars  nr  lintli,  for  anyone  to  Sinn  any  Initiative 
petition  with  any  name  oilier  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  mure  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  I  lie  Honorable  [ason  Kantler,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  ol  Missouri  and  _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  lamis),  respectfully  onlcr 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  snhiiiitied  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  f>"‘  day  of  November.  2(1111,  amt  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

tills  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  ttty  registered 

voting  address  and  tlte  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Hallot  title! 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF* 


!. _ _ _ ,  being  lirst  duly  sworn,  say  (prim  or  type  names  of  signers) 


SAMK 

(Sit'rMtiire) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCH 

hist. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

_ 

2. 

! 

i. 

i 

1 

<>. 

1 

H, 

1 

: 

i». 

1 

i 

| 

signed  tilts  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  therein  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  ami  that  cadi  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORCERY. 

I  am  at  least  IB  years  ot  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  Ibis  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  paver) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Alfianl 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  Stale  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  .mil  sworn  to  before  nte  this _ day  of  ■  A.I).  20 1 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  nl  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Code) 


I  £015 

N(  < !  ICI-:  You  ;'jv  ;ufvisocl  dial  the  proposed  ccnisiiluiioiial  amendment  may  change',  repeal,  or  inodily  by  implication  or  may  lie  construed  by  some 
perrons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  lire  lb] 'owing  Aiticles  ;md  Sections  ol' the  Constitution  ol‘  Missouri:  Article  I.  Section  8  and  the 
fo'fovving  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Scclions  105.4511  through  105.496  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  1 30. 160.  Hie  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  bv  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7.  and  1 9  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  111  Sections  3. 20(c),  and 
20(d). 

Ik •  it  tanked  ty  the  people  ofihe  stale  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he  amended: 

Section  A.  Aniclc  III  ol'tlte  Conslilitlion  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2. 5, 7, 19.  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  HI  Sections  3. 

20(c).  and  20(d)  to  read  its  follows: 

Section  2. 

After  the  effective  dale  ofthis  sectinn.  no  poison  servine  as  a  member  iil'or  emnloved  hv  (he  General  Assembly  sltiill  act  or serve  as  a  nafcl  lobbyist,  rei'istcr 
as  ii  paid  lobbyist,  or  solicit  irrosrrectivo  cmnloveni  or  diems  to  represent  as  a  raid  Icbhvisl  during  the  lime  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  ol' two 
calendar  yeans  alter  die  condnsion  of  tlie  session  ol’tlte  uener.il  assembly  in  which  the  member  or  cninktvcc  Inst  served  arul  where  such  service  was  allcr 
llte  cllcciivc  date  ol'this  section. 

tar  No  person  seivine  as  a  member  ol’or  employed  bv  the  General  Assembly  stall  accent  directly  or  indirectly  a  gift  nfanv  tangible  or  intangible  item- 
service,  or  tiling  of  value  from  miv  paid  lobbyist  nr  lobbyist  prittcinal  in  excess  of  live  dollars  ner  occurrence.  Tilts  Article  stall  not  nrevenl  Candidates  for 
the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  for  reeleclion.  or  candidates  lor  offices  within  llte  senate  or  Itoiise  Imm  accenting  camnaicn  contributions 

consistent  with  this  Aitide  and  applicable  campaign  I’mance  law1.  Nodiiiit!  in  this  section  sliall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gills.  family  sironon  or 
anything  of  value  Imm  those  related  to  litem  uilltin  llte  fourth  degree  Irv  blood  or  nmtriage.  The  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  Ire  increased  or 
decreased  cadi  war  hv  tire  pereenlatie  of  increase  or  decrease  from  tlie  end  ol'tlte  irrevinnx  calendar  year  nf  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 
as  published  bv  llte  1 1.S.  Deoarlmcnl  of  I  abor.  nr  its  successor  agency  and  niinitleil  to  tlie  nearest  dollar  amount 

tc)  llte  General  Assembly  sliall  make  no  law  aullioririiig  unlimited  enmmiun  contrihniions  to  canditliiles  for  the  Saga!  Asscmbh’.  nor  anv  law  that 
dreium  eitts  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  litis  Constiittlioii.  In  atklition  to  other  campaign  contrihuliim  liinitiilions  or  restrictions  provided  lor  hv  law, 
the  amount  of  contributions  ntiide  to  or  accented  bv  anv  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  nerson  other  Ilian  llte  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 
llte  General  Assembly  stall  not  exceed  lire  following: 


1  PTodcctan  individual  to  llte  olliee  of  suite  senator,  two  tltnusand  live  hundred  itollani:  tmd 


( 2 1  I  n  elect  tut  individual  m  llte  ollice  ol’sliite  representative,  tw  o  Ihousand  doHats. 

I  he  qiitlriltulion  limits  and  other  restrictions  of  this  section  sliall  also  anolv  to  anv  nerson  exploring  a  candidacy  liir  a  public  office  listetl  in  this  subsection. 

For  purposes  ol'this  subsection,  ’base  vear  aiiiotnil"  shall  Ire  the  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  Contribution  limits  set  foith  herein  sliall  he 
adjusted  on  the  Ii  rsl  day  of  January  ill  each  cvcn-tmiiihcred  year  Itcrcaller  bv  ntullinlving  the  base  year  amount  hv  tlie  gumufarivc  consumer  price  index  tintl 
rounded  to  the  iretirest  dollar  amount  for  all  vctirsallcr  2018. 


(d)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  liir  IcuislativcoHice  sliall  lie  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly.  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  the  name  of  another  person, 
or  Itv  or  through  another  nerson  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  tlie  intent  in.  conceal  the  identity  nf  llte  actual  source  of  tlie  contribution.  There  sliall  he  a 
rebuttable  nresitmnlitm  lhai  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  lor  public  ollice  is  made  or  acceplcd  with  the  intent  in  circumvent  tlie  limitations  on  comrihutions 
imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  organiration  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  percon.  imiividnal.  nr  other 
eoomiitlee  tliai  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  relating  to  contribution  limitations.  A  commince  or  nnaivi/ntion  shall  Ire  deemed  to 
be  primarily  funded  Irv  a  single  person.  individual.  or  oilier  committee  w  hen  tlie  cominiliee  nronmni/iition  receives  more  linn  tilty  percent  of  its  annual 
litmliii!!  from  tliai  simile  nerson.  individual,  or  other  committee. 


(el  In  no  circumstance  sliall  a  candidate  be  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  llte  Missoiai  billies  Commission,  its  successor 
agcitcv',  or  a  court  dciennincs  lltat  a  candidate  litis  taken  no  aciion  to  indicate  acccpinrtcc  ofor  amtiicsccncc  to  the  making  of  an  expenditure  that  is  deemed 
a  contriliuiion  nursiiant  to  this  section. 


( I)  No  candidate  stall  accent  coiiiribiitioiis  Ihim  anv  Federal  political  action  committee  unless  the  commillce  has  liled  tile  same  linancinl  disclosure  quoits 
tliai  would  he  reuuired  of  a  Missouri  txililical  action  committee. 


Sections. 


ta)  Tliere  is  hereby  established  the  post  of"nmwmnis;ui  state  demographer/'  Hie  noii-rrartisan  suite  tlemotaaplier  shall  acquire  appropriate  information  to 
develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drowinit  legislative  redislrictina  mans  on  tlie  basis  of  each  federal  census  for  presentation  to  the  house  anironioiinieni 
commission  and  the  senatorial  araxitiionmeni  commission. 

(Ill  Hie  itim-ponisan  suite  domocrunlicr  shall  be  appointed  hv  the  Governor  throtmh  a  merit  hiiscd  process,  Hie  non-partisan  stale  demographer  shall  serve 
a  lenn  ol'live  years  and  may  he  reappointed.  To  Ire  eliuilrle  for  tlie  unn-naiiisan  state  demoeratrlter  position  an  individual  sliall  not  liave  served  in  a  partisan, 
elected  position  lor  lintr  veins  prior  to  the  appointment.  'lire  min-parltstm  state  dimingranher  stall  be  disqualified  fiiitii  holding  office  as  a  member  ol'tlte 
general  tvsscmhlv  for  four  years  follovvini!  llte  due  of  the  presentation  nf  his  or  her  most  recent  legislative  redistriclini!  man  to  llte  house  apportionment 
comtnissioii  or  the  senatorial  atrpoilitinmcm  commission. 

tc)  llte  house  nf  representatives  shall  consist  of  oik  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  (in  the  following 
maimer:]  as  provided  in  this  section. 

(.1)  Witliin  ten  dnvs  tiller  iIk  nomilatimi  of  litis  sate  is  renoited  to  i)m  President  lirr  each  decennial  census  of  tlie  United  Stales  or.  in  llte 
event  lltu  a  reapponioiimcnt  lias  been  invalidated  bv  n  court  of  conuretenl  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  atler  such  a  ruling  lets  been 
made,  the  non-nnnisati  slate  demotmiplKr  sliall  Ircuin  iIk  nrenaratiun  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  the  follovvini; 
methods.  listed  motderofnrioritv: 

til)  Districts  shall  be  established  on  the  basis  oftnial  population.  I  cgislative  districts  sliall  each  have  n  total  population  as  nearly 

espial  as  practicable  to  llte  ideal  population  for  such  districts,  detenniited  bv  dividing  the  number  of  districts  to  lie  established 
into  the  total  nonulalion  of  the  suite  reported  in  tlie  federal  decennial  census. 

(b)  Districts  shall  he  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  of  the  United  States 
Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  including.  Inn  not  limited  to,  the  Voting  Rights  Act  of  1965  (as 
amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  oilier  provision  of  this  Article,  districts  shall  not  be  drawn  with  the  intent 
or  result  of denying  or  abridging  the  eunnl  opportunity  of  racial  or  language  minorities  to  participate  ill  lire 
political  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  bv  themselves 
or  hv  voting  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

Districts  shall  tic  designed  in  a  manner  llial  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily. 

I 


ISO'S 

competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  iiie;ins  Unit  parlies  shall  hi-  able  n>  translate  their  popular  support  ,n|o 
Icitislalivc  representation  will'  approximately  etiiml  efficiency.  Competitiveness  means  that  parlies* 
leu  is  I  alive  rcnrcsonlalkm  shall  he  substantially  mid  similarly  responsive  to  shills  in  the  electorate': 
preferences. 

To  this  end.  Ihe  non-panisan  slate  demographer  shall  calculate  ilie  nveraae  electoral  performance  pfllic.lwo 
parties  receiving  the  most  voles  in  the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  Slates  Senate,  anti 
for  President  of  the  United  Slaies.  This  index  shall  he  defined  as  the  lotal  votes  receiver!  In  each  party  in 
llie  three  nreccdinit  elections  for  governor,  for  United  Siales  Senaie.  anil  for  President  ofilie  Uniieil  Slates. 
divided  hv  the  lolal  votes  cast  for  liotli  panics  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index.  the  non-partisan  slate 
demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  iiiiinhcr  of  wasted  voles  for  each  patty,  siiinniiim  across  all  of  the 
districts  in  Ihe  plan.  Wasted  voles  are  voles  cast  lor  a  losing  candidate  or  for  a  winning  candidate  in  excess 
of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  any  plan  of  apportionment  awl  map  ofilie  proposed  districts 
submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  ensure  the 
dilference  between  the  two  parties'  total  wasted  voles,  divided  hv  the  total  voles  casi  for  the  two  patties,  .is 
as  close  to  zero  as  practicahle. 


I  use  the  decimal  performance  index 

percent,  lour  norcent,  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party.  The  vote  in  eat 
assumed  to  shift  liv  the  same  ammini  as  the  slatewide  vote.  The  non-partisan  stale  demographer  shall 
ensure  that,  ill  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  hetween  tlnMAVcipan^ 
divided  by  ihe  total  votes  casl  for  the  two  parties,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 


01 


0) 


(El 

<d) 


(£) 


Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  (|)(a)  and  (il(h>.  Districts  slull  he  composed  of  contiguous  tcmntn 
Areas  w  hich  meet  only  at  the  points  nf  adjoining  comers  are  not  contiguous. 


To  llie  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  (I  Vat  (IKc)  of  this  subsection.  dislricl  boundaries  sliall  coincide  with  the 
boundaries  of  political  siilxlivisions  ofilie  stale.  'Hie  number  of  counties  ami  cities  divided  among  more  lion  one  disirici 
sliall  ly  as  small  as  possible,  Wlten  lime  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  the  more  populous 

drawn  atone  a  enuntv  line  which  passes  through  a  city  llinl  lies  in  nave  lie  in  one  cmmlv. 


Prolcrenco  sliall  be  lien  distress  am  compact  in  limn,  hut  the  standards  established  by  subdivisions  1 1  Sal  (.  1 X1 1 J  of  Ibis 
suhsccibin  lake  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  cimlltcl  arises  hemecn  conwacniess  and  ihese  staiulink  In  eenenil, 
compact  districts  ;nc  liaise  which  me  Minnie.  ivclaiunhr.  or  hexagonal  in  shape  to  llie  extent  ncmiillcd  In  naliiial  or  political 
boundaries. 


Wiiliin  sixty  days  after  llie  populalion  of  this  state  is  tepoited  to  lltc  Resident  liv  each  decennial  census  ofthe  United  Suites  |nnd)  or,  in 
llie  evert  lisa  a  ruapponionmera  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixly  days  |aflcr  nolilicalion  by  the 
gn\enior|  tint  such  a  ruling  Ins  heat  made,  tlic  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  tw  o  parties  casting  tire  highest  vole  liv 
governor  at  the  last  pnxeding  election  shall  meet  and  the  mcinhcis  ofilie  committee  sliall  nominee,  by  a  majority  vote  oldie 
members  of  the  committee  present,  provided  tint  a  majority  oftlie  elected  ntcmbeis  is  present,  two  members  of  their  paity.  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  rcappoflioiuncm  commissioner;.  Neither  patty  sliall  select  more  than  one  nominee  Ihim  any  one  suite 
legislative  district.  Ilte  congressional  committees  sliall  each  submit  to  tlte  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Whliin  thirty  ilays  the 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  naira-  fniin  each  list  to  reapponion  tlte  stale  into  one  hundred  and  sixtv-direc 
represenlative  districts  and  to  estabiislt  tlte  numbers  and  boundaries  of  saiddislriels. 

If  any  ofilie  congressional  commiuees  falls  to  submit  a  list  within  stab  tina*  tlte  governor  .dull  appoint  a  memher  of  his  own  dance 
from  lliat  district  and  from  llie  political  parly  of  ihe  commilicu  tailing  to  make  tlte  appointment. 

Members  of  tlte  commission  sliall  lie  disqualified  from  itokling  ollice  us  members  ol'llte  geia-ml  assembly  tor  tour  years  following  tlte 
date  of  the  tiling  by  tlte  commission  ofiis  final  suitenaitt  of.tpponiunmciil. 

lor  the  pinposes  of  litis  Article,  lla-  tenn  cnngressioiuil  district  committee  or  congressional  dislricl  leletx  to  llie  eongressioiul  distiict 
committee  tv  the  congressbnal  district  Inim  vshiclt  a  congressman  vtas  last  elected,  tv,  in  tltcesenl  memlvrs  of  congress  tioin  this 
suite  I uve  been  elected  at  large,  tlte  tenn  congressional  district  committee  rellis  to  those  persons  who  Iasi  served  as  lla-  congressional 
district  ctnraniltce  tor  liaise  districts  tioin  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  tla-  tenn  ctingressional  district  refers  hi  those 
districls  Ihim  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  ptosuara  to  litis  section  by  tla-  congressional  district  eottimitiee  shall 
Like  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings.  dull  be  recorded  in  tlteir  ollicul  minutes  and  only  nattibeis  present  in  person  dull  he 
permitted  to  vote. 

Within  six  months  after  tla-  nunulalinn  of  this  slate  is  renoned  lo  file  President  lor  each  decennial  census  of  lla- 1  iniled  Slates  or,  in  the 
event  that  a  leappomonmcni  has  been  invulidaietl  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  wiiliio  six  months  after  such  a  mling  has  I  ven 
made,  the  non-nanlsan  state  ttatwmarhcr  dull  nula-  ruihlic  and  tile  w  ith  tlte  secreuuy  of  suite  :utd  w till  lla-  house  apportionment 
commission  a  tentative  plan  of  apponimunent  and  nun  ofilie  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  ami  partisan  dun  used  in 
the  creation  of  the  plan  ami  map. 


The  commissioneis  so  selected  dull,  (on  tla-  fifteentlt  <tiy.  excluding  Sundays  and  holiday s.  after  ail  memhcis  have  been  sc!cclcd| 

proceed  to  organize  by  electing  than  their  number  u  clubman,  vice  chainnan  and  secreuuy  |aod|  l la  commission  dull  adopt  an 
agenda  cstablishbtg  at  least  lltree  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  dull  be  held  to  liearohieeibrns  or  testimony  tjom 
btterested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  lla-  clerk  of  tla-  house  of  representatives  within  twenty -foie  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  sdtcduled  and  la-td  as  often  as  tla-  commission  deems  advisable. 


llie  commission  may  make  dtanges  lo  llie  a-nlalive  plan  ofapponirmniert  ami  map  ol'llte  proposed  districts  received  Ihmi  lla-  non¬ 
partisan  sttttc  daiwgraphcr  provided  that  such  changes  are  consi-ttent  with  this  section  and  approved  hv  a  uacol'ni  least  sevcn-ienihs 
of  the  commissioners.  1 1' no  dunces  ;ire  made  or  approved  as  provided  liv  in  litis  subsection,  lla- icuuuive  pl.ui  ofappulbmnart  and 
nun  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  bier  than  two  months  of  receiving  llie  lenutlive  plan  of  iurooninimani  and  nun  of 
ihe  proposed  districts  the  commission  shall  file  vviih  the  secretary  of  slate  a  final  suitenaul  ofthe  numbers  and  tla-  boundaries  ofilie 
dislia-Ls  looellaT  willl  a  nun  of  lla-  districts. 


|ila-  commission  draft  reapportion  tla-  representatives  by  dividing  die  population  of  tlte  slate  by  die  number  one  hundred  sixty -tluee 
and  dull  establidt  cadi  district  so  dial  da-  population  of  dut  district  shall  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dial  figure. 


Hacli  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  tray  be. 

Not  later  ikui  live  months  tiller  llte  appointment  of  the  commission  tlte  commission  sltttll  receive  the  tentative  plan  ofapponionmcrtl 
turd  map  of  llte  proposed  districts  ordered  in  sultscvlum  -I  of  this  section  and  during  rite  ensuing  lillecn  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  :is  may  be  neeessaiy  to  Itear  objections  or  testimony  ofimercsted  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  mimllis  tiller  llte  appointment  of  tlte  commission.  llte  commission  skill  lile  with  llte  sccictaiy  of  stale  a  lira! 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  tlte  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  with  n  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  he  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

Alter  llte  statement  is  tiled  mcmhcis  of  the  Itonse  of  representatives  si  mil  he  elected  itccotxliitg  to  such  districts  until  n  retipponkniiiictu 
is  made  as  Itcivin  provided.  except  licit  if  tlte  stalcntenl  is  mil  tiled  widiin  six  months  of  the  lime  fixed  for  tlte  appointment  of  live 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  house  of  representatives  sliall  lie  apportioned  by  a  coinmissiitn  of. six  members  appointed 
from  among  lire  judges  of  die  appellate  coons  of  the  state  of  Missouri  hv  tile  slate  supreme  coon,  a  majority  of  whom  slcrll  sign  and 
lile  its  ap|X>nionment  plan  ;unl  nuiji  with  the  secretary  of  sCtte  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  die  disclcirgc  of  die  apixmumiru.nl 
commission.  I  I ’.ereader  mcmlxTs  of  the  house  of  representatives  skill  lx*  elected  acconling  to  such  districts  until  u  rvapponionmem  is 
made  as  herein  prm  itled.| 

I  rich  member  of  die  commission  sliall  receive  as  compensation  lifievn  dollars  aday  for  each  day  die  commission  is  in  session  but  run 
mote-  limn  one  thousand  dollars,  mul.  in  addition.  skill  he  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  inclined  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  die  commission 

No  rcapportioni  ncril  slcill  lx-  subject  to  dm  relcreruliun. 


Section  5. 

(a)  Hie  Serene  skill  consist  ofthiny-four  nmmlxTS  elected  by  die  qualified  voters  of  dm  senatorial.  |rcspcctivc|  districts  lor  a  Uyinof  fottr  yens  |For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  stale  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  disiricis  of  cmnigiioiis  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  cipial  in 
population  as  may  be.|  Senatorial  districts  shaft  be  npjxmioncd  as  rmwidcxl  tiir  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 

Scxlion  7, 

111  YVithjn  ten  day s  alter  the  ixmulatioti  pflbis  stale  is  reported  to  die  l*ivsalcnt  (or  each  decennial  census  oflhe  United  Senes  or.  in  the 
event  that  a  tcapnortiunmcnl  kis  been  invalulaicd  hv  a  conn  of  competent  iniisdictioix  widiin  ten  days  adcr  such  a  ndimt  Ins  been 
made,  the  non-partisan  stale  detramnntlxT  auilutriAxI  in  Article  III  Section  3.  shall  heein  the  preparation  of  senatorial  disincline  plans 
arul  map-  living  dm  same  medtods  turd  criteria  as  dmsc  numbed  by  Article  III.  Section  3  for  dm  establishment  of  districts  fordte  I  louse 

of  Representatives. 

l_y  Within  sixty  days  alter  dxa  population  of  diis  suite  is  reported  U)  tlx-  President  for  eadt  decennial  census  of  die  United  States.  |ami|  or 
w  idihi  sixty  days  alter  [notification  by  the  governor  dial}  a  reapponionmcnl  Iras  beat  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  tlte  two  political  parties  casting  du-  highest  vine  tiir  governor  at  dm  Iasi  preceding  election  sltalL  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  dtc  individual  committee  members.  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  toul  widiin  thirty  days  dtvreallcr  dte  govenwr  sliall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  live  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  dte  diirty-lour  senatorial  diarists  raid  to  establish  dm  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  dte  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  vvidtin  such  time  the  governor  sliall  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
dm  pony  of  dm  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  dm  commission  sliall  lx-  disqualified  frim  ludding  oliice  as  members  of  dm  general  assembly  liir  lour  years  following  die 
due  oflhe  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  tired  statement  of  apportionment. 

(31  Within  six  months  atler  dm  |xmulalimi  of  this  slate  is  tepottcil  to  the  Ihvsuletit  tiir  each  decennial  census  of  the  I  lliitcd  Slates  or  ill  dm 

event  dtn  a  lyapponiruuneru  lias  been  iiivaliilalol  hv  a  ciurrt  of  competent  jurisdiction.  within  six  inruuhs  alter  such  a  niling  has  been 
iiuulc.  die  non-partisan  stale  demographer  skill  tile  with  tlm  scttvlary  of  state  aiul  nidi  the  senatorial  jipportiinimcnt  commission  a 


lire  commissioners  so  selected  sliall  |on  the  lilleeitdi  day.  excluding  Sundays  tuul  holidays.  after  all  members  haw  been  seleetcdl 
widiin  len  days  of  receiving  dm  lenlative  plan  of  apportionment  arul  man  of  llm  proposed  districis  rexmirexl  hv  sohscclion  (rl)  of  this 
sect  tore  meet  in  dte  capitol  building  and  proceed  (o  organise  by  cycling  frun  dmir  number  a  chairman.  vice  chainnan  ruul  secretary 
land],  lire  commission  skill  adopt  an  agerula  csuiltlislting  al  least  lliree  hearing  dales  on  which  Itcarings  o|xm  to  dm  public  skill  he 
held  tn  hear  objections  or  testimony  from  ititctvslcd  persons.  A  copy  of  dm  ilgenda  skill  be  filed  vvidl  dm  scereltuy  of  dm  senate  widiin 
twenty-four  hours  alter  its  adoption,  lixeeutive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  tuul  held  ns  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable,  llm 
crwiinission  may  iralse  chances  to  tlm  tentative  phin  of  apportionment  laid  trap  of  llm  proposed  districis  received  from  dm  non- 
ixutisiui  slate  demographer  pmvided  licit  such  clcimres  itre  eonsistctU  with  this  Scxlion  tuul  the  methods  ami  criteria  lexpiired  hv 
Section  1  of  this  Article  for  dm  establishment  of  districts  for  the  I  louse  of  Keixesciltlliws  aiul  approved  Ivy  a  vote  of  at. least  seven- 
tenths  oftlm commissioners.  If iui  chances ;uc  made  or  iippmvod  as raiivitlcrl  liar  in  lilts  subsection.  die  tentative plan ofappoilionment 
tuul  map  of  proposed  districts  slcrll  Ixxrime  liictl.  Nru  Inter  than  two  wombs  after  receiving  the ■  ivaiunive  plan  of  aiiixntionnmin  and 


|  llm  commission  skill  reapportion  llm  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  dm  state  by  dm  nimilmr  thiny-lbur  mul  skill 
establish  each  district  so  that  tlm  population  of  duu  district  sliall.  as  marly  as  possible,  equal  that  figurv:  no  comity  lines  shall  he  crossed 
except  when  imccsstay  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  comity  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  w  ith  a  population  in  excess 
of  dm  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  dm  population  of  die  state  by  lire  number  ihirty-lour  is  hereby  declared  to  he  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  Intertlian  five  moildb  after  dte  uppoinuttcni  oftlm  commission  the  commission  skill  lile  with  llm  secivlmy  of  stale  a  lenlative  plan 
of  apponunmtcnl  tuul  map  of  dte  pnsposed  districts  and  iluring  llm  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  nitty  he 
accessary  to  hear  object  ions  or  test  bunny  of  interested  persons. 

Not  liter  dtan  six  numdis  tiller  dm  appoinimcnl  of  dte  commission.  dm  commission  shall  file  vvidl  dm  secretary  of  slate  a  final 
statement  of  die  numbers  ami  dm  boiutdaries  of  the  districts  together  with  a  trap  of  dm  districts,  tuul  rat  statement  sliall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  al  Icttsi  seven  nminlxxs. 

After  dm  suitcmem  is  filed  senator.  sliall  lx-  elected  accxuvling  to  such  disiricis  until  a  reapportinnmciu  is  made  as  herein  provided. 


|%"OK5' 

except  that  if  tile  statement  is  not  tiled  within  six  months  of  the  lime  fixed  lor  tile  appointment  ol  tlx*  eominission,  ii  shall  stand 
discliurgcd  luul  the  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  u  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  llx- j  mines.  ol  the  iqipellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  llic  slate  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  w  hom  skill  sign  soul  tile  its  apportionment  plan  and  map w ill 
llte  sccretaiv  of  state  tvitliin  ninety  days  of  die  date  of  tlx-  discharge  of  tlx-  apportionment  commission.  Ilietvallcr  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  rvapponhitmx'iil  is  male  ;ls  Ixiein  pmviiled.| 

liieli  member  ol'tlie  commission  sbali  iveeive  ns  compensation  liliecn  dollars  a  day  lor  each  dtiy  die  eoniiuission  is  in  session,  but  not 
lllorc  tlian  one  lliousand  dollars,  and.  in  addilioit  shall  lx-  reimbursed  liir  Iris  actual  and  ixeessary  expenses  inclined  while  sen  iug  as  a 
member  ol'tlx-  commission 

No  ivappoitionment  si  mil  be  subject  to  dx-  referendum. 


Section  Id. 

(afSemtors  and  representatives  shall  in  all  cases  except  treason  Ickiny.  olletises  meter  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  |vttev.  Iv  privileged  liom  attest  during 
tlx-  session  ofdte  general  assembly,  and  for  die  lilieen  days  next  before  tlx-  commencement  and  tiller  the  teniiiieilion  of  each  session:  tuid  they  sliall  not  Iv 
t|ucstiorx-d  fortmy  speech  or  debate  in  eitlxTlumsc  in  any  other  place. 

(h)  I  efisbiise  records  shall  he  rmhlic  leconls  tuul  subject  to  ixner.ills  applicable  slttte  laos  governim-  Public  access  to  public  records,  including.  ilu: 
"Sunsliiix-  law."  I  xvislatise  records  iix'lude.  but  ;uv  not  limited  to.  all  icvonR  in  wIiatcveT  limn  or  limieit.  of  tlx-  ollicial  :xls  ol'tlx-  general  assetiihty.pj 
llte  oflkBl  acts  of  Icuistalivc  committees,  of  dx-  <»Hicial  acts  of  members  of  tlx-  geixr.il  assembly.  of  individual  Icitislatofs,  ilx-ir  cijipWcs  tuul  >UilU  ofdx- 
conduct  of  legislative  business  anti  all  records  llitit  an;  created,  stoaxl  or  disiriUncd  thitwitli  legislative  brunch  feafilBh  oiuipnxiu  or  nxvluaiisjii^ 
includire;  electronic.  latch  nxmber  of  dx-  ccncnil  assembly  K  Ux-  eustodian  of  legislative  reconls  nmler  die  custody  tuul  ciaimil  jifihejjX-iiilxTtdieir 
employees  and  .Malt  llx-  diiefclcrk  of  the  tuuec  or  tlx-  secretary  of  tlx-  scuttle  are  tlx-  atsltxlimis  liir  all  flint  legislative  nvonis  relating  to  the  Isiiiv  tuul  the 
senate,  respectively.. 

(cl  legislative  rmccedines.  including  eomiiiillce  rmxxwlimrs  skill  Iv  public  uxvtinus  subject  to  gcixrallv  anpliciilile  law  governing  pithlic  txvess  to 
public  meetings.  inclmlins*  llx-  "Smisliiix-  Lnv."  Onen  raiblic  tixvlings  of  legislative  pnveedings  skill  lx-  subject  to  reconliiig  by  eiriAiw,joJune  asdic 
proceedings  an:  not  matenally.disniptcd 

Section  20(c). 


No  nolitic.il  liaulniisiii!!  acthities  or  nulilieal  liindinisiiig  ex  out  lie  am  member  nf  nr  canditlatc  for  tlx-  eeixr.il  assembly,  including  but  not  limitexl  to  tlic 
Sjjjcintga  or  delivers  sit' contributions.  sunponing  or  opposing  am  piraMuc.  initialise  petition,  referendum  ivlitioii.  tyrijol  measure.  isilitie~.il  forty  or 
nolilical  committee.  sliall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  nrorvm  cir  bttihlim!  imneii  teases!  of  controlled  hv  tlx-  State  of  Missouri  or  am  ageiwy  j  udjy  idon 
thereof  Anv  mmxiseliil  viotuiwioflhis  section  skill  he  ptmisltthlc  b\-  iiiirohonnxnt  lie-  up  to  one  sear  ora  lineot  up  to  mx-dunisiml  dollars  or  Rdltlrio? 
an  amount  equal  lo  ihree  limes  ihe  illegal  comrihulioits  I  he  Missouri  lilliics  t'onmiission  or  its  successor  tmeixy  is  aiitltori/cdni  eailim.-eillj;ssevliiHUis 
provided  hv  last. 

Section  2l)ld). 

If  anv  provision  of  setliwis  2. 3. 7. 10.  nr  20(c)  nr  die  apjriieteion  thereol’to  taisone  or  to  anv  crretansiancc  is  held  invalid.  llx-  teimiihler  ot  ikwc  pnu  isjnns 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-015) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  system  and  shall  serve  a  term  of  five 
years.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following 
the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize 
partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if 
that  post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an 
estimated  $128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for 
other  staff  hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 
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November  14,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


NOV  t  2015 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  7  (2018-014) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jamks  C.  Kirkpatrick  Stati  Information  Ci  n  i  i  r 
600  w.  Main  Stritt  •  Ji-tftrson  City  65101 
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is-oiq 


County _ 

No. _ 

K  is  .1  d.iss  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  mmvitlist;imii»i;  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  KSMn,  to  the  contrary,  tor  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  Jail  or  a  fine  nm  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  '.Mill  any  name  other  than  Ins  or  her  mvn.  or  knowingly  to  sign  ids  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kandcr.  Secretary  id  State  lor  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  I.nuls).  respectfully  order 

tii.it  tile  billowing  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  lie  suliinhteii  to  the  voters  id  the  state  of  Missouri,  lor  their  approval  or 
reject  ion.  at  tile  general  election  to  lie  held  on  the  ft"  day  of  November.  20111,  and  each  for  Idmself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

tins  petition:  1  am  a  registered  voter  of  tin*  state  of  Missouri  and _  _ _  County  (or  city  id  St.  lands):  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  1  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) 
cmcuiavTORS  affidavit 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF' _ 


1,  _ _ _  _ ,  living  tirsl  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  u(  signers) 


name 

(SiRIMlUIV) 

HATH 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City, Town,  or 
Viliam) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

HIST 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

-• 

; 

i 

l 

it. 

_ 

7. 

H. 

! 

1 

1 

| 

1 

1 

Ifl.  , 

; 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  nr  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  staled  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  ami  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  anil  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FI IRTHEHMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  (lit  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENAI.TY  OF  I'EUIUKY  THAT  ALI.  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  CIIII.TY  OF.  OH  PI.ED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1H  years  id  age.  I  do _ do  not  __  (check  one)  expect  to  lie  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

II  paid,  list  the  payer: 


| Name  id  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street.  City.  State  &  Zip  Glide) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  tins _ day  of _ .  A.D.  201 — — . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City,  Slate  J4  Zip  Code) 


l$-OK{ 

NOTICIi:  You  ;uv  advised  that  the  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change.  repeal.  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  lie  construed  by  some 
persons  to  change.  rvjXSll  or  modily  by  implication,  the  tblluwinu  Articles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  X  anil  the 
flowing  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  1 054%  and  Sections  1 30.01 1  through  1 30. 160.  The  proposed  amendment 
i.  bus  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  bv  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7.  and  10  and  adopting  tltrce  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  111  Sections  3. 20(c).  and 
20(d). 

He  it  resoh-eii  by  the  people  of  the  stitteof Missouri  that  the  Cimslimtiim  henmaxietl: 

Section  A.  Article  111  ot'lhe  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7. 10.  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  he  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3. 

20(c).  and  20(d)  to  road  as  Inflows: 


Section  2. 


Aller  the  cHectivc  dale  of  this  section,  no  ncison  servinu  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  the  General  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  n  paid  lobbyist,  register 
as  a  mid  lobbyist,  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  naid  lobbyist  during  the  liinc  of  such  .service  until  the  expimtion  of  two 
calendar  veani  alter  die  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  aenetal  asscinhlv  in  which  the  member  or  emtilovee  Iasi  served  and  where  such  service  was  after 
the  effective  dale  of  this  section. 


(at  No  ncison  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  hv  llte  General  Assembly i 

service.  or  thine  of  value  Irnm  any  naid  lolihvisl  or  lobbyist  nriitcinal  in  e 

the  General  Assembly,  including  candidates  tor  reelection,  or  candidates  tor  ufliees  within  the  senate  or  Itottsc.  from  accepting  canpaign  contributions 

anything  of  value  from  liaise  related  to  them  within  the  fourth  decree  bv  blood  or  niairiaiic.  Tlte  dolltir  limilalions  of  this  section  shall  be  increased  or 
iLcreased  each  v  ear  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  tlic  pluvious  calendar  war  oflhe  Con' 
as  published  bv  the  U.S.  IX-pnrtment  of  I  ahor.  or  its  successor  agency  and  nmmlcd  to  llte  nearest  dollar  anioiiitl. 


<cl  Tlie  (uncial  Assembly  slmll  make  no  law  authorizing  unlimited  campaign  contributions  to  candidates  lor  the  General  Assembly,  nor  anv  law  licit 
circumvents  rite  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Consimition.  In  addition  to  oilier  cantnaign  contribution  limilalions  or  restrictions  provided  for  bv  law, 
tlie  amount  of  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  bv  any  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  anv  person  other  Ilian  tlte  candidate  in  any  one  election  for 
the  General  Assembly  stall  not  exceed  the  follow  ini;: 


( I )  l  o  elect  an  individual  to  the  ol)ice  o ['slate  senator,  two  thousand  live  hundred  dollars:  and 
(21  To  elect  tut  individual  to  llte  ollice  of  state  representative,  two  thousand  dollars. 

Il;e  eontriliinion  limits  and  oilier  restrictions  of  tit  is  section  slmll  also  apply  lo  anv  reason  exploring  a  ciimlidacv  lor  a  public  ollicc  listed  in  this  subsection. 

I  or  puqxi-cs  of  tills  suhsection.  "tote  \eitr  ainonni"  slmll  lie  the  conlritnninn  limits  nrescrihod  in  lists  section.  Contribution  limil-s  set  forth  herein  shall  be 
adjusted  on  the  lira  day  of  Januarv  in  each  even-numbered  vear  liereaflcrhv  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  bv  the  cumulative  consumer  price  index  and 
rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount,  fur  all  years  atler  201 S. 

(ill  No  cunliihulion  to  a  candidate  for  legislative  ollice  slmll  lie  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly.  in  a  fictitious  name,  ill  llte  name  of  another  person. 
or  hv  or  through  another  poison  in  such  a  maimer  as  to.  or  with  lire  intent  lo.  conceal  llte  identity  of  the  actual  source  of  the  coiiuihiuiiin.lliereslinll  lieu 
rebuttable  orestmintion  that  a  contrihuliim  lo  a  candidate  for  nulilic  ollice  is  niiide  or  accented  with  llte  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitmions  iiiicimtrihiiiiotis 
imposeti  in  this  section  when  n  contribution  is  received  from  n  commillee  omnsmteukm  llrnt  is  primarily  funded  by  a  single  tx'tsnn.  individual,  or  other 
committee  that  has  already  reached  its  conuihminn  limit  under  anv  law  relating  lo  contribution  limitations.  A  committee  ororeimimtion  shall  be  deemed  lo 
he  primarily  fnntled  bv  a  single  nerson.  individual,  or  other  committee  witen  tlie  committee  nr  oreanbalinii  receives  more  than  lillv  percent  of  its  annual 
landing  Inini  that  single  person,  individual,  or  oilier  committee. 

(e)  In  no  chemnsmnee  shall  a  Ciuulidnte  Iv  I'qiiikI  lo  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  llte  Missouri  l-thics  Commission,  ils  successor 
agency,  n  acmat  delcnnines  licit  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acccnlanccol'cr  acquiescence  to  llte  making  of  iin  expenditure  that  is  deemed 
a  contribution  iwracwt  to  this  section. 

I  fi  Nil  candidate  stall  accept  contrihutinns  tioin  anv  ILderal  political  aclinn  commiltce  unless  tile  coilimince  lias  tiled  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports 
that  would  he  rei|  uired  of  it  Missouri  political  action  committee. 


Section  3. 


oil  There  is  hereby  established  the  nnst  oPinin-ixinisaii  stale  deningmnlier."  'Die  mm-narlisaii  stale  demographer  shall  acquire  appropriate  infonnation  lo 
develop  procedures  in  preparation  for  drawing  legislative  ndisirictinu  mans  on  the  basis  of  each  feder.il  census  for  presentalion  to  the  house  apportionment 
commission  and  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 


Ill)  llte  mm-nartisan  slate  demogianhcr  shall  he  selected  tlirougli  the  following  tiroccss.  first,  state  residents  may  apply  I'm'  seleciiotno  lhe  stale  auditor 
using  an  application  developed  hv  the  stale  auditor  u>  determine  an  applicant's  qualifications  anti  expertise  relevant  to  the  position.  Second,  the  slate  amlilor 
shall  deliv  er  lo  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  llte  senate  a  list  of  at  least  three  applicants  with  -sufficient  expertise  and  Qualifications,  as 
determined  hv  tile  stale  auditor.  lo  perfonn  tlie  duties  of  tlie  niin-ratnisan  slate  demographer.  Third  if  die  nwkiriiv  leader  awl  minority  leailcr  of  the  senate 
n^cthcr  amw^ih^:  at  ytoc^iadl^>  he  tenot^isat  state  dentt^^ 

imnmn'kiit  stale  demographer  shall  serve  a  term  of  live  wars  and  mav  he  ivr.iiimiiiiteil.  TVi  be  cliaililc  for  [lie  non-panisim  state  demographer  position  an 
intiivitlnal  slmll  mil  have  served  in  a  partisan,  elecieil  position  lor  linir  wars  prior  to  llte  appointment.  Hie  non-partisan  state  demographer  slmll  he 
disqnalilicd  Irani  liolding  ollice  as  a  nicinher  of  tlie  general  nssemhiv  for  four  years  following  the  dale  of  the  presentation  of  his nr  her,  most  recent 
legislative  nxlisiriciing  map  lo  the  house  inmoniiinmem  commission  or  llte  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

(eL'Iltc  house  of  representatives  siutll  consist  of  one  Inmdred  sixly-lltree  members  elected  at  cadi  genera!  election  and  apportioned  [in  the  following 
manner:  I  as  provided  in  this  section. 

Cl)  Within  ten  davs  after  llte  ptimilalinn  of  litis  stale  is  repmteii  lo  the  President  lor  each  decennial  census  oflhe  United  Slates  or.  in  the 
event  that  a  reanponioninem  lias  been  invalidated  hv  a  court  of  conipcteiil  iitrisdtction.  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  lias  been 
made  the  non-partisan  slate  demographer  shall  hctiin  tlie  pronetmiicin  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  mails  using  the,  folkivyitia 
methods.  listed  in  ordernf  priority; 

ta>  Districts  stall  lie  established  on  the  basis  iifunal  nomilalion.  legislative  districts  sliall  cadi  have  a  total  population  as  nearly 

equal  as  pr.iclicnble  to  the  ideal  nonuhlion  liir  such  districts,  determined  hv  dividing  the  number  ofdislricts  to  lie  established 

into  llte  total 


1 


to 


population  of  the  state  reported  in  die  federal  decennial  census. 

Districts  shall  lie  established  in  a  miiimcr  so  as  to  comply  with  nil  requirements  of  tin-  United  Stales 
Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws,  incltulina.  hut  no!  limited  to.  the  Voting  Riahls  Act  of  1*163  (i  . 
amended)  Monvillislnndinu  any  ulhcr  provision  of  this  Article.  districts  shall  not  he  .  drawn. vvilh  the  intent 
or  result  of  ilenvinu  or  abridging  llic  cqUltl  opportunity  of  racial  or  lanatiaae  minorities  lo  participate  inihe 
nolilical  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  lo  dec!  representatives  of  their  choice,  w  hether  by  iliL’mselvcs 
or  bv  uoling  in  concur!  wilh  olher  persons. 


Districts  shall  he  desiatieil  in  a  maimer  llial  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily, 
competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  llial  panics  shall  Ire  able  10  translate  their  popul:u\  support. into 
Icuislmivc  representation  wilh  imnmxiinaiclv  cniial  efficiency.  Conipeiiiivencss  means  that  parties' 
legislative  representation  shall  he  substantially  anti  similarly  responsive  lo  shift*  in  the  electorate’s 
preferences. 


To  this  end.  the  iion-nnriisiui  slaie  demographer  shall  calculate  the  average  decimal  performance  ot  the  two 
parties  receiving  the  most  votes  in  lire  ihree  preceding  elections  Ibr  governor,  lor  United  Stales  Senate,  and 
lor  President  of  the  Hailed  Stales.  This  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  anal  voles  received  bv  each. natty  in 
the  three  preceding  eleclions  for  uovernor.  for  Hailed  Slates  Senate,  and  for  I'rcsidciiMiffticUnilcd  Spues, 
divided  hv  the  total  voles  east  for  both  parties  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  the  non-partisan  slate 
demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  number  of  wasted  voles  for  each  party,  summit!1-;  across  all  of  llic 
districts  in  the  plan.  Wasted  voles  are  voles  cast  for  a  losing  candidate  or  for  it  wimiing.  candidate  ill  excess 
of  the  fillv  percent  threshold  needed  Ibr  victors'.  In  any  plat  ofapponioiuireiii  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts 
submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  ensure  the 
difference  between  the  two  panics'  total  wasted  voles,  divided  hv  the  total  voles  cast  for  the  mo  panics,  is 
as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 


To  promote  competitiveness,  the  non-nanisan  slate  deinoeranher  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 
io  simulate  eleclions  in  which  the  hvnoihclical  statewide  vote  shifts  by  one  percent,  two  percent,  three 
percent,  four  percent,  and  live  percent  in  favor  of  each  nartv.  'flic  vote  in  each  individual  district  shall  he 
assumed  to  shift  bv  the  same  aminnii  as  the  statewide  vote.  The  non-partisan  state  dcmouKinhcLshull 
ensure  that,  in  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  mo  parties’  total  wasted  votes, 
divided  bv  the  total  votes  cast  Ibr  the  two  panics,  is  as  close  lo  zero  as  t 


(cl  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( I  Kal  and  ( 1 1(h),  Districts  shall  he  composed  ofamti^iimisieiritois. 
Areas  which  meet  only  ai  the  points  of  atiioinine  comers  are  not  contiguous. 

1(1)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  UYat  -  (IVcl  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  stall  coincide  wilh  the 
boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  stale.  Hie  number  of  counties  and  cities  divided  luiujni’.niorejtwn  pite.distmi 
slitill  be  as  small  as  possible.  Wien  liicre  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  siilxlivisioiis.Jjie_ima.LiV)|ajl>iiis 

>lv  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 


drtnvn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  tltnntelt  a  cite  that  lies  in  more  Ilian  one  county. 

le)  l*reference  stall  he  that  districts  are  compact  in  fona  Inn  the  sumdards  established  bv  subdivisions  (IVa)  ( I  ><l)  of  this 
subsection  take  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  wmlMfflE* 
compact  districts  are  tltose  which  are  suuare.  reettu 
homidarics. 


Within  sixty  days  afler  tile  papulation  of  litis  stale  is  reputed  to  the  I ‘resident  Ibr  each  decennial  census  of  live  United  Slates  (and)  o&  in 
the  event  that  a  reappunkntincnt  has  been  invalidated  by  a  conn  of  competent  jurisdiction  within  sixty  days  laller  notification  by  the 
yoventur]  tliat  such  a  ruling  lias  been  made,  live  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  tile  two  panics  casting  the  highest  vole  Ibr 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  clcciiun  shall  meet  raid  die  members  of  live  committee  stall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  ol  the 
member,  of  the  committee  present,  provided  ttat  a  majority  ofilve  elected  mentbets  is  present.  two  members  ol  their  patty.  residents  in 
that  district,  as  nominees  for  reapponioimtent  commissioners.  Neillter  party  stall  select  more  than  raw  nominee  Irom  any  one  state 
legislative  district,  lire  congressional  commiltces  shall  each  sulmtit  to  tlte  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  ihinv  days  dre 
governor  stall  appoint  a  commissinn  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reappoition  the  state  into  one  hundred  taxi  sixty  -dm- 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  bovavdaries  of  said  districts. 


If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  fails  to  sulmtit  a  list  within  Midi  lime  the  governor  stall  appoint  a  member  of  bis  own  choice 
Hum  tint  district  and  fioin  tlte  political  pany  of  the  committee  failing  lo  make  the  appoimment. 

Mcmbeis  of  live  commission  stall  be  disqualified  Horn  Imldiivgollice  as  members  ofilve  general  nssembly  lor  Iburycais  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  file  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 


Kor  the  pteposes  of  litis  Aniclc,  the  tenn  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refers  to  the  congivssional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  wliidi  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  the  event  members  of  congress  from  tliis 
suite  tavc  been  elected  at  large,  die  tenn  congressional  district  ctmunilice  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  tire  congressional 
district  committee  fir  dtose  districts  fnim  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  and  die  tenn  wuigressioiial  districi  relbs  to  those 
districts  fhoan  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  action  puisuanl  to  this  section  hy  die  congressional  district  committee  stall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  tlteir  official  minutes  and  rally  membcis  present  in  petson  sliall  he 
permitted  to  vote. 

Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  litis  slate  is  reported  to  tire  President  tiireaeli  decetuiial  census  of  tlte  I  lulled  Stales  or,  in  tlte 
event  that  a  reapponioimtcni  las  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  afler  such  a  riilTnu  hnsheen 
made,  the  nnrmanisan  suite  demouranher  stall  make  raihlic  and  file  with  lire  secretary  of  suite  and  wilh  tire  house  apron  ioiwrem 
commission  a  tonuiiivc  plan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  lire  nronosed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  datausedjn 
lire  creation  of  die  plan  and  map. 


Tire  commissioners  so  selected  sliall,  [on  die  fitlcemh  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  liav  e  been  selceievl] 
vvilhin  ten  days  of  receiving  lire  tcnUilive  plan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  lire  proposed  districts.  meet  in  die  capitol  building  mu) 
proceed  to  organize  by  ctecling  from  Utcir  number  a  ctaimuui.  vice  ctaimian  aid  secreuoyfiuidl Jltcyxinmiission. stall  adopt  ;ui 
agenda  establishing  at  last  three  hearing  dales  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  shall  be  Irekl  !p  lnuir  »<!ijvxla«Mu.  .reHli|amy..d\‘!l! 
interested  penions.  A  copy  of  Ure  agenda  sliall  be  filed  vvidi  die  clerk  of  die  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Uxeculive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  lield  as  often  as  the  cranmission  deems  advisable. 

[lie  commission  mav  make  clianucs  lo  rive  icnuitivc  nlan  ofannonionment  tind  map  of  lire  proposed  disiricis  received  from  iltenoro 


partisan  stale  demogranher  unwilled  ilwt  such  chanties  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  bv  a  vote  of  a  least  scven-lentlis 
of  the  cunmiissioncrx.  If  no  d  musics  are  made  nr  approved  as  pmvidi.il  fur  ill  this  subsection.  die  tentative  plan  of  annoniomnnn  ami 
map  of  proposed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  Ilian  two  months  of  receivim;  dre  tentative  nlan  of  nnimrtiimiiicnt  anil  map  of 
mo  proposed  districts,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  stale  n  final  suikutenl  of  the  mi  miters  and  llic  boundaries  ol'llie 
(listriets  tottellii'r  with  a  man  ot’lhe  districts. 

(lire  commission  shall  rwippoition  ihc  rcprcseitatives  by  dividing  die  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  one  Inmdivd  sixty-three 
and  shall  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  oftlial  district  sltalL  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dial  figure. 

licit  district  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  lariloiy  as  compact  as  may  lie. 

Not  later  dam  live  months  alter  the  appoinimciil  of  lire  commission  die  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  dre  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  4  of  this  section  and  during  die  ensuing  filiccn  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessity  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  titan  six  inomlts  alter  dre  appoinmrent  of  die  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  wills  die  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  nnd  die  boundaries  of  tire  districts  togedter  vvidi  a  map  of  the  districts.  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  scven-tendis  of  die  members. 

After  die  statement  is  filed  members  of  die  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  aceonling  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponioameni 
is  made  as  herein  provided  except  dial  if  the  statement  is  not  tiled  within  six  months  of  die  time  lixed  lor  die  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  disdiarged  nnd  the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  incmheis  appointed 
tram  among  llte  judges  of  die  appellate  conns  of  the  skate  of  Missouri  by  die  skate  supreme  court.  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
tile  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  the  sccreUuy  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  llte  date  of  the  disci  targe  of  die  apponioniirem 
commission.  fltciuaUer  members  of  die  house  ofreprescnutlives  shall  be  elected  aceonling  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is 
made  as  Irerein  provided] 

Kadi  member  of  llte  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session  but  mu 
more  dtan  one  thousand  dollars,  and  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  itecessaty  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  die  commission. 

No  reapponientuem  shall  be  subject  to  die  referendum. 


Section  5. 


lay  I  lie  Senate  shall  consist  of  dtiny-four  members  elected  by  die  qualified  voters  of  the  senatorial  (respective)  districts  (bra  term  of  four  years.  (Por  the 
election  of  senators^  tire  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 


Section  7. 


ID 


12) 


Q1 


Within  ten  tiavs  after  lire  population  of  this  state  is  retxiited  to  tire  President  lor  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  Stales  or.  in  tire 
event  dial  a  reannonionmeiit  has  been  invalidated  by  a  cotat  of  eonipetew  iurisdiciwt.  vviiliiit.teit.dav's.atler.su.ch  a  oiling  lias  been 


and  mans  using  the  same  methods  aiuicri 
ofRenreseiilalivcs. 


Within  sixty  days  alter  die  population  of  this  slate  is  repotled  to  dre  I’reshlenl  for  each  decennial  census  oflhc  United  Suites,  |;uul|  or 
within  sixty  (Lays  after  [notification  by  the  governor  lluil)  a  reapponionment  lias  Ireen  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  tire  two  political  panics  casting  the  highest  vote  lor  governor  at  die  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  galled,  select  by  a  vote  of  dre  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  die  governor  a  list  of 
ten  itcrsons.  ami  within  dtiny  days  dterealier  dre  govvattor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members.  live  from  eaeli  list  to 
reapportion  lire  thiny-foiir  senatorial  districts  and  to  establisli  die  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

lfcidiir  of  die  puny  committees  tails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  die  governor  shall  appoint  live  members  of  his  own  choice  livim 
die  parly  of  die  committee  so  tailing  to  act. 

Members  of  dte  commission  shall  Ire  disqualified  from  holding  otlfce  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  lor  lour  years  following  die 
date  of  the  filing  by  llte  commission  of  its  final  statement  ofapponionmeiH. 

Within  six  months  after  lire  pttpula'ion  of  lids  state  is  mooned  to  dre  I ’resilient  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  the 
event  dial  a  reapportknnnent  has  been  invalidated  hv  a  conn  of  conmctenl  ii«isdiciion.  williin  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  lias  been 
made.  lire  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  lire  secretary'  of  slate  and  with  lire  senatorial  appurtionincm  commission  a 
tentative  plat  of annoniomnent  and  mao  oflhc  nronosed  districts. 

'lire  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  dre  lilieentli  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
williin  ten  liavs  ol'iveeiving  the  tentative  nlan  of  annonionmem  aittl  man  of  the  nronosed  districts  teouiied  hv  subsection  Id)  of  litis 
section,  meet  in  die  caphol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  trom  tlteir  number  a  cliaimtan.  vice  duiinntui  and  sccreuuy 
|arKi|.  llte  cpnnpjssjitiLstall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  lire  public  skill  ho 
held  to  hoar  objections  or  testimony  livim  interested  ireisniis.  A  copy  of  lire  agenda  shall  Ire  filed  vvidi  lliesecrctaiy  ofdre  senate  williin 
iwemy-fottr  Imubs  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  tnav  be  scheduled  tind  held  as  often  as  lire  commission  deems  advisable,  lire 
commission  may  make  changes  to  llte  leulalive  plan  ofiippunionmcm  ami  inap  of  the  nronosed  districts  teccivcd  from  the  non¬ 
partisan  state  demographer  provided  dial  such  cltararcs  are  consistent  with  this  Section  ami  llte  methods  .and  criteria  nxmired  bv 
Section  3  of  this  Article  lor  the  establishment  of  diaricls  for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  antirovcd  hv  a  vote  of  at  least  seven- 
Icntits  of  die  commissioners.  If  no  changes  are  made  or  annroved  as  provided  for  in  dtis  subsection,  llte  tentative  nlan  ofamxinknimcnl 
and  map  of  pronosed  districts  sitall  liecomc  final.  Not  later  Ilian  two  ntontfis  after  receiving  lire  leulalive  plan  of  apportionment  and 
man  of  the  proposed  districts,  lire  commission  shill  file  vvidi  lire  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  die  numbers  and  the  boundaries 
of  die  districts  together  with  a  map  of  the  districts. 

(The  commission  stall  reapportion  dre  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  die  population  of  lire  stale  by  the  number  tltitty-four  and  stall 
establish  each  district  so  that  die  population  of  dial  district  stall  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  that  figure:  no  county  litres  stall  be  crossed 
except  vviicn  necessary  ui  add  sntlicivra  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
williin  such  multi-district  county  it  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  die  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  tire  population  of  the  state  by  dte  number  (hilly-four  is  hereby  declined  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 
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. \ 

Not  later  than  live  months  alter  llte  appointment  of  the  commission  ihc  commission  shall  file  with  tlte  secretary  ol  state  a  tentative  pit  it 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  attd  (hiring  the  ensuing  lilleen  days  shall  latltl  such  public  hearings  as  may  lv 
necessary  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons 

Not  later  titan  six  months  after  tlte  appointment  of  tlte  commission,  llte  commission  sltal!  lile  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
slatentem  of  llte  numbers  and  llte  boundaries  of  the  districts  logelltcr  with  it  map  of  llte  districts,  and  no  statement  stall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

Aller  tlte  statement  is  filed  senatots  shall  he  elected  accortling  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponionmcnl  is  made  as  herein  provided 
except  dial  if  tlte  slateinent  is  not  tiled  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  shall  stuul 
discharged  and  llte  senate  stall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  Ihim  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  stale  suptvme  court,  ;i  majority  of  whom  stall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  phut  and  map  with 
tlte  secretary  of  state  witllin  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  the  disctaige  of  llte  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  sliall  lv 
elected  acconlingto  such  districts  until  a  reappoitionmcut  is  made  as  herein  providcd.| 

Each  member  of  llte  commission  stall  recciv  e  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day'  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session.  Inti  not 
more  titan  one  thousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  stall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  neccssaty  expenses  incurred  w  bile  serv  ing  as  a 
member  of  tlte  commission. 

No  rcapportioniitciil  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


Section  19. 

la)  Senators  and  representatives  sliall  in  all  cases  except  treason,  lelony.  ollcnses  uitiler  this  Article,  or  breach  of  tlte  peace,  lie  privileged  from  airest  during 
tlte  session  of  tlte  general  assembly,  and  for  llte  fifteen  days  next  before  tlte  commencement  attd  tiller  tlte  termination  of  each  session:  and  they  stall  not  lv 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  iucitherhouse  in  any  other  place. 

Ill)  I  coislative  records  stall  lv  puhlie  records  ami  suliieet  to  uenemllv  nnnlicalile  stale  laws  aivvniing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 
"Sunshine  I sivv."  I  egisfative  records  include.  hut  are  not  limited  to.  all  records,  in  wluiiever  form  nr  formal,  oflhe  official  acts  ofllie  ticiicial  assembly,  ol 
rheolficiiil  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  theofliciai  actsof ltiemhers  of  lire  uettcral  assemlilv.  ofimlividit.ll  legislators,  their  employees  anti  stall',  ofthe 
cnmluct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  are  cteatixl.  stored  nr  distribtitctl  through  Iculslativv  hr.uKli  facilities,  equipment  or  incchaiiisim. 
itadlflliua  elecininie.  hitch  mcmlvr  ofthe  ricner.il  assembly  is  the  cttsloditut  of  leulslative  rectmls  under  llte  custody  ami  control  of  the  member,  their 
eitinliivees  and  staff  lire  chief clerk  ofthe  house  or  the  secretary  of  tlte  senate  are  llte  custodians  for  till  miter  legislative  lecnivls  rrigjng  to  the  house  ;uid  the 
senate,  resrvctivelv. 

(cf  legislative  nroceediniis,  tncltalinu  committee  proceeriimts.  shall  he  puhlie  imvtimts  subject  to  uencrallv  applicable  law  troveminu  public  acccss.lo 
|tuhlic  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  law.''  Orvn  rmhlic  meetings  of  Icnislativc  rtroceetliims  sliall  lv  subject  to  auinlino  liv  citi/ens,  so  long  ;cs the 
proceedings  are  not  materially  disntplcd 

Section  3(Xc). 

No  pojgjmj  fiiudraisiim  actjyjties  or  political  lunilnilsinu  evetil  bv  any  member  of  or  candidate  lor  the  gertaal  assemlilv.  including  hut  not  limited  Mlhc 
solicilalion  or  delivery  ofcontriliulions.  supporting  or  opposine  rutv  candidate,  initiative  petition.  referendum  petition,  btiHot  measure,  political  parly  or 
political  commitiee,  slutll  occur  in  or  on  any  premises,  pnipenv  or  huildinu  owned  leaser!  or  comrolled  bv  lire  Stale  of  Missouri  oraiiy  aoeucy  or  diyisMi 
thereof  Anv  putposcliil  violation  oflliis  section  sliall  he  punishable  hv  imnrisoimtent  lor  mi  to  one  year  or  a  line  ol'un  to  one  thousand  dolliirs  or.biiili.  clns 
:ui  amount  eoual  to  lliree  limes  tlte  illcual  contributions,  lire  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  authorized  lo  enforee  this  section  as 
tmiviled  bv  law. 

Section  2(\d); 

Ham  nivi vision  oisecliciis  2.  .1 7. 1 9.  or  20(c>  or  the  application  thereof  to  tmvoiieorKiiUW  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  ol  those  provisions 
and  the  application  ol'siich  provisions  to  others  or  miter  circumstances  sliall  not  lv  all'eeted  thereby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-014) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the  majority 
member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  they  may  each  remove  one  person, 
leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random  lottery  would  be  necessary.  This 
demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of 
the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness 
and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 


JAMES  C.  KlKKt’ATKICK 
i'ati  Information  Center 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kandkr 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Em  otions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  14,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building  STATE  AUDITORS  orr 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicliolson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  6  (2018-013) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kt rkvatric :k State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  6510 1 
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County _ 

Pdfie  No. _ 

i.  IS  .1  1-lass  A  misdemeanor  punishable.  notwithstanding  I  he  provisions  of  suction  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  ol 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  (all  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  hath,  for  anyone  to  sijiu  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  Ills  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sijjtt  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  Is  not  a  registered  voter. 

initiative:  petition 

To  the  Honorable  lason  Kander.  Secretary  of  State  for  tile  stale  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and  _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  tile  following  proposetl  amendment  to  tile  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  lor  their  approval  or 
reject  ion.  at  the  general  election  to  lie  held  on  the  fv  tlav  of  November,  20 1 II.  anil  each  for  lilmsell  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  ant  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis):  niy  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  nl  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ifallnt  tillej 


CmCUI-ATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  Of  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  l)F  _ _ _ 


;  _ _ _ _ .  iH-mg  tirst  duly  xwurn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAMK 

(Siuiultm*) 

UIXilSTl-RKD  VOTING  AIMWKSS 
ctrvvn  (Ntimln*r) 

M<'Nhn  ;  viIUrO 

m 

CODE 

mxr.R.  NAMK 

HIST.  { Printed  or  Typed) 

1  i 

p 

!  I. 

i 

i 
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i 

•  •»  1 

j 

i 

i 

! 

1 

'  •} 

i 

3. 

o. 

7. 

tf. 

1 

!  *). 

l 

1  ! 

JO, 

signed  litis  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  ami  each  ol  ilium  signed  Ids  or  her  name  tlierelo  in  my  presence;  i  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  Is  a  registered  vm  or  of  llte  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PEKIIIRY  THAT  AM.  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  OIMI.TY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

lam  at  least  111  years  ol  age.  Ido _ do  nol _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  rorrircolallng  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  nf  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Z. ip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  day  of _ .  A.I).  20 1 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


1^013  . 

NOUCT.:  Von  iuv  advised  iIku  ihc  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change.  repeal.  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  bo  construed  by  sane 
persons  to  dtangc.  repeal  or  modify’  by  implication,  die  following  Articles  and  Sections  of  dx*  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I.  Section  K  and  the 
following  Sections  oftltc  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.-150  through  105.4%  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendment 
mists  Article  I II  oftltc  (  oiisliiiition  by  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7.  and  I1)  and  atlopiing  three  new  sections  to  lx-  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3. 20(c).  and 
30(d). 

/U'  ii  r, «  Acs/ by  //te/cfyrfi'  o/  //»•  shay  o!  Mbsmiri  that  ilu  ( 'mistimUm  Iv  iiiuyiu/ytl: 

Section  A.  Article  III  oftltc  Constitution  is  tevised  by  antci  tiling  Sections  2, 5, 7. 10.  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  its  Article  III  Sections  3. 

20(ci.  and  20(d)  to  read  its  follows: 

Section  2. 

Alter  tix-ctKvliscdatcofdih  section,  tasivtxm  seeing  nsamcmlxToforemploscd hvthc  (intend  Asscnihlvskdl act nr  serve  as  a  raid  lobbyist. twister 
asjypaid  lt'hltvi-,1  <tr  solicit  prospective  crttiilosers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lolthvist  during  the  lime  of  such  service  until  the  expiration  of  two 
calciufar  scars  alicr  tlx  coitdusion  of  the  session  of  tlx-  ucncml  assemble  in  w  Inch  the  nxntbcr  or  cn  mkwee  last  sened  and  wltcrc  sndi  sen  ice  was  alter 
tlx*  elieetne  dale  of  this  section. 

(at  No  ivr-on  serving  as  a  nxurtvr  of  or  cmnhtsvd  he  the  General  Assembly  sltall  accent  directly  or  indirectly  a  gill  of  any  tangible  or  itnangthlejiem. 
sen  ice,  or  than:  of  value  front  anv  paid  lobbyist  nr  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  foe  dollars  per  occurrence.  Tliis  Article  shall  not  present  Candidates  tor 
die  Cicncr.il  Assemhlv.  including  camlktites  tin-  ivclcclicn.  <tr  cnndidtitcs  litr  oliices  widtin  tltc  senate  or  Itouse  form  accepting  cuiitnaicit  contributions 
consistent  with  dih  Article  and  amlicahlc  cammigtt  finance  taw.  Nothing  in  this  section  sltall  nrevent  imfivklnak  from  receiving  gills,  family  suntvtn  or 
anything  of  value  Inun  those  related  to  tltcnt  within  the  fourth  degree  hv  hltxxl  or  iitHTtnec.  The  iktllar  limiunions  of  litis  section  skill  he  increased  or 
iteewascd  each  scar  bv  the  ncreentaee  ofmcreusc  or  decrease  fiwm  tlx-  end  of  die  ntevious  calendar  sear  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  sir  successor  index 
asjntWjshsi  bytlx"  t  .'.S.  IVpanncntofl-thor.  or  its  wtccesatriiueix-s  anil  nun  tiled  to  the  neatest  dollar  amount. 

ICJ  I  he  (lenenl  Assembly  shall  make  no  taw  aulhori/ini!  unlimited  ctanpaiun  ciuttrihulioits  to  candidates  for  tlte  (  iettcral  Assemhlv.  nor  any  law  foil 
ciretanvetrts  tlx-  eontribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constmaion.  In  addition  to  other  cunnaiim  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  for  hv  law, 
tlx-  amount  of  contributions  mode  to  or  accepted  hv  anv  candidate  or  candkhic  eommitlee  fmin  anv  nersnn  other  than  lire-  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 
tlte  General  Assembb  jgjj  not  exceed  the  following: 


(_|)To  elect  tut  trejisjdigj  to  {he office of  stale  senator.  two  lltousnnd  five  limahal  dollars:  tax) 


1 2)  To  elect  tut  ttsliviiittal  to  tlx*  ollicc  of  stale  representative,  two  tlioiis;utd  doltais. 

I  lx-  contribujicn  limits  lual  other  restrictions  of  this  section  sltall  alvt  ttmlv  to  anv  (XTson  exploring  a  candidacy’  for  a  public  ollice  listed  in  tltis  subsection. 

for  |«it]x>%>iif  dtisjjtltseclkttt.JIxtsc  scar  amount*  sltall  be  die  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  sectioa  Contribution  limits  set  fuitli  herein  sltall  be 
adjusted  mi  the  lirvl  tlav  of January  in  cadi  cven-munbered  year  herealter  bv  multiplying  lire  base  sear  amount  he  the  ciiiiiiilaiivc  consumer  nricc  index  reel 
rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  antnum.  litr  all  sears  after  20IX- 


(d)  No  ssmlrilttatoiitoac.tr 


;  in  tixvtvutxvofamttixT  person. 


icbyop  through  attotlxT  person  ill  such  a  manner  as  to.  <tr  ssilli  tlte  illicit!  to.  conceal  tlte  identity  of  the  actual  sminx-  of  the 

imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contribution  isrecciscd  litun  a  committee  or  organiration  that  isrriinarib'  funded  by  a  simile  ncison,  individual,  or  oiKt 
coiiuniiice  lieu  has  already  readied  its  qtntrihulioit  limit  uniter  tuts  law  relating  to  contribution  limitnlions.  A  comntillce  or  oreatti/tttion  shall  he  deemed  to 
lx-  primarily  funded  Its  a  single  person,  imlividtctl.  or  oiIxt  committee  wlx-n  tire  committee  sir  onswfcuion  receives  inure  titan  liflv  ixmul  of  its  annual 
I  undine  from  dial  single  ivrson.  individual,  or  oiIxt committee. 


(el  In  no  ciieuiiistiuxe  sltall  a  candidate  lx-  found  to  law  violated  limits  on  acccpuux-c  <tf  crmtrilwtions  if  tlx-  Missotui  litltics  Commission,  its  successor 
aucucv.  or  a  court  dotennitx-s  den  a  caiKlktile  las  taken  no  action  to  indicate  acceptance  of  or  acquiescence  to  tlte  flaking  of  an  expenditure  dial  is  deemed 
a^innTiwipjj  pjirsteuit  to  this  section, 


(t)  No  candidate  sltall  accept  contributions  Ihnn  anv  fcsleml  nolilical  action  committee  unless  lire  committee  has  tiled  the  suite  financial  disclosure  reports 
dial  would  Iv  teouiied  of  a  Missouri  political  ixlion  committee. 


Section  5. 


(a)  I  here  is  hereby  established  die  post  nTYjon-partisan  suns;  dcwtigriinlxT."  llx1  mni-nartisnii  state  demographer  sltall  acimire  annatwiate  iiilbnnaiion  to 
tjeseliip  |TiK'C'litres  in prepreatjiiii  jiir jdiatving  legislative  teilisiitcling  maps  on  the  basis  of  each  llxlcral  census  (or  presentation  to  the  house  apixirtionment 
roinmissioiiiind  the  .senatorial  apportionment  coinmissioii. 


lb)  Itie  tKin-partisui  slate  dcinograpIxT  sltall  lx-  selected  ilinnuth  lite  litllowitm  rtnxvss.  first,  »itcjudx|(mKjna>ijnp|^^Qir.s:l|rc(Mm_!oj|hi;  state  aiElihtr 
using  an  applicaiion  devclopwl  bv  the  stale  tmdilor  to  dctcmiitte  an  ttppliciun’s  (itialiliciitions  wkI  espenisc  relcwuit  to  Hie  position.  Second,  llx-  state  aiidiior 
sltall  deliver  to  tlte  majority  leader  ;ukI  ininoriiv  leader  of  tlte  scuttle  a  list  of  m  least  three  upplictmts  with  sutlkiciil  exmiisc  anil  titialilic-.tlions.  as 
determined  bv  the  suite  amlhitr.  to  nerlimn  the  tliities  of  the  noiHXirtistui  stale  tlemottranlxT.  Ihin).  if  llx-  majority  leitder  and  minority  tatiler  of  the  senate 
logcthg agree  dial  n  specific  applictmt  should  Iv  selected  to  Iv  the  non-niulfcm  slide  deiiHmnipIx'r.  flat  applicant  shall  lx-  selected  and  the  selection  process 
shall  cease.  I'oiirtli.  if  the  majority  loader  ;utd  miiuuiiv  leader  of  tlx1  scuttle  cannot  touetlter  minx  on  an  anttlicam.  tlicv  may  each  remove  a  maithcr  of 
iinnlicanls  on  die  stale  auditor's  list  espial  to  one-dlird  oftltc  lolttl  itntnlvr  (tftuinliciuils  on  that  list,  nmmied  tlimit  to  the  nest  integer,  anti  the  ante  auditor 
skill  diett  conduct  a  random  lottery  ofdie  appfaits  remaining  alter  rettutval  to  select  tlte  mw-nanism  suite  dcimtirarlict'.  lire  suite  auditor  shall  prescribe 
a  time  liante  and  deadlines  litr  this  tuiplieaikin  aid  selection  ttrocess  licit  both  eiwoiir.iees  numemtis  atttlifal  annlictints  and  avoids  delav  in  selection.  The 

iitdividital  skill  mu  have  seised  in  a  partisan,  elected  posilkm  litr  four  sears  prior  to  the  titmoinlmenl.  Ihc  uon-nartisiin  slitlc  deniwninkr  skill  Iv 
dixmalitieil  Intm  Itoldine  ollice  as  a  tneiiilvr  of  die  gciteml  assemhlv  litr  four  u-.trs  litllowim!  the  dale  of  the  oresenlitlion  of  his  or  her  most  recent 
Jegislatis  e  redistrictinu  map  to  the  house 


(c)  'llx-  Itottse  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  lauxlred  sistv-dtrce  mcntlvre  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  [in  die  follow  ing 
manner: |  tts  pmvided  in  this  section. 


(ii  Within  ten  iktss  alter  tlx-  population  oliltis  state  is  repotted  to  llx  Ihvsiilcnt  Ik  cadi  decennial  census  of  tlte  United  States  or.  in  tlx- 
event  that  a  reapportioituxnt  las  been  invtilitkitcd  hv  ;t  einirt  of  isminctont  iurisdiclioii.  within  ten  days  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 
made,  the  non-partisan  suite  dctiiouraphcr  shall  begin  llx*  nrenontlton  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  maps  using  die  following 
mctlKsls  listed  inorelerof  priority: 


«3) 


Uu 


Districts  vitality  established  on  the  Istsis  of  total  population.  I  euisbtivv  <listricts  sltall  exit  Itavv  a  total  population  as  nearly 
into  die  total  population  oftltc  state  reported  in  dx-  federal  decennial  census. 


Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  w  ith  all  renuiremems  of  the  United  Stales 


& 


I2i 


(di. 


fed 


Constitution  ;iml  annlicahle  federal  laws.  im.iudiiit’.  Inn  mil  limilcd  n>.  the  Voting  Kiulils  Act  of  Ins 
amended).  Notwithstanding  any  oilier  nrovision  of  this  Ankle.  «listrict>  shall  nut  he  drawn  with  tfec  intent 
or  rcsuli  of  denying  or  nhridttinu  ilic  cnnal  om»i«imii\  ol* racial  or  liiimimsic  minorities  <o  participate  in  ills: 
political  process  or  diminishing  l lie i r  ;ihi  lily  to  elect  rcnrcscmaliv'cs  of  their  choice,  whether  by  ihcpnscjyc: 
or  hv  voting  in  concert  will]  oilier  persons. 

Districts  shall  tic  csmhlislis'tl  in  a  manner  which  mavimi/cs  nanism  litimoss  mid  competitiveness  treating  siinilariv-siliuteil 
panics  equitably  so  that  cadi  receives  dre  same  fereikm  of  legislative  stalls  tiir  a  particular  vole  percentage as lire  oilier  party 
would  receive  if  it  had  received,  the  suite  percentage  of  tire  vote.  The  notfcnadiai  state  demographer  shall  draw  districts  ilint 
nisei  as  closely  as  possible  lire  tests  for  milixnt  Ihimcss  and  coimreliiiivncss. 


Jo  dial  end.  Ills  non -nanism  stele  demographer  sliall  catadjtlc  a  district  pane  tmnisaii  rrettoniuncc  index  lor  each  district 
hv  determining  the  number  of  voles  cast  for  ilie  two  Ion  vote-  getting  names  in  each  district  and  tlien  calculating  the 
percentage  of  lltose  votes  won  hv  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  lire  highest  vote  litr  governor  til  the  last  three  preceding 
gulvmatorul  elections  litr  1  inijed  Sluters  Semite  ;il  tile  last  jhrcc  nrecedinu  I  Jnilctl  States  Senate  elections,  ruid  litr  LtekkU) 
ofilre  I  Initcd  Steles  at  tlte  last  three  preceding  I  “residential  elections,  I  lie  party  partisan  nerthnnancc  index  for  etu.lt  district 
will  then  lie  averaged  to  create  a  statewide  elcclot.il  perlonnancc  iiulex.  Using  the  resultant  statewide  eleetor.il  ivrlomumcc 
index,  the  non-rtanisan  state  demognirlKT  shall  test  the  plan.  simulating  tin  evenly  split  stntcwiilc  election  hy  normalizing 
district  panv  mnisan  rrertiiniituice  indices  hv  the  tunoinil  Itv  which  the  statewide  eleetor.il  tx-rlitnitimce  inilcx  v.triiNjhim 
liftv  percent.  In  a  hypothetical  evenly  divided  statewide  election  under  tlte  proposed  pint.  Ilie  legislative  seats  should  Iv 
distributed  evenly  between  parties. 


Ilie  non-partisan  stale  demouranlter  slvtll  nromote  competitiveness  In  ensuring  the  nlnn  is  tlr.twn  so  as  to  be  eijtully 
responsive  In  surges  in  the  elettimte  Ihvoring  either  party.  To  lest  this,  the  non-pnnktn  slate  deinoiutipher  shall  twain  use  the 
iremuli/ed  district-level  results  within  tlte  luuposcd  pltut  to  simulate  separate  elections  in  which  the  fyTXtihclicnLsiatcvvkk- 
vole  v, tries  I'roni  fitly  percent  hv  one  percent,  two  percent.  lltrev  percent.  lour  rteiveiil  :uul  the  percent  in  liisttr  ol'e.ieh  p.my . 
Ilie  immhsTol'itdditioiKil  seas  yielded  hv  tlte  simulation  litr  nnv  party  for  iinv  amotntl  it  |XTt'omis  over  lilts  ttero.nl  should 
he  matelted  hv  the  imwher  nf  seats  gained  hv  tlte  oilier  ptulv  when  it  nctlitnns  tlte  suite  amount  in  er  tills  nctvcin. 

Subject  lo  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( I X  a )  and  ( I  Mti).  districts  dull  Iv  composed  of  contiguous  leiriuny 
Areas  which  meet  only  a  tlte  points  of adjoining  comers  are  not  comigttoiis. 


To  tlte  extent  consistent  with  snlxliviskws  ( lkal  -  (Jjfet  of  this  suhscctkirc  district  Ixmiularics  skill  eoineide  with  tlte 
boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  tlte  state.  Ilic  manher  of  counties  and  cities  divided  lunutig  ntotv  tlitm  one  district 
shall  he  as  snail  as  possjhfc  Wlicn  tltcre  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  pnlitie~.il  snlxliviskms.  tlte  inure  populpus 
subdivisions  shall  lie  divided  hcliire  tlte  lev,  populous  htn  this  preference  dull  not  nnplv  lo  it  loiislttmc  district  Kaatituy 
drawn  along  acottnw  line  which  passes  tltmimh  a  cirv  tlvat  lies  in  mote  titan  one  ctnmw. 


IMugge  dndl  is  list  districls  an;  ccattpact  in  limn,  htn  Ilie  standards  ottihlislicvl  hy  Mjhdivlsiims  1 1  Xa) _ liKtlii'llthh 

snhseeiioiiLTke  navedettev  peer  CTimnactness  where  o  contlict  arises  k-twyen  cotn|X»1iK-ss  tint!  these  suimtmjejn  tasEtL 

hrantdarics. 


Witltin  sixty  days  alter  the  poptilation  of  this  state  is  apittol  lo  tlte  PKskknl  litr  each  decennial  aitstis  ol'llte  United  Suites  |atul|  or,  in 
the  event  ilea  a  iwippoitionmenl  has  been  invalidated  In  a  cmtrt  of  competent  jurisdiction,  witltin  sixty  days  |alier  notification  hy  tlte 
eosentor]  that  such  a  mint"  lias  been  made,  tlte  contavsskawl  district  ammfmce  of  each  of  tlte  two  panics  eastine  tlte  hicltest  vote  for 
LHiumi  at  tlte  last  pieceding  election  shall  meet  and  tlte  meinhcts  of  tlte  conuniltee  sliall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  ilic  committee  present,  pmvklcd  lint  a  majority  ol'llte  elected  ntcinbers  is  piesent.  two  members  of  llteir  |xuty .  residents  in 
dial  district  as  nominees  for  teapporlioiuiicm  atmmissioifcTi.  Neidtcr  puny  shall  select  moiv  tluui  one  nominee  fnim  any  one  suite 
kaiislolivc  district  Ilic  coiKressiorul  committees  sliall  cacit  submit  lo  the  governor  their  list  ofelecteil  nominees.  Witltin  thirty  day  s  tlte 
coventor  sliall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  Inun  each  list  to  reapportion  the  stale  into  one  Inutdrevl  tuxl  sixty-Unuv 
representative  districts  and  lo  eslabltslt  tlte  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 


If  any  of  die  congressional  cvwunttlces  tails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  die  govenatr  slutll  ;ip)Xiitu  a  memlvr  of  his  own  cltotcc 
Ihun  dot  district  and  ftom  the  political  party  of  the  conuniltee  tailing  to  make  the  appointmenL 

Members  of  die  commission  shall  he  disqualified  from  Itolding  ollice  as  menthersofthe  general  assentltly  lie  tour  yettrs  lolkming  dtc 
dale  oftlw  tiling  hy  thecommissivui  of  its  final  statviitcnt  oftqtponionmeitl. 


For  die  purposes  of  litis  Article,  dtc  tenn  congressional  ilistrivl  committee  or  cojtgrcssioiuil  district  refers  lo  die  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  Item  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or.  ill  dtc  event  ntcmlvrs  of  congress  limn  this 
state  luve  been  elected  at  luge,  die  term  amgresviottul  ilistrivl  committee  refers  lo  those  persons  vilst  last  served  as  the  cmigivssimul 
district  committee  for  dtose  districts  fnun  vvliicli  eungressmen  were  last  elected,  ami  die  tenn  congressional  district  reters  to  lltose 
districls  fnun  which  cmtgivssincn  were  last  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  dtis  section  by  the  congressional  district  commitiw  slull 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  slull  Iv  recoivled  in  dieir  otlccinl  minutes  and  only  nteiuhcts  present  in  ivrson  slull  be 
permitted  to  vote. 


Witltin  six  tumults  after  tlte  oomihlion  of  litis stale  is  repotted  to  the  I’resklcnl  Kurcadnkreetuiitil  census  of  ilie  I  ktitcvl  stuk-.  or,  in  die 


nude,  die  nmopanisan  state  demoeranlier  shall  make  ntililie  anil  lljg  w  ith  the  secreuuv  of  stale  ;usl  vihlt  tlte  luwise  antxatimimeni 
commiision  a  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  nun  of  tie  nmnoscvl  districts,  as  well  ;ts  all  demoerapltic  anil  nurlNUi  Avti  used  in 
lire  creaiktn  of  die  nhn  aid  nun. 


lire  cvnunisstoners  so  selected  sliall,  |on  the  fiDccrah  day.  excknlitre  Sundays  and  liolidays.  alier  all  membets  luve  Iven  selecte.l| 
vviihin  ten  davs  of  receiving  lire  tentativ  e  nhn  of  annonkniiirem  ami  num  of  the  proposed  districts,  meet  in  the  Capitol  building  tuxl 
pnreeed  to  urgant/e  by  electing  front  Iheir  numlrer  a  eluimcuu  vice  duimun  and  secretary  |:uul|,Jlte  cmiimissjori  slull  .xlojtt  tut 
agenda  estaldislting  at  least  three  hearing  dales  on  which  Itearings  open  lo  the  public  slull  Iv  Itekl  to  lre.tr  ohtevtiorts  or  testimony  linm 
iwerested  nersons.  A  copy  of  dre  ugciuh  shall  be  tiled  with  die  clerk  of  die  limrsc  of  represeiuatives  witltin  twenty-tour  Itotris  alier  its 
adipikin.  lixecutive  nrectings  may  he  scheduled  ami  Irekl  as  often  as  die  cmntttisskin  deems  advisable. 

Thccpitmusston may  nuke  changes  to  tire  tentative  nhn  of  apportionment  anti  map  of  the  proposed  ilistncts  received  Itmii  the  txin- 
mrtisan  state  demographer  provided  that  such  clunees  are  consistent  with  this  sect  ion  and  amoved  by  a  vote  of  at  least  seven-lenllis 
of  dre  aMiunissioireri.  If  no  clunccs  are  nude  or  appnmd  as  pntvkkxl  for  in  dtis  subsection,  dre  Icntalive  plan  nj  apportionment  ami 
nun  of  remxised  districts  slull  become  lin.iL  Not  Liter  titan  two  nxnilhs  of  receiving  Ure  temalivv  pkui  of  iipponksnmcnl  tuxl  nupo) 
dre  rnmosed  districts,  dre  commission  sliall  tik-  widt  tire  secretary  of  stale  u  final  statement  of  the  numbers  tuul  tire  lumularics  of  the 
districts  tireellrer  with  a  man  of  the  districts. 


1 


1 1  lie  commission  skill  reapportion  die  representatives  by  dividing  dv  pcipiiktlton  of  die  suite  by  the  number  one  hundred  sixly-ihree 
llild  .dull  establish  well  district  so  dim  die  population  ofllmt  district  shall  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dial  figure. 

I iieli  district  shall  Iv  composed  of  contiguous  tctritoiy  as  compact  as  may  tv. 

Not  later  than  die  numilLs  after  dte  appointment  of  die  cunimhsitm  die  commission  shall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  die  proposal  districts  entered  in  subsection  -I  of  this  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  sltall  liold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  nceessaty  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  sis  iiunuhs  after  die  appointment  of  dte  commission,  dte  commission  sltall  lile  vvitlt  llte  secrcUny  of  suite  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  die  boundaries  of  the  districts  uigcdtcr  with  a  map  of  dte  districts,  and  no  statement  sltall  be  valid  unless 
■ippnned  by  at  (east  sewtHemhsofUv  members. 

After  dte  statement  is  filed  mentheis  of  the  house  of  repaneiuatises  sltall  he  electa!  according  u>  such  districts  until  a  reapportkmmenl 
is  uutde  as  herein  provided.  except  dial  if  the  sudenteitt  is  not  filed  within  six  mondis  of  the  time  fixed  for  die  appointment  of  the 
commission,  it  shall  stand  disdtansd  and  dte  house  of  reprc'ct  Utilises  sltall  be  apponinned  Ity  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
thim  among  tlte  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  hy  dte  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  ofultotn  sltall  sign  and 
tile  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  die  sccrctatv  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  elate  of  die  disdeuge  of  die  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  House-  of  reprcsenlaliecs  sltall  Iv  elected  acconling  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionmcni  is 
made  as  herein  provided.  | 

Itich  member  of  die  commission  sltall  receive-  as  compensation  IIHce-n  dollars  a  day  lie  each  titty  die  commission  is  in  session  bill  not 
more  than  one-  thousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  shall  he  reimbmsed  fur  liis  actual  and  ivccssnty  expenses  incumxl  while  serving  as  a 
incmherof the  cemunission. 

No  re-ap|iortioume-nt  shall  be  subject  to  tlte  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(aj  llie  Sctuilt-  shall  consist  ol'dliity-finir  members  elected  by  dte  qualified  voters  of  the  vtmuorial  Iresocctivel  districts  for  a  lenit  of  four  years.  [Kor  the- 
election  of  se-nutors.  the-  state-  shall  be-  divided  into  convenienl  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  its  compact  and  ite-arly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.  |  Scmaprial  districts  sltall  be  anoottional  as  pnivieled  lor  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 

Soetion  7. 

1 1)  Within  ten  <lavs  after  dv  nonolation  of  this  stale  is  reportcel  in  the  I’residcut  lerr  each  deeermitl  census  of  llie  I  Initctl  Slates  or.  in  the 

e-veni  dtu  a  reanoortionmeot  lias  hevn  invididavd  bv  a  anirt  of  comnetem  iurivliciim.  within  len  ifays  after  such  a  tilling  has  beat 
made*,  the  nun-pnnhan  staedemwranher  authorized  in  Article  j  1 1  Section  .1.  shall  begin  d  v  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 
laid  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  those  remiired  bv  Article  III.  Section  i  fur  the  establishment  of  districts  for  the  I  louse 
of  Repre-ciu, Hives. 

(7)  Widtin  sixty  days  after  tlte  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  I ‘resident  lor  each  dcccimial  census  of  tlte  United  Slates,  |and|  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [notification  by  the  governor  dial|  a  reapponioitnnril  lets  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  nintpctent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  commiiteo  of  cadi  of  die  two  political  panics  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  dte  last  preceding  clarion  shall  at  a 
commitlce  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  dte  imlivtdtio)  onmmiua-  members,  and  tltereafter  stthtttit  to  the  governor  a  lisl  of 
tat  persons,  and  within  thiny  days  thereafter  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  men  dvrs,  five  fiom  eadt  list,  to 
reapportion  dv  thirty  -four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  dte  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  dv  party  lommittees  fails  to  submit  a  list  widtin  such  time  dv  governor  shall  appoint  live  ntembets  of  his  own  choice  from 
the  patty  of  tlv  committee  so  tailing  Ui  act. 

Members  of  tl  v  ixnimiissioii  sltall  Iv  disqualified  fiuin  lioklhigotlicc  as  meinlteis  of  tlv  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
due  ofdv  filing  ity  the  commission  of  its  linal  slalemcnt  ofapportionmcnl. 

(jl)  Within  siv  m,  mills  alter  llte  nonulatfain  of  tin's  slate  is  reported  to  llv  President  litr  cadi  da-ctinial  lensiis  of  the  U'niial  States  or  in  dv 
cv  cm  dial  a  re-apportionment  has  been  invulidaial  bv  a  atun  of  competent  jurisdiction,  williitt  six  numtlis  alter  such  a  ruling  hits  been 
made,  llte  non-partisan  stale  demographer  shall  die  with  dv  .secretary  of  stale  and  with  the  senatorial  itpnortiontncnl  commission  a 
tentative  nlan  of  apportionment  aid  map  ofdv  nrunosed  disiritls. 

llte  commissioners  so  selected  sltall  jon  the  fiftcendi  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  liolidays,  after  all  mentheis  Itavv  been  sela-ied| 
within  ecu  divs  of  receivinu  llv  tentative  nhn  of  an|tnitinnmenl  anil  man  of  llv  nrunosed  districis  retiuiral  bv  subsection  (dl  of  dtis 
section,  meet  in  die  capital  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  Sum  (heir  munlvr  a  chainiuut.  via-  chainnun  and  secretary 
|and|  I  he.  commission  sliall  ailopl  an  agenda  establishing  ;U  least  dtree  hearing  dates  on  which  Ivarings  open  to  die  public  sltall  he 
held  |o  Itearohieelionsoricstintonv  from  iwerested  petsons  A  copy  of  tlv  agenda  sltall  be  filed  with  tlv  sccrciaiy  ofdv  senate  within 
lucniy-lour  hours  after  its  ailoplio.n.  lisecitlive  meetings  may  he  scheduled  :utd  Ivld  as  often  as  tlv  commission  deems  advisable,  llv 
commission  mav  make  chan-rex  to  dv  lattnliw  plan  nf  apportionment  and  man  of  llv  propsssed  districts  received  from  tlv  non- 
partisan  state  ikioo_Tj.pl icr  ntovkk-d  that  soch  chnmxs  are  consistent  with  this  Section  ami  tlv  methods  and  criteria  nxtuireil  bv 
Section  .1  of  this  Article  liir  dv  establishment  of  disaicis  fur  the  House  of  RenreseilUtiisys  aiul  apmwetl  bv  a  vole  of  at  least  seven- 
leiuhs  olilv  amimissioivrs.  If  no  chances  are  made  or  apnmvvd  as  nrovidql  lie  m  this  subsection,  dv  iciiiative  plan  ofapportioninem 
,aul  map  of  propo-cd  distrias  shall  beconv  final  Not  tiler  llxnv  lwt>  mondis  after psoaiS  dv  jgggjyg  plan  of  npronionmem  and 
Miapoltlie  proposal  distrias,  tlv  commission  shall  file  with  dv  secretary  of  stale  a  final  statemeia  of  tlv  numbers  and  ihe  boundaries 
of  tlv  districts  together.  with  a  map  of  tl  v  districts. 

[llv  commission  shall  rcaptxmion  tlv  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  dv  pojxiiuioit  ofdv  state  by  the  number  diiny-four  anil  skill 
estalilidi  each  district  so  dial  the  population  or  dial  district  sltall  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dial  figure:  no  county  lines  shall  Iv  crossed 
except  when  tva-s-ary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-dearict  arunty  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multklistriet  county  or  city  so  as  to  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  popultlicn.  Any  coiuily  whit  a  population  in  excess 
ofdv  quotient  obtained  In-  dividing  the  population  ofdv  stale  by  dv  number  diiny-tbur  is  Itcreby  declared  to  he  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  Utter  dtan  the  mondis  after  dv  apjtoinuneni  of  llv  commission  dv  commission  shall  lile  with  dv  sccniaty  of  stale  a  tentative  pkui 
of  apportionment  tutd  map  ofdv  pmposed  districts  anil  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  slutll  Itokl  such  public  Ivarings  as  may  be 
tvcossaiy  to  I  tear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  petsons. 

Not  later  dun  six  months  after  dv  appointment  ofdv  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  die  seeretaiy  ot  slate  a  final 
statement  ofdv  numbers  tutd  dte  boundaries  of  dte  districts  together  with  a  map  ofdv  districts,  suui  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 


.I 


Section  19. 


approv  ed  by  at  least  seven  members. 


\%~G\5 


Alter  the  statement  is  tiled  senators  shall  be  elected  according  to  sticll  districts  until  a  leapportionmem  is  made  as  Iterein  pi  ov  ided. 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  tiled  within  six  months  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  dull  stand 
discharged  and  the  senate  stall  Iw  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  membetx  appointed  from  among  the  judges  oftltc  appellate 
conns  of  the  suite  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  dull  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
the  secictary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  file  date  of  the  discharge  of  the  apportionment  commission.  Ihcivatici  scnalots  shall  Iv 
elected  acconling  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  Iteiein  provided.  1 


Inch  member  of  the  commission  shall  ivccivc  its  compensation  lilieen  dollars  a  day  tor  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  tv  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  inclined  while  sen  mg  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 


No  reapportionmem  shall  Iv  subject  to  the  ivlciendiim. 


(a)  Senators  turd  icpivsentatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason.  felony,  ollcnscs  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace.  Iv  priv  ileged  liom  tinvst  during 
tile  session  of  the  general  assembly.  and  lor  file  fifteen  days  next  before  the  conunencement  anil  after  tile  I  emanation  of  each  session:  and  ihey  shall  not  Iv 
questioned  tor  tuts  speech  or  deltaic  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

111!  l  egislative  avoids  shall  Iv  public  avoids  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  slate  laws  governing  public  access  to  public  records,  including  the 
'■Sunshine  I  aw  "I  cgislativc  lecords  include,  but  ate  not  limited  to.  till  avoids,  in  whatever  limn  or  litnnal.  of  the  official  acts  of  the  uener.il  assembly,  of 
tile  official  acts  of  legislative  eoinmiticcs,  of  file  official  acts  nfniemlvrs  oftltc  general  assembly,  of  individual  legislators.  [heir  employees  and  stall!  oftltc 
conduct  ot  legislalivc  lmsiness  and  all  tvepnis  that  aie  creatcil,  stpa-d  itr  distribuicd  through  legislative  Itniitclt  laeilities.  cxiuipment  or  mechanisms, 
including  clcclnniic.  baclt  ntcmlvr  of  the  general  assembly  is  the  custodian  of  legislative  avoids  under  the  custody  and  control  oftltc  member,  theii' 
employees  and  statf,  Ihe  chief  clerk  ofllte  house  or  the  secretary  of  the  senate  ate  the  eustixliaits  lor  all  other  legislative  avonis  rciaiine  to  the*  house  ami  the 
senate,  respectively. 

te)  legislative  pnveeilinc’s.  including  committee  pavvydiiigs.  sltill  Iv  public  mceliitus  subject  to  generally  annlicahle  law  ttovcniinc  public  access  in 
public  meclincs.  iitclmlinu  the  "Sunshine  law."  Open  public  mcvtiniis  of  Icuislaiivc  proceedings  shall  Iv  subject  to  avnuling  bv  eili/ens.  so  long  as  the 
proceedings  am  ihh  inateriallv  disrupted. 


Section  2<Kc). 


No  [Xtliticnl  fundraising  activities  nr  ixiliiical  fundraising  event  hv  am  mentlvr  of  or  candiifale  litr  the  general  assembly,  including  but  not  limited  to  the 
solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions,  supporting  n_r  opposing  any  candidate,  it i ili.i t j \ c . JsetMott^ ro teietti ii ini  petition,  ballot  measure,  political  pony  or 
nolilical  cnromillee.  sliall  ivenr  in  or  on  any  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  nreonlrolleil  Iw  the  Stale  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 
thereof.  Any  purposeful  violaliotl  of  litis  section  shall  be  punishable  by  iniprisonnienl  for  up  in  ones  ear  ora  line  of  nn  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  hot]),  plus 
an  amount  canal  to  three  limes  the  illegal  contriltulions.  Hie  Missouri  I  lilies  Commission  or  its  successor  ngenev  is  amliori/ed  to  cntbice  this  section  as 
prov  ided  by  law. 

Section  201 ill. 

l!  any  provision  of  sections  2,  5,  7,  10,  or  2(XcJ  or  file  application  iltemif  to  ansone  or  to  .inv  eiiviinisiaiiee  is  held  invalid,  the  reiiuiiiidci  of  tltosc 

pnw  isioits  ami  tile  application  of  such  provisions  to  oiheis  or  oilier  eiivunisianees  Quill  not  Iv  allixied  llieieby . 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-013) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the  majority 
member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  they  may  each  remove  one  person, 
leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random  lottery  would  be  necessary.  This 
demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of 
the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness 
and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 


R-OIQ, 


Jason  Kander 


JAMES  C.  KIRKPATRICK 

State  ini-ormation  Center 
(573)751  4936 


Secretary  oe  state 
State  oe  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  14,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 


NOV  i  ^  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


State  Auditor 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  5  (2018-012) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  11  seal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  I  16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami  s  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Ini-ormation  Center 
600  W.  Main  Stre  et  •  Je.eei  rson  City  65101 
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I.1MKARY 


t%-OQ 


Cmmiy _ 

Rage  No. _ 

li  is  a  class  A  imsilcmcanor  punishable,  miiwilhslamlinn  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  tile  county  jail  or  n  line  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  Ins  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  Ills  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  lason  Kancler,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri; 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and _ Cmmiy  (or  city  of  St.  Units),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6">  day  of  November,  211111.  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition:  lama  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of, St.  Louis):  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

|0fficial  Ballot  title| 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ 

I,  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  soy  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

CONGO. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2, 

3. 

4. 

■ 

! 

6. 

7. 

i  0* 

:  9. 

10. 

m 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHER  MORI;,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  ANO 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  IB  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  20 1, 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


NOTICH:  You  ;ire  advised  that  tits  proposed  constitutional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  consulted  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Articles  and  Sections  or  tire  Conslilution  of  Missouri:  Article  1,  Section  S  and  die 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.4%  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5. 7.  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3. 20(c).  and 
20(d). 

He  it  resulml  In’  the  people  o/llie  stale  of  Missouri  tha!  the  Canslittiliim  he  amendeik 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  llte  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2, 5. 7. 19,  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 
20(c),  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 

Section  2. 

AIRt  tlic  elfeclivc  dale  oflliis  section,  no  person  serving  as  a  member  of  or  employed  by  the  fiencral  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobbyist,  register 
as  a.ixiidjol 
calendar  sen 


itnnjwo  thousand  five  hundred  dollars:  and 


(2Vfoelcct  an  individual  lolltcolliceofstale  representative,  two  thousand  dollare. 

lire  contribution  limits  and  oilier  restrictions  oflhis  section  shall  also  annlv  to  am-  nercon  exploring  a  candidacy  lor  a  public  office  listed  in  this  subsection. 

litr  purposes  oflliis  subsection,  "base  year  amount"  shall  be  tire  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  litis  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  sltall  be 
adjusted  on  the  first  dav  of  January  in  each  even-numbered  year  hereafter  by  multiplying  the  base  year  amount  hv  the  cumulative  consumer  mice  index  and 
rounded  tn  fire  itearost  dollar  amount,  for  all  years  alter  20 1 8. 


(dl  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  lor  legislative  office  shall  he  made  cracceotcd.  directly  or  indirectly,  in  a  liclittous  name,  in 


or  hv  or  through  another  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  the  intent  to.  conceal  the  identity  of  llte  actual  source  of  the  contribution.  Then;  shall  be  a 
rebuttable  nresumnlioii  that  a  contribution  to  n  candidate  lornublic  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  the  intent  to  circumvent  llte  limitations  on  contributions 
imposed  in  litis  section  when  n  contribution  is  received  from  a  committee  or  oreanimtion  that  is  primarily  funded  bv  a  single  person,  individual,  or  other 
committee  tint  has  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  anv  law  reliiling  to  contribution  limilatioas.  A  committee  or  cnstnigition  shall  be  deemed  to 

or  oilier  committee  when  the  committee  nr  oruanialion  receives  more  than  fifty  percent  of  its  annual 
funding  from  that  single  nerson,  individual,  nr  other  committee. 

lei  lit  ihi  cireimvsiance  sltall  a  candidate  he  found  to  have  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  if  the  Missouri  I 
agency,  or  a  court  determines  that  a  candidate  has  taken  no  action  to  indicate 


I  ft  No  candidate  shall  accent  contributions 
lieu  would  be  reouired  ofa  Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Section  3. 

(a)  There  is  hereby  established  the  post  of  "non-nanlsan  state  dimoumnltcr."  The  non 

legislative  retiistriciing  iittins  on 


121 


121 


fsl 

Idl 


(s). 


1  %-OlQ 

would  receive  if  it  hud  received  ihe  same  neroentagc  of  die  vote  The  non-partisan  slaw  demographer  shall  draw  districts  lhal 
meet  as  doselv  as  possible  the  leas  for  partisan  laimess  and  coiiiix.lilivcm.ss. 

To  tlial  end,  the  non-partisan  slate  demouianher  stall  calculate  a  dislrict  panv  partisan  iKifomiaiici  index  for  cadi  district 
hv  determining  the  number  of  voles  cast  for  the  two  ion  vote-  getting  parties  in  each  dislrict  and  ihen  calculating  ihc 
percentage  of  those  voles  won  hv  each  ofthe  mo  nnrties  casting  die  highest  vote  for  governor  al  the  Inxt  three  preceding 
gubernatorial  elections.  lor  I  ,'ttiicri  States  Senate  at  the  last  three  preceding  United  Stales  Senate  elections,  ami  lor  President 
of  the  United  Slates  al  ihc  Iasi  three  preceding  Presidential  elections.  Hie  natty  nanism  nerfonnance  index  for  each  dislrict 
will  tin'll  he  averaged  lo  create  a  statewide  electoral  performance  index.  Using  ihe  resultant  statewide  electoral  rarfotmancc 
index,  ilie  nen-nanism  state  diauosranlicr  stall  icsl  Ihc  nlan.  simulating  an  evenly  srtlil  slatcvvidc  election  hv  nonnaliriim 
dislricl  panv  partisan  performance  indices  Iw  die  amount  by  which  die  statewide  electoral  performance  index  varies  from 
fifty  percent.  Ill  a  hvpo1liuiic.il  evenly  divided  statewide  election  under  llic  proposal  plan.  Ilie  legislative  seals  should  he 
distrihuled  evenly  between  parties. 


The  non-partisan  ante  demngianher  shall  promote  competitiveness  hv  ensuring  the  plan  is  drawn  so  as  lo  he  equally 
responsive  to  singes  in  llieelecloralc  favoring  cillicr  panv.  To  lest  ihis.  Ihe  norvrortisan  sale  demographer  si  mil  again  use  Ihe 

noniialired  district-level  results  williin  ilie  nronosed  plan  lo  simulate  separate  elections  in  which  Ilie  hvmltclical  slatewide 

ix:  matched  hvthemimherof  seats  gained  hv  ilie  other  party  when  it  nerfonns  the  same  amount  over  fifty  percent. 


itibicci  to  me  rcomTeinenis  of  subdivisions  1 11(a)  and  (1HI».  disli 
Areas  which  meet  only  al  the  points  of  adjoining  comer;  are  not  confeuous. 


psterriloiy. 


To  ihe  eMem  consisleiil  wilh  subdivisions  (IKa>  -  (I  Vet  of  diis  subsection.  dislricl  boundaries  sliall  coincide  willt  die 
houndaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  siaie.  Ilie  manlier  of  crannies  and  ciltes  divitled  among  more  Ilian  one  dislricl 
stall  he  iis  smtill  as  possible.  When  lliere  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  Ilie  nwre  populous 
subdivisions  stall  he  divided  before  tin-  less  populous.  bui  diis  preference  sliall  not  annlv  lo  a  legisl;aivc  district  boundary 
ilnnvti  aking  a  county  line  which  lasses  tlinniuli  a  cilv  lhal  lies  ill  more  Ilian  one  county. 


Preference  stall  be  dial  districts  are  comma  in  form.  Inn  Ihe  standards  established  Ire  subdivisions  <  IXa)  -  ( I  >d)  of  this 
suhscction  lake  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  coninactness  and  these  standards.  In  general, 
compact  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  shape  lo  ihc  extern  nennined  bv  nan  util  or  polilical 
boundaries. 


Williin  sixty  days  alter  tlic  population  oftliis  state  is  repotted  to  the  President  for  cttcli  decennial  census  of  the  United  Stales  [and|  or,  in 
tlte  event  that  a  reappoitionmcnt  Inis  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  (alter  notification  by  the 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  lias  been  made,  the  congressional  dislrict  committee  of  each  of  tlte  two  parties  casting  the  higltcst  vote  for 
governor  al  tlte  last  preceding  election  sliall  meet  and  tlte  members  of  tlte  committee  stall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  tlte 
members  of the  committee  present,  provided  that  a  majority  of  die  elected  members  is  present,  two  members  oftheir  patty,  residents  in 
dtat  district,  as  nominees  lor  reapponionment  commissioners.  Neither  party  sliall  select  more  than  one  nominee  (him  any  one  state 
legislative  district  The  congressional  committees  sliall  cadi  submit  to  dte  governor  llieir  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  dtiny  days  dte 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  lo  reapportion  die  stale  into  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  dte  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  die  congressional  committees  tails  to  submit  a  list  williin  such  time  the  governor  stall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  dial  dislricl  and  them  die  political  party  ofthe  committee  failing  to  make  dte  appointment 

Member;  of  die  commission  sliall  lie  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  membersof  tire  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  die 
date  of  die  filing  by  die  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment 

l-'or  the  purposes  of  diis  Article,  dte  tenn  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refets  lo  die  congressional  district 
committee  or  dte  congressional  district  from  which  a  congressman  was  last  elected,  or.  in  die  event  ntembeis  of  congress  from  diis 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  die  tenn  congressional  dislrict  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  for  tltose  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  die  tenn  congressional  district  refers  to  diose 
districts  from  which  congressmen  were  lost  elected.  Any  action  pursuant  to  diis  section  by  die  congressional  district  committee  shall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  stall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  member;  present  in  person  stall  be 
pcmiiltedtovote. 

Williin  six  months  after  the  nonulation  of  diis  slate  is  reported  lo  the  President  lor  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  Snaps  or.  in  Ihe 
event  dial  a  reaimonionmew  lias  been  invalidated  bv  n  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  inline  juts  been 
made.  Ihe  nen-nartisan  stale  demographer  stall  make  public  and  file  wilh  ihe  secretary  of  slate  and  wilh  die  house  apportionment 
commission  a  tenialive  plan  of  annwikinniait  and  mao  of  the  proposed  disiricis.  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  (lain  used  in 
die  crealion  of  ihe  nlan  and  map. 

Tlte  commissioner,  so  selected  stall,  [on  die  fifteenth  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  liolidays.  after  all  member,  have  been  selected) 
within  ten  day’s  of  receiving  die  tenialive  phn  of  aimortionmem  and  man  of  Ihe  nannosetl  districts,  meet  in  die  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  oiguni/c  by  electing  from  dieir  number  a  chairman,  vice  ctaimtan  raid  secretarvfandj.  Tlie  commission  stall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  dime  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  die  public  sliall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  Irom 
interested  persons.  A  copy  ofthe  agenda  sliall  be  filed  widi  die  clerk  ol'llic  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  alter  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  dte  commission  deems  advisable 

flic  commission  mav  make  chances  to  die  tentative  nlan  of  anpoitionmeni  and  map  of  die  proposed  districts  received  from  the  non- 
naitisan  slate  demoaranher  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  wilh  ihis  section  and  approved  hv  a  vole  of  al  least  seven-tenths 
of  die  commissioners.  If  no  chances  are  made  or  improved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  ihe  tenialive  plan  of  apportionment  ami 
man  of  nronosed  districts  sliall  become  final.  Not  later  titan  two  months  of  receiving  tlte  tentative  nlan  of  apportionment  and  man  of 
the  proposed  districts,  die  commission  stall  file  with  the  secretary  of  slate  a  final  statement  ofthe  numbers  and  the  houndaries  of  the 
districts  together  with  a  man  of  Ilie  districts. 

fllie  commission  shall  reapportion  die  representatives  by  dividing  die  population  of  die  state  by  die  number  one  hundred  sixty-diree 
and  stall  establish  each  district  so  dial  the  population  of  that  district  shall  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dtat  figure. 

Each  district  sliall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  die  appointment  of  die  commission  die  commission  sliall  receive  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  suhscction  4  of  diis  section  and  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  sitall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessaiy  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 


I'SOIQ 

Not  later  titan  six  months  alter  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secrctaiy  of  state  a  tinat 
Hillcmcm  of  the  numbere  and  tite  boundaries  of  the  districts  together  uttli  a  map  of  llte  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  scvcn-tendts  of  the  members. 

Alter  die  statement  is  filed  incmbcis  of  the  house  of  representatives  sttall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  re-apportionment 
is  made  as  itctcin  provided,  except  that  iflltc  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  mondts  of  the  time  fixed  far  die  appointment  of  die 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  dtc  house  of  representatives  shall  he  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  mcnibeis  appointed 
loom  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate  conns  of  dtc  state  of  Missouri  by  dtc  state  supreme  conn,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  widi  dtc  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  dtc  date  of  die  dfedtantc  of  die  apportionment 
commission,  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  ofreprescnlatives  shall  Ire  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  areapponionment  is 
made  as  herein  provided.] 

I  itch  member  of  the  commission  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  (breach  day  die  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  that  one  llioiisantl  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  he  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  white  serving  ns  a 
memberof die  commission. 

No  reapportionntent  shall  be  sulked  to  the  referendum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  Hie  Senate  shall  consist  of  thbty-lintr  members  elected  by  the  qualified  voters  of  die  senatorial  (respective)  districts  foratennoffour  years.  (For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  stale  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nenriy  equal  in 
population  ns  may  bc.J  Senatorial  districts  si  lull  he  apportioned  as  provided  for  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 

Section  7. 

(!)  Within  ten  days  after  die  population  ofdtis  stale  is  reported  to  die  President  lor  cacti  decennial  census  of  die  United  Slates  or.  in  llte 
event  dtat  a  reaiiixittionmeiit  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  ten  davs  alter  such  a  ruling  has  been 
made,  die  non-ptulisan  stale  dcmoiaanlier  atttliori/ed  in  Article  til  Section  3.  shall  begin  die  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 
and  mtms  using  die  same  methods  and  criteria  as  dtose  rent  tired  bv  Article  III.  Section  3  lor  the  establishment  of  districts  for  die  House 
of  Representatives. 

Q1  Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  ofdtis  slate  is  reported  to  tile  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  dte  United  Stales,  [and]  or 
within  sixty  days  after  [noliltcalinn  by  dtc  governor  dtalj  a  reapportionntent  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  slate  committee  of  each  of  dtc  two  political  parties  casting  dte  highest  vote  for  governor  at  dtc  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  fay  a  vole  of  dtc  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  dte  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  thereafter  dte  governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  llte  thirty-fiiur  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  die  nuntbeis  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  eidter  of  dte  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  vvidtin  such  time  dte  governor  sttall  appoint  live  members  of  life  own  choice  from 
die  party  of  dte  committee  so  tailing  to  act. 

Members  of  dtc  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  ns  members  of  die  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  the 
date  of  die  filing  by  dte  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

Within  six  months  after  die  population  of  this  slate  is  repotted  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  Stales  or  in  the 
event  that  a  rearnorttonnieiit  ltas  been  invalidated  hv  a  awn  ofeomttctera  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  ruling  has  been 

made,  dte  non-partisan  stale  dcmotwriltcr  shall  file  with  the  secretaiy  of  stale  and  with  die  senatorial  apportionment  commission  a 

The  commissioners  so  selected  shall  [on  dte  fifteenth  day,  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  have  been  selected] 
xvlthln  ten  days  of  receiving  die  leinaiive  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  dtc  proposed  districts  required  bv  subsection  (d>  ofdtis 
section,  meet  in  dte  Capitol  building  and  proceed  to  crgariize  fay  electing  front  dteir  number  a  cltainntm,  vice  cliuhman  and  secretary 
lantll  The  commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  dtrec  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  die  public  sltall  bo 
held  to  hear  object  ions  or  teaimnnv  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  ngerda  shall  he  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  within 
twenty-four  bouts  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  die  commission  deems  advisable.  The 
commission  inav  make  clianues  to  die  tentative  nlan  of  annoitionmeitt  and  man  of  llte  nronosed  districts  received  from  llte  non- 
nankin  state  demographer  provided  dull  such  changes  ate  consfelent  with  this  Section  and  the  medtods  and  criteria  required  hv 
Section  3  ofdtis  Article  for  llte  establishment  of  districts  for  dte  I  louse  of  Representatives  and  approved  hv  a  vole  of  at  least  seven- 
tcndis  of  dte  commissioners.  If  iu>  changes  are  made  or  annroved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  llte  tentative  plan  of  appotlioitnienl 
iuul  man  of  nronosed  districts  sltall  become  final.  Not  later  titan  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and 
map  ofthe  proposed  districts.  die  commission  sltall  file  with  the  secretary  of  stale  a  final  statement  of  die  numbers  and  the  boundaries 

of  the  districts  together  with  a  man  of  tile  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  dte  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  die  population  of  dte  slate  by  dtc  number  dtirty-lour  and  sltall 
establish  each  district  so  dial  die  population  of  dtat  district  shill  its  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dun  figure;  no  county  lines  sltall  be  crossed 
except  when  neccssaiy  to  add  sullicicnt  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  portly 
widiin  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  la  be  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  vvidt  a  population  in  excess 
ofthe  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  dte  population  of  dtc  suite  by  the  number  duity-lbur  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  dtc  appoinUitem  ofthe  commission  the  commission  sltall  file  with  die  secretary  of  state  n  teitlativc  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  dte  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  be 
tteccssaty  to  licar  objections  or  testimony  ofintercsted  persons. 

Not  tiler  dtan  six  mondts  alter  dtc  a|t]xiiitlinenl  of  the  commission,  dte  commission  sltall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
statement  ofllte  ntnnhers  and  dte  boundaries  of  the  districts  logcdtcr  witli  a  map  of  dtc  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  he  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  be  elected  aa-oniing  to  such  districts  until  a  reappontonmciu  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  dial  if  die  statement  is  not  tiled  within  six  months  of  dtc  time  fixed  for  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  it  sltall  stand 
diseltaiged  and  die  seriate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  mcmbcis  appointed  front  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
courts  of  dte  state  of  Missouri  by  dte  stale  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
die  secrctaiy  of  stale  within  ninety  days  of  dte  date  of  the  d feel  tame  of  dte  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  sltall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportion  matt  is  made  as  herein  provided.) 


Seel  ion  19. 


1S-Q13 


Bach  member  of  the  commission  stall  receive  ns  compensnlion  fifteen  dollars  a  day  Ibr  each  day  lire  commission  is  in  session,  but  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  Ibr  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  «  bile  serving  as  a 
member  of  the  commission. 

No  leapponionment  shall  be  subject  to  the  referendum. 


(njSenalors  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  o  flenses  under  litis  Article,  or  breach  of  the  peace,  be  privileged  from  anvst  during 
die  session  of  flic  general  assembly,  and  for  the  fifteen  days  next  before  the  commencement  and  aftcrtltc  termination  of  each  session:  tint!  lltey  stall  tun  Iv 
t|ttestioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  eitlter  house  in  any  other  place. 

thl  legislative  records  stall  be  nnblic  records  ami  subject  to  generally  applicable  stale  laws  governing  nuhlic  access  to  public  records,  including  the 
"Sunshine  taw."  I  cgislativc  records  include,  bin  are  not  limited  to.  ail  records,  in  whatever  fonn  or  formal,  of  the  oilicial  acts  .of  the  general  assembly,  of 
fire  (illicial  acts  of  legislative  committees.  nfllie  oftlcial  acts 


includin' 


employees  tind  stiiif.  ihe  chief  clcri  of  die  lunise  or  file  secretary  of  die  senate  are  ll 


miller  tire  custody  and  control  of  the  member,  their 


ill  other  legislative  records  relating  to  the  house  real  tire 


ihlic  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  Law." 


meetings  subject  to  generally  anniicable  law  governing  nuhlic  access  to 


No  political  fundraising  activities  or  political  full 


solicitation  or 


ale  of  Missouri  or  any  auenev  or  division 
ind  dollats  or  Ivulr.  nlns 


e  litis  section  as 


If  any  provision  of  sections  2,  j. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-012) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  two  years  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  process.  This  demographer  will  be 
unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative 
districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kandhr 

Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


1^-01 


Elections  Division 
(573 i 75  I  2301 


November  14,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


140V  1  2016 

STATE  auditors  office 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  4  (2018-01 1) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


J AMi-.s  G.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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^“Ol  1 

County _ 

Page  No _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  sucit  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Katuler,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  die  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  I.miis),  respectfully  order 

that  tite  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6"1  day  of  November,  20 1 B,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

diis  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (orcity  of  St  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  nr  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

(Official  Ballot  title) 

CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


,  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONCH. 

D1ST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

■ 

2. 

3. 

■ 

■ 

i 

1 

1. 

5. 

<». 

7. 

B. 

i  •>. 

10. 

■ 

signed  this  page  of  die  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  Ins  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY'  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

1  am  at  least  1  tl  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paitl  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paitl,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (I’erson  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street  City,  State  &  Zip  Cotie) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 


Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notaty  (Street.  City.  State  ft  Zip  Code) 


NOTICE:  You  arc  advised  that  (lie  proposed  consrimtional  amendment  may  change,  repeal,  or  modify  by  implication  or  may  be  consented  by  some 
persons  to  change,  repeal  or  modify  by  implication,  the  following  Anicles  and  Sections  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  1.  Section  8  and  die 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.496  and  Sections  1304)1 1  through  130.160.  Ilte  proposed  amendment 
revises  Article  III  of  die  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2, 5. 7.  and  19  and  adopting  three  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3, 20(c).  and 
20(d). 

tie  ii  resohvtt  hy  the  people  if  the  stute  of  Missouri  thiiuhe  Constitution  he  umeiutech 

■Section  A.  Article  III  of  die  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7, 1 9.  and  adopting  Unvc  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3. 
20(c).  and  20(d)  to  read  as  follows: 


as  a  paid  lobbyist,  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  raid  lobbyist  during  die  lime 


effective  date  of  litis  section. 


consistent  with  this  Article  t 


Department  of  Labor,  or 


BjfflfSfflBfflSBIHjjl 


(c)  Tlie  Cietieral  Assembly  sltall  ninke 
circumvents  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  oilier  canmaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  lor  hv  law 
c  to  nr  accented  bv  any  candidate  or  cniididate  committee  from  tuiv  nelson  other  than  die  candidate  in  tuiv  one  election  for 


the  General  Assembly  .shall  nm  exceed  the  lollowiti 


IVIb  elect  an 


2)  To  elect  an 


ibed  in  tills  section.  Contribution  limits  set  forth  1100*111  shall  be 


iutiusted  on  the  first  d<v 


nmntltxl  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount,  for  all  wars  after  20 1 8. 


commission  and  Uie  senatorial  apportionment  coin  mission. 


:  map  to  the  house  iinponionmein 


(cLIlic  house  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty-three  members  elected  at  each  general  election  and  iipportkmed  [in  die  fill  lowing 
manner)  as  provided  in  this  section. 

ton  of  this  slate  is  retxmcd  to  the  President  lor  each  decennial  census  of  Ilte  United  Stales  or.  it 


methods.  listed  in  orderof  priority: 

Districts  shall  he  established  on  the  basis  0 


equal  as  practicable  to  tlie  ideal  population  (hr  such  districts,  determined  bv  dividing  the  number  ol  distnets  10  lx;  established 
into  the  total  population  of  the  state  reported  in  the  fcdcr.il  decennial  census. 


competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  thill  parties  shall  he  able  10  translate  lllcir_POIi).ilai  .suHPiilljlllsj 
legislative  representation  with  approximately  equal  efficiency.  Competitiveness  means  that  reinics’ 
legislative  representation  shall  be  substantially  ami  .similarly  responsive  to  shift*  in  llie  electorate:* 
preferences. 


To  this  end,  the  mm-nanisan  slate  ( 


.*  ol  tlie  two 


parlies  receiving  llie  most  votes  ill  Ihc  three  preceding  elections  lor  governor,  for  United  Statcs_Sc!i:ilc,;iml 
Tor  President  of  lire  United  Slates.  This  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  loial  voles  received  hv  each  parly  ill 
llie  lliree  orecedina  elections  for  governor,  for  United  Stales  Senate,  anil  lor  I’rcsiilem  of  lire  United  Stales, 
divided  hv  llie  toliil  voles  cast  lor  hoi h  parlies  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  live  iion-nartisan  stale 

districts  in  the  nlan.  Wasted  votes  are  voles  cast  for  a  losing  candidate  or  Tor  a  winning  candidate  in.tfy.cvss 
of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  anv  nhn  ofannortionment  and  man  of  llie  proposed  districts 
submitted  to  the  respective  annnnioiimenl  commission,  the  non-partisan  slate  demographer  shall  ensure  the 
difference  between  the  two  parties'  total  wasted  votes,  divided  hv  the  total  voles  cast  for  the  two  parties,  is 
as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 


To  nroinote  competitiveness,  the  non-partisan  slate  demoeranher  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 
to  simulate  eleelions  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide  vote  shifts  hv  one  nercent.  two  percent,  three 
percent,  four  ncrcenl.  and  live  percent  in  favor  of  each  nartv.  The  vole  in  each  individual  district  shall  he 
assumed  to  shift  hv  the  same  nnniunl  ns  the  statewide  vole.  Tile  non-nnrtisan  stale  demographer  shall 
ensure  that,  in  eaclt  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  two  parties'  total  wasted  voles, 
divided  hv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  panics,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 


01 


43) 


(cl  Subject  to  the  retmiremenls  of  subdivisions  ( I  Hal  and  ( I II  hi.  Districts  shall  he  composed  of  contiguous  tcmlory. 
Areas  which  meet  only  at  llie  minis  of  adjoining  comas  are  not  coni  Batons. 

(tij  To  tlte  extern  consistent  with  subdivisions  flVnl  MVct  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  will  tile 
boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  llie  stale.  Tile  number  of  counties  ami  cities  divided  an  tone  more  Ilian  one  district 
skill  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  there  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  die  mure  populous 

drawn  along  a  county  line  which  passes  tlimugh  a  city  that  lies  in  more  than  one  cotuilv. 

(e)  Preference  shall  he  tint  districts  are  compact  in  limn,  hut  the  standards  established  by  subdivisions  ( I  Xa)  ( I  Xd)  of  this 
stihseciinn  take  precedence  over  compactness  when;  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  and  lliese  stanifants.  In  pener.il. 
comroct  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  slume  to  tlte  extent  neniiined  hv  ttmtr.tl  or  political 
boundaries, 


Within  sixty  days  after  the  population  of  this  state  is  reported  to  tlte  President  for  eaclt  decennial  aims  of  die  I  Jnited  Suites  |uiul|  or,  in 
the  event  that  a  reapporliunmeitl  lias  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  (after  notification  by  tlte 
governor]  that  such  a  ruling  lias  been  made,  die  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  die  two  potties  casting  die  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  dtc  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  dtc  committee  present,  provided  dial  a  majority  ol'dtc  elected  member;  is  present,  two  members  of  tlteir  party,  residents  in 
dial  district,  as  nominees  for  rcapponionmcM  commissioners.  Neillter  party  sliall  select  nuire  than  one  nominee  from  any  one  suite 
legislative  district  The  congressional  committees  sliall  each  submit  to  dtc  governor  dteir  list  of  elected  nominees.  Widtin  diiny  days  the 
governor  sliall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  die  stale  into  one  hundred  ami  sL\ty-iltree 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  Ihc  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  the  congressional  committees  tails  to  submit  a  list  widtin  such  time  die  governor  sliall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  clioio.' 
from  that  district  and  Gum  die  political  party  of  die  committee  tailing  to  nuke  dte  appointment. 


Members  of  dte  commission  shall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  members  of  die  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  die 
date  of  dte  filing  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

For  the  ptuposes  of  dtts  Article,  the  term  congressianal  district  committee  or  congressional  district  refets  to  dte  congressional  district 
committee  or  the  congressional  district  from  vvhidi  a  congressman  was  last  elected  or,  in  die  event  member;  of  congress  from  this 
state  Itavc  been  elected  at  large,  die  icnn  congressional  district  committee  rcfco;  to  dtosc  persons  wlio  Last  served  as  die  congressional 
district  committee  for  dtose  districts  lium  whidt  congressmen  were  last  elected  and  die  term  congressional  district  refets  to  dtosc 
districts  fioni  vvhidi  congressmen  were  last  cluctcd.  Any  action  pinsuani  to  Utis  section  by  the  congressional  district  cominittw  sliall 
tike  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  shall  be  recorded  in  dteir  official  minutes  aid  only  member;  present  in  person  sliall  be 
permitted  lo  vote. 


Within  six  months  after  die  nonutaiion  of  this  suite  is  tenoned  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  qiisus  of  llie  t  Initcd  Sutles  or.  in  die 
event  that  a  reappnrtionmcnt  lets  heen  invalidaied  hv  a  court  ofcomnctcnl  jurisdiction,  svilhin  six  months  after  such  a  titling  lias  lieen 

ciunmission  a  tenuuive  plan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  die  ruonosed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demographic  and  partisan  dna  uscdjn 
the  creation  of  the  plan  and  man. 


The  commissioners  so  selected  shall,  |on  dtc  filltxiUli  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  Itolkbys,  after  ail  incinbcrs  have  Ixvn  selected] 
within  ten  (lavs  of  receiving  the  tcnuitive  nbn  of  arnortiomiicnl  and  map  of  die  proposed  districts.  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  dteir  number  a  chairman,  vice  chaimutn  and  seeieutryfandl.  Tile  cotniiiission.sliall  adopt  iui 
agenda  establishing  at  least  throe  hearing  dales  on  which  hearings  open  to  dte  public  shall  be  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  dtc  clerk  of  dtc  house  of  representatives  widtin  twenty-four  hours  alter  its 
adoption,  lixecuttvv  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 

Tlie  commission  mav  make  changes  lo  the  tentative  nlan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  die  nronosed  districts  received  from  die  non¬ 
partisan  stale  dettioiganher  provided  that  such  changes  are  consistent  with  this  section  and  approved  hv  a  vole  of  a  least  sevcn-Icnihs 
of  the  commissioners  Ifno  chances  are  made  or  .mnroved  as  provided  for  in  diis  subsection,  die  tentative  plan  ol  amonMumieiil.ajul 
map  of  nmnoad  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  later  dtan  Iwo  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  nbn  of  apnomonmcnl  and  nuip_pl 
the  proposed  disiricis.  the  commission  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  suae  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  mujjjuLlxauxLiriesofilie 
districts  together  with  a  man  of  the  districts. 

[The  commission  shall  reapportion  die  representatives  by  dividing  die  population  of  the  stale  by  dte  number  rate  hundred  sixty-three 
and  slutll  establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  of  dial  district  shall  as  neatly  as  possible  equal  dun  figure. 


Each  district  shall  be  composed  ofconligunus  tciritoiy  as  compact  as  may  be. 

Not  later  than  live  monllis  after  tltc  appoinlinem  of  the  commission  llte  commission  sliall  receive  lltc  tentative  plan  of  apponionmcttl 
and  inap  of  die  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  -I  of  this  section  stml  during  the  ensuing  fifteen  days  shall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  bencccssaiy  to  hear  objections  orteslimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  monllis  alter  die  appointment  of  die  commission,  die  commission  sliall  file  vvidi  die  seeretiuy  of  state  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  die  districts  together  vvidi  a  map  of  die  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  the  members. 

After  lltc  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  I  muse  of  representatives  sliall  be  elected  stccording  to  such  districts  until  a  rcappoitionmcnt 
is  made  its  herein  provided,  except  that  if  lltc  statement  is  not  filed  vvidtin  six  months  of  lltc  lime  fixed  for  die  appointment  of  die 
commission,  it  skill  stand  discharged  and  die  house  ofreprescnuuivcs  skill  be  appoit  toned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed 
from  among  die  judges  of  the  appellate  courts  of  die  stale  of  Missouri  by  die  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  skill  sign  and 
file  its  apportionment  plan  .and  map  vvidi  the  secretary  of  slate  within  ninety  days  of  die  date  of  die  disektrge  of  die  apportionment 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  die  house  of  representatives  shall  be  elected  acconiing  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportienment  is 
marie  as  herein  provided.] 

fadt  member  of  the  commlssiun  shall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  da)'  for  each  day  die  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  dtan  one  thoasrutd  dollars,  and.  in  additioa  shall  be  reimbursed  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  inclined  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  tlte  commission. 

No  rea|iportionment  sliall  be  subject  to  the  rclctvndum. 


Section  5. 

(a)  Tlte  Senate  skill  consist  of  dtiity-lbur  members  elcclcd  by  die  qualified  voters  of  die  senatorial  [tcsncctivcl  districts  loralennoffour  years,  [lor  the 
election  of  senators,  the  stale  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.  I  Senatorial  districts  skill  be  annertioned  as  nmvided  fur  m  Article  III.  Section  7. 

Section  7. 

ID  Wallin  ten  davs  after  die  population  of  this  stale  is  reported  to  die  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  Slates  or.  in  the 

event  flat  a  reannortiormienl  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  vvidtin  leu  days  after  such  a  mliim  Ins  been 

made,  die  non-partisan  slate  demographer  authorized  in  Article  III  Section  3.  sliall  hcain  the  prenomlion  of  senatorial  districting  plans 

and  maps  using  the  same  methods  ami  criteria  as  dtosc  required  bv  Article  111.  Section  3  for  die  establishment  of  districts  forthc  I  louse 

of  Representatives. 

(.71  Within  sixty  days  afler  llte  population  of  Ibis  state  is  repotted  lo  die  President  lor  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and) m 

vvidtin  sixty  davs  alter  [notification  by  die  governor  dial]  a  rcapportionment  lias  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
die  state  committee  of  cadi  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for  governor  at  die  last  preceding  election  shall  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  tlte  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ton  persons,  and  vvidiin  tliirty  days  dtereafter  die  governor  slctll  appoint  a  commission  of  ten  members,  five  from  each  list,  to 
reapportion  the  dtitty-lbur  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  either  of  the  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  vvidiin  such  lime  the  governor  skill  appoint  five  members  of  his  own  choice  from 
die  pony  ofdte  committee  so  failing  to  act 

Mcmbeis  of  the  commission  sliall  be  disqualified  from  holding  office  as  membets  of  the  general  assembly  lie  lino'  years  following  the 
date  of  the  filing  by  dtc  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

(_>J  Within  six  months  after  the  population  of  this  suite  is  reported  to  the  Prosit  lent  for  cadi  decennial  census  of  the  United  States  or  in  die 

event  that  a  rearmottionmem  has  been  invalidated  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  six  months  after  such  a  nilinc  lias  been 
made,  the  non-partisan  state  demographer  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  and  with  the  senatorial  nmortionmcnl  commission  a 
tentative  nlan  of annortionmem  and  man  of  die  minosed  districts. 

Hie  cominissioneis  so  selected  sliall  [on  the  fifteenth  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  membets  liavv  been  sc!cctod| 
within  ten  davs  of  receiving  the  tentative  nlan  of  apportionment  and  man  of  the  nronosed  districts  required  by  subsection  (dl  of  this 
section,  meet  in  the  capitol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  fitch'  number  a  chairman,  vice  ekiinnan  and  secretary 
landl.  The  commission  sliall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  dtree  hearing  dales  on  which  liearings  open  to  the  public  sliall  be 
held  to  hear  objections  ortestintonv  from  interested  persons.  A  copy  of  dtc  agenda  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  senate  vvidtin 
twenty-four  hours  nfter  its  adoption,  [executive  meetings  may  he  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable.  The 
commission  may  make  ckinees  to  the  tentative  nlan  of  anoortkinnienl  and  man  of  the  nronosed  districts  received  from  die  non¬ 
partisan  state  dcmograolier  provided  dial  sudt  changes  are  consistent  with  dtis  Section  and  die  meduxis  and  criteria  reunited  hv 
Section  7  of  this  Article  lor  the  estahlislnnenl  of  districts  lor  the  I  louse  of  Heinescnlativcs  and  approved  hv  a  vote  of  at  Icaa  seven- 

arid  mao  of  nronosed  districts  shall  become  final.  Not  Inter  dian  two  months  after  receiving  the  tentative  plan  of  annortionmem  raid 
map  of  die  proposed  districts,  the  commission  skill  tile  vvidi  the  secretary  of  stale  a  final  statement  of  the  numbers  and  the  boundaries 
of  the  districts  toeetherwith  a  man  of  the  districts. 

[Tlte  commission  sliall  reapportion  die  senatorial  disiricts  by  dividing  die  population  of  die  stale  by  dtc  number  thhty-liiur  and  shall 
establish  each  district  so  dial  the  population  of  dial  district  shalL  as  nearly  as  possible,  equal  dial  figure:  no  county  lines  shall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  population  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  ntultklismct  county  or  city  so  as  to  he  as  nearly  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  die  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  die  population  of  the  slate  by  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  he  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  lucrtfian  five  morale  alter  tlte  appoinanent  of  llte  commission  tlte  commission  skill  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  tentative  plan 
of  apponionmeirt  and  map  of  die  proposed  districts  and  during  die  ensuing  fifleen  days  skill  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  he 
necessity  to  hear  objections  orteslimony'  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  monllis  after  dtc  appointment  of  dtc  commission,  dtc  commission  sliall  file  vvidi  the  secretary  of  stale  a  final 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  file  boundaries  of  die  districts  together  vtidt  a  map  of  dtc  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  dtc  statement  is  filed  senators  sliall  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided. 
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is-on 

except  to  if  die  statement  Ls  ttul  filed  within  six  months  of  lltc  lime  fixed  for  ihc  appoinuitent  ol  ilte  commission,  it  sliall  sctttd  l 

disdiarged  and  die  senate  stall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  the  judges  of  the  appellate 

cowls  of  die  state  of  Missouri  by  die  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  sliall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 

Ute  secretory  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  die  date  of  the  tliscliargc  of  die  apportionment  commission,  fltcrealicr  senators  sliall  be 

elected  according  to  sudt  districts  until  a  rcappontonment  ls  made  as  herein  providcil.] 

Each  member  of  die  commission  sliall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  die  commission  is  in  session,  bui  not 
more  dian  one  diousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  sliall  be  reiinbiascd  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  \\  bile  serving  ax  a 
member  of  die  commission. 

No  rapport kminent  stall  be  subject  to  die  retercnduin. 


Section  19. 

(a)  Senatois  and  representatives  sliall  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  o  flenses  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  die  peace,  be  privileged  from  amsl  during 
die  session  of  die  general  assembly,  and  fur  die  fifteen  days  next  belbre  the  commencement  and  after  the  termination  or  each  session;  ;md  they  stall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  ehlier  house  in  any  other  place. 

(hi  legisfalive  records  sliall  be  nuhlic  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  slate  laws  uovetniim  public  access  to  jajjfcjHa&jUlBMOB JLte 
"Sunshine  I -aw,"  I  jcmislalive  records  include.  but  are  not  limited  to.  all  records,  in  whatever  fonn  nr  fonnat  of  the  official  ncis  of  the  general  assembly,  of 
die  ollfcial  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  die  ollicial  acts  of  members  of  die  amend  assembly,  of  individual  legislators,  their  employees  ami  .staff,  ol  the 
conduct  of  tarislatiw  business  and  all  records  dial  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  dirotiali  leuislalivc  branch  liicilit'ies.  cxiuinincnLor.incylKinisios, 
includin'.!  electronic.  latch  ntemtar  of  die  enteral  asscinblv  is  the  custodian  of  Iceislalivc  records  under  Ilte  custody  and  comnnl  of  the  member,  their 
employees  ami  stalT.  The  chief  clerk  nftlte  Imuscor  die  secretary  of  die  senate  are  the  custodians  for  all  otter  legislative  records  relating  to  die  lunLse_amljiic 
senate,  respectively. 

(cl  Uiiislalive  nrocecdinus.  includina  coimnillce  proceedincs.  sliall  be  public  meelings  subject  to  ueneniliv  applicable  jaw  governing  public  access  to 
public  meetings.  including  the  “Siaisliine  law."  Onen  public  meclimis  of  legislalivc  proceedings  sliall  he  subject  to  recording bv citireiis^soiting-astbc 
ptocecdinus  ttre  not  maicriallvdisninled. 

Section  20(0. 


No  political  ftmdrajsing  activities  or  political  finulniisinu  event  bv  anv  mcmfier  of  or  ctindidalc  fur  the  general  assembly,  including  but  not  lanital  jo  die 
solicilalion  or  deliveiv  of  contributions.  suntxirtinu  nr  opposing  tuiv  cnndkttle.  initiative  petition,  referendum  |ictitioii..tal!ounL^itr>^liQ!iligil |wtyjir 
political  committee,  stall  occur  in  or  on  anv  premises,  rsmnetlv  or  build  ini;  owned,  leased  or  controlled  bv  die  Slate  of  Missouri  or  anv  agency  or  division 
(hereof  Anv  purposeful  viobtion  of  this  section  stall  he  mmisfiable  bv  imprisonment  Ibr  ten  to  one  year  ora  line  of  ttn  to  one  thousand  dollars  or  ixtlh,  plus 
an  amount  equal  to  three  limes  die  illegal  coiitribulions.  Tile  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  or  its  successor  aaenev  is  auilinrired  to  enforce  ibis  section  as 
provided  hv  law. 

Sect  inn  3(Vd). 

Ifanv  provision  of  sections  2. 3. 7. 1 9.  or  20(cl  or  die  implication  dicreof  to  anyone  or  to  anv  drcunistnrce  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  ot  those  provisions 
and  die  application  of  such  provisions  to  ollters  or  other  cireumslances  stall  not  lie  affected  ihcreby. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-011) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  process.  This  demographer  will  be 
unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of  the  new  legislative 
districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implement. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 


the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 
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The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 01 


NOV  1  2016 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  3  (2018-010) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  n  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  Jason  Hander,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order 

that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  tin?  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6'"  day  of  November,  201ft,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis);  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  l  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 

[Official  Ballot  title] 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI,  COUNTY  OF _ 


| _ _  .  being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street),  (City,  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

•L 

5. 

<>. 

7. 

H. 

0. 

10. 

signed  this  page  ol  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  slated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OE  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUK  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  01  Jl LTV  OF,  OR  PLED  0UILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1»  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of. _ _ _ ,  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City,  State  &  Zip  Code) 


N'OTKT:  N'ou  are  advised  (lull  the  proposed  constitiiiiotuil  amendment  may  change.  repeal,  or  modify  by  implicatkin  nr  may  Iv  coustnvd  by  some 
persons  10  change,  repeal  or  modify  hy  implicalion,  Ihe  till  lowing  Anieles  ruid  Setlions  of  lhe  Conslilulion  of  Missouri:  Aniele  I.  Seclion  H  and  ihe 
following  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  105.450  through  105.406  and  Sections  130.01 1  through  130.160.  The  proposed  amendmeni 
revises  Ankle  III  of  the  Conslitution  hv  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7.  and  Id  and  tidoptinii  lltree  new  sections  to  Iv  known  its  Ankle  III  Sections  3. 2( 

20(d). 

Be  it  resolved  by  ihe  people  of  the  stole  of  Missouri  thot  the  Conslilulion  Iv  r  intended: 

Section  A.  Article  III  of  tile  Constitution  is  revised  hv  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7. 10.  tuul  adopting  tlirec  new  sections  to  he  known  its  Article  III  Sections  3. 
20(c).  and  20(d)  to  read  res  follows: 

Section  2. 

Alter  the  clfevtive  date  of  this  section,  no  person  servingas  a  ntemlvr  of  or  employed  by  the  ( ieivntl  Assembly  shall  act  or  sene  as  a  paid  lobbyist,  register 
t'  •!  paid  lobbyist,  or  solicit  prospective  cnmlosers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lolfoyist  during  the  lime  of. such  .service  unliljlv  cxpjr.ilion.nl  one 
calendar  sear  after  the  conclusion  of  the  session  of  the  eencnil  assembly  in  which  the  menilvr  or  employee  last  served  and  w  I  (ere  such  service  oasallcr  the 
effective  cialc  of  this  section. 

i  n  No  psBSO  seTvini!  res  a  member  of  or  employed  bv  lhe  General  Assembly  drill  accent  directly  or  indirectly  a  uill  of  tuts  i. nimble  or  intangible  item, 
service,  or  thine  of  value  from  tins  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  live  dollars  tvr  ivctuTcncv.  Ibis  Article  shall  not  prevent  Candidates  for 
the  General  Assembly,  including  caivdiibles  lor  reekcliort.  or  candidates  lor  offices  within  llv  senate  or  house  from  acceptin’.:  campaign  contributions 
consistent  with  this  Article  and  applkahlc  campaign  finance  law.  Nothing  in  this  sectkvn  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receiving  gifts.  family  support  or 
reivihine  of  value  from  those  related  to  them  within  ihe  fourth  degree  by  blood  or  marriage.,  lhe  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  shall  be  incrtnscvl  or 
decreased  each  y  curbs  the  percentage  of  inerere-e  or.  decrease  from  the  end  of  tlv.  previous.c;tlendtrye;ir  of  the  .Consumer  1‘rice  Indcs,  or  successor  index 
as  published  hv  the  U.S.  IX-partment  of  I  relxir.  or  its  successor  agenev  and  rounded  to  Ihe  nearest  dollar  amount 

(c.t  Ihe  General  Wtnhly  sliall  make  no  law  aulhori/int!  iinlimilevl  campaign .conuibutions  to  catvlid.iH.-s  lor  the  General  Assembly,  nor  any  law  that 
circmments  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  Constitution.  In  addition  to  other  campaign  contribution  limitations  or  restrictions  provided  lor  Ivy  law . 
the  amotmt  ol  contributions  made  to  or  accepted  by  any  candidate  or  candktue  committee,  from  tiny  person  other  dull  die  candidate  in  any  isle  election  lor 
Ihe  Getieml  Assembly  shall  not  exceed  the  Id  bowing: 


i.  ana 

\%-O\0 


1 1 )  To  elect  tur  indiviilii.il  to  llv  office  of  state  senator,  two  tltousaml  live  luiiKlrevI  dollars:  and 

1 2)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  ollicv  of  state  representative,  mo  thousand  violins. 

llv  contribution  limits  tuul  other  restrictions  oflltis  section  slcrll  also  anolv  to  anv  person  exploring  a  candklacv  lie  a  ntdvlic  olive  listed  in  this  sulvssvtion. 

I  or  purposes  of  this  subsection.  "base  sear  amount”  shall  Iv  the  contribution  limits  prescribed  in  this  section  Contribution  limits  set  forth  herein  sliall  Iv 
reljtistevl  i-n  the  tir-l  day  of  January  in  e.tclt  ev  etwntmlvrevlyc.tr  licrealtcr  In  multiply  iiigihekpeyear  amount  hy  the  cumulative  consume- p  1 
rountlcvl  to  tlv  nearest  dollar  amount  lor  all  vearsaBer2QI8. 

Uh  No  eoiurilvution  tv)  a  candktate  lor  legislative  ollicc  sliall  he  made  or  acccntcxl.  directly  or  indirectly.  in  a  fvtitious  inaiv,  in  tlv  mine  ofantvdier  rxTxoiL 
or  hy  or  through  anotlvr  person  in  such  a  manner  as  to.  or  with  tlv  intent  to,  conceal  tire  identity  of  llv  actual  souree  ofthe  contribution  llvre  sliall  tv  a 
■ .  presumption  that  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  live  public  office  is  made  or  accepted  with  the  intent  to  circumvent  the  limitations  on  contributions 
imposed  hi  this  section  when  a  contribution  is  reevivvd  from  a  committee  or  ocean  gal  ion  that  is  primarily  funded  hv  a  single  person.  nxlivklual.  or  other 
coinmittee  that  has  already  readied  its  contribution  limit  under  any  law  reining  to  cimtrihuion  limitations,  A  conimitlcc  or  preani/tukai  sliall  he  ileetneil  to 
he  primarily  funded  hy  a  single  person.  mdivkhnL  or  odvr  committee  when  llv  connniltce  or  organ  nation  receives  more  than  fifty  parent  of  its  annual 
funding  than  Out  single  person,  individual,  or  other  committee. 

tet  In  no  ciluiin  (stance  shall  a  vandidale  Iv  fouixl  lo  liave  violated  limits  on  .lceepi.uKe  of  contributions  if  tlx-  Missouri  I  allies  I  ’oinmissuvi,  _its_s;jceeyor 
agency,  or  a  court  detennines  that  a  candidate  Ins  taken  no  action  to  jndkaicaccvpiaiKXofor  acrpiiescenceJp  ilv  makingpl  an  cxpendititrctliat  isdccnvd 
a  conlrilmtion  pursuant  to  til  is  section. 

( ft  No  candidate  sliall  accept  contrilnitkvos  from  ,uiv  fcvlcr.il  political  action  committee  unless  tlv  commiltee  lias  lilcvl  tlv  -sune  liiuivitil  ilisckvstne  iwwts 
that  would  he  required  of  a  Missouri  political  action  committee. 


Section  3. 


lai  llvre  is  licrefrv  established  the  post  of  "non-rurtisan  state  demogranlxT."  llv  ix<n-p,irtkiii  stnte.demogniplvr  dull  ae<|uire  appnyriate  infonnation  to 
Jevek-p  pnvedtres  in  preptimtion  for  drawing  legislaibe  redistricting  nuns  on  llv  basis  of  cadi  li.xk.ml  census  livr  presentation  to  tlv  Imttsc  appottkvninent 
commission  and  Ihe  senatorial  apportionment  commission. 

ihi  lhe  mn-panistm  state  deinogmpher  slull  Iv  selected  through  llv  tolkming  process.  I'irsl.  stale  residents  nuv  ;tmlv  (iir  -electioii  lo  llv  suite  auditor 
using  an  applicafton  dcsckvped  by  the  state  midilor  to  determine  an  applicant's  vmalifvalions  ami  cxiyrtisc  relevant  lo  the  rvisition  Sccxmd.  tlv  state  amlitoi 
skill  vleliver  to  the  majority  leader  and  minority  k-.ider  of  tlv  senate  a  list  of  at  least  tliav  applicants  with  sullkicnt  expertise  and  oualilieatioos.  as 
determined  hv  tlv  stale  aixlnor.  to  pertixm  tlv  chit  vs  of  tlv  non-nanism  state  ikmogpapl  vr.  I  hinl,  if the  majority  ,  leader  at  xl  minority  leader  of  tlv  senate 
toecllvr  agree  that  a  specify  applicant  shimkl  Iv  seketed  lo  he  tlv  ooiMvinisan  suite  danogrurlvr.  lint  atmlicain  sliall  Iv  sekvtevl  and  the  sckclkm  rxvvess 
skill  cease  fotath.  if  tlv  majority  leader  and  minority  fouler  ofthe  senate  cannot  together  agree  otr  an  applicant,  they  may  each  remove  a  minlvr  o! 
applicants  on  tlv  -tate  atafitcr's  list  cuual  lo  oiv-llrinl  of  tlv  total  nunlvr  of  apolicanfs  i'll  that  lot.  rounded  down  lo  the  new  integer,  and  tlv state yatulitor 
skill  then  conduit  a  r.ukknn  UlcTX  ofthe  anvlicanls  renuinitiu  alier  removal  to  select  tlv  non-nanism  wale  dcmogr.iplvr.  Tlv  state  auditor  dull  prescribe 
a  time. Iran  v  taxi  deadline,  lia  this  apnlicaikin  aixl  sckclkm  pn  vess  tlta  holli  enqxirages  numerous  qualified  applicant  and  awxl<  delav  in  sclcclion.  Tl v 
■■.on-nanism  stale  demographer  dull  serve  a  torn  of  liveyears  taxi  may  Iv  reappointed  l  o  Iv  eligible  fir  the  non-partisan  stale  demogr.ipIvT  rosilhai  an 
iixlividtul  stall  not  have  saved  in  a  p art-sal,  elected  position  lie  four  vc.as  prior  to  tlv  .ippoimnvnt  lhe  nonpttnk-at  state  demographer  dull  Iv 
ilistutalifxd  from  holding  otlke  as  a  member  ofthe  general  assctnhlv  for  four  scars  following  tlv  (tale  ofthe  presentation  of  his  or  Iter  most  recent 
legislative  redistricting  man  to  the  house  apponionnxnt  commission  or  the  senatorial  apportionment  commission 

icj.llv  Ixxtse  of  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundred  sixty  -three  members  elected  at  each  geivr.il  election  tmd  aptxatkavd  |m  tlv  following 
manner  |  as  provided  in  this  section 

(JL)  Within  ten  davs  alter  the  punuhliiai  of  this  stale  is  reported  to  the  l*residcm  for  each  decennial  census  ollhc  United  States  orjn  the 
event  tint  a  retimonionnvot  lus  been  invalidated  hy  a  court  of  competent  itirisdklion.  within  ten  davs  after  such  a  ruling  to  been 
made,  the  non-pjtis.ni  suite  demwunmher  dull  Ivgin  the.  preparation  of  legislative  districting  plans  and  nvijxs.  using  the  following 
mcllxxk  listed  murder  of  priority: 

tnj  Districts  dull  be  established  on  the  hasis  of  total  pvpuhtion.  I  vgislative  d  islrias  dull  each  haw  ;t  total  pnpubtkm.as  oettriy 
eqiul  as  povticaldc  lo  the  ideal  ponuhlion  for  such  districts,  deicimincd  hv  divkline  tlv  number  of  distriqs  to  he  cstilvlidwl 

into  llv  liXal 


I 


li!) 


popnlalimi  nl'llie  stale  repelled  in  llte  federal  decennial  census. 


1%"010 


Districts  shall  he  established  in  a  manner  so  as  lo  comply  with  all  requirements  of  llie  United  Slates 
Constitution  rind  nnnlicahle  federal  laws,  incliidino.  hill  not  limited  to.  the  V'cliiw  Righls  Aci  of  l%j  (as 
amendcdl.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Article,  dislricls  shall  n»l  he  drawn  will)  the  intent 
or  result  ol'denvinii  or  abridging  the  equal  onnormniiv  of  racial  or  language  minorities  lo  participate  in  the 
polilical  process  or  diminishing  their  ability  lo  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  hv  themselves 
or  hv  voling  in  concert  with  other  nersons. 


Districts  shall  be  designed  in  a  manner  lliai  achieves  both  partisan  fairness  and,  secondarily. 
competitiveness.  Partisan  fairness  means  drat  parties  slialMic  able  to  translate  their  popular  support  into 

preferences. 


To  this  end,  the  non-nartisan  state  demographer  shall  calculate  the  average  electoral  performance  of  the  wo 
parties  receiving  the  most  votes  in  the  three  preceding  elections  for  governor,  for  United  States  Senate,  and 
for  President  of  the  United  Stales.  This  index  shall  be  defined  as  the  total  voles  received  tiy  each  party  in 
the  three  nreccdintt  elections  for  unvemor.  for  United  States  Senate,  ami  for  President  of  the  United  Slates. 
divided  bv  llte  total  votes  cast  for  both  parties  in  these  elections.  Using  this  index,  the  non-partisan  suite 

demographer  shall  calculate  the  total  number  of  wasted  votes  for  each  narlv.  summing  across  all  of  the 

of  the  fifty  percent  threshold  needed  for  victory.  In  nnv  nlan  of  annonionmem  anti  man  of  the  proposed  districts 

submitted  to  the  respective  apportionment  commission,  the  non-partisan  slate  demographer  shall  ensure  the 
difference  between  the  two  parlies'  total  wasted  votes,  divided  hv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  parlies,  is 
as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 


To  promote  competitiveness,  llte  non-nartisan  state  demographer  shall  use  the  electoral  performance  index 
to  simulate  elections  in  which  the  hypothetical  statewide  vole  shifts  bv  one  percent,  two  percent,  three 
percent,  lour  percent,  and  five  percent  in  favor  of  each  party.  The  vote  in  each  individual  district  shall  he 
assumed  to  shift  bv  the  same  amount  as  the  statewide  vole.  The  non-partisan  stale  demographer  shall 
ensure  that,  in  each  of  these  simulated  elections,  the  difference  between  the  two  parlies’  total  wasted  votes. 
divided  hv  the  total  votes  cast  for  the  two  panics,  is  as  close  to  zero  as  practicable. 


Gi 
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(cl  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdivisions  ( I  Hal  and  1 1  Vh>.  Districts  shall  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory. 
Anas  which  meet  only  at  the  points  of  adjoining  comas  am  not  contiguous. 

(d)  To  the  extent  consistent  with  subdivisions  (IVa)  -  (IKcl  of  this  subsection,  district  boundaries  sitall  coincide  with  llte 
boundaries  of  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  Tlte  number  of  counties  ami  cities  divided  among  mote  than  one  district 
shall  be  as  small  as  possible.  When  tlterc  is  a  choice  between  dividing  local  political  subdivisions,  tile  mote  populous 
subdivisions  shall  be  divided  before  the  less  populous,  hm  this  preference  shall  not  annlv  to  a  legislative  district  boundary 
drawn  along  a  county  line  which  nasscs  through  a  cilv  dial  lies  in  more  than  one  county. 

(s)  Preference  sitall  he  that  districts  are  compact  in  form,  hut  llte  standards  established  bv  subdivisions  U  Yal  -  (I  Yd)  of  this 
subsection  tithe  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  conflict  arises  between  compactness  raid  these  standatds.  lit  general. 

comma  districts  are  those  which  are  square,  rectangular,  or  hexagonal  in  share  to  the  extent  nennillcd  by  natural  or  political 
boundaries. 


Within  sixty  days  alter  llte  population  oflliis  state  is  repotted  lo  Use  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  die  United  States  |and|  or,  in 
the  event  that  a  rcappotlionmcnl  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  [tiller  nolilication  by  die 
governor)  dial  such  a  ruling  has  beat  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  highest  vote  for 
governor  at  die  last  preceding  election  shall  meet  and  die  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate,  by  a  majority  vote  of  the 
members  of  die  committee  present,  provided  dial  a  majority  of  die  eleaed  ntembeis  is  present,  two  members  of  their  party,  residents  in 
that  district  as  nominees  far  rcappaflionnieiit  commissioners.  Neither  party  sitall  select  more  than  one  nominee  fmm  any  one  stale 
legislative  district .  lire  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  dtc  governor  dteir  list  of  eleaed  nominees.  Widtin  thirty  days  dtc 
governor  shall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  from  each  list  to  reapportion  the  state  imri  one  hundred  and  sixty-three 
representative  districts  and  lo  establish  die  niunbcts  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  die  congressional  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  die  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  from  die  polilical  party  ofdte  committee  failing  to  make  the  appointment. 


Members  of  llie  commission  sitall  be  disqualified  from  Inkling  office  as  members  ofdte  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  die 
date  ofdte  filing  by  die  commission  of  its  final  statement  ofnpponionmeitl. 

For  die  pinposes  of  diis  Article,  die  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  dislria  refets  lo  die  congressional  district 
comminee  or  the  congressional  distria  fitini  which  u  congressman  was  last  elected,  or,  in  die  event  members  of  congress  from  diis 
stale  haw  been  eleaed  a  huge,  die  lenn  congressional  distria  comminee  refers  lo  those  persons  who  last  seised  as  the  congressional 
district  committee  lor  those  districts  from  which  congressmen  were  last  elected,  and  die  temi  congressional  district  refers  lo  those 
districts  Item  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  adion  pinsuanl  to  diis  section  by  die  congressional  district  committee  shall 
lake  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  riiall  be  recorded  in  their  official  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  tie 
permitted  to  vote. 


Within  six  monllts  alter  die  population  of  diis  slate  is  reported  to  the  Pnsitlem  lor  each  tlecemtial  census  of  the  I  Initial  Slates  nr.  in  llte 
event  lliat  a  reannoitiorimeiit  has  been  invalidated  hv  n  court  of  coinnetenl  iurisrliclion.  widtin  six  mnittlis  alter  sirch  a  niling  hits  l>eat 
made,  the  non-nartisan  slate  demogranher  sitall  make  public  and  file  widt  die  secretary'  of  stale  and  with  the  house  apportionment 
commission  a  tentative  nlan  of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  as  well  as  all  demogr 
die  creation  of  die  plan  and  mao. 


Tlte  commissioisets  so  selected  shall,  [on  die  filieenlli  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  members  lute  been  selectedl 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  die  tailalive  plan  of  apponionmerit  and  man  of  die  nronosed  districts,  meet  in  the  capilol  building  and 
proceed  to  organize  by  electing  from  dteir  number  a  chairman,  vice  clrainnan  and  sccretarvlandl.  Tlie  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agenda  establishing  at  least  dtrcc  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  lo  the  public  shall  be  held  to  litar  obieaions  or  testimony  from 
interested  persons.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  sitall  be  filed  widt  die  clerk  of  dtc  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  hours  after  its 
adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  lurid  as  often  as  the  commission  deems  advisable. 


The  commission  may  make  clmnires  m  llie  leinaiivc  nlan  of  annortionmciH  ami  imp  ofllie  promised  disiriiis  ivceival  thmi  the  non- 


ofjhg  commissioncre.  If  no  dtaniics  an;  made  or  imnrovixl  ns  provided  for  in  this  subsection.  Ihc  twmuive  nl.ni  ol'iiitnoiiloiiinciii  and 
innp  of  proposed  disuiws  skill  become  final.  Not  taler  than  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative 
ilit:  proposed  districts.  lire  commission  si i, 'ill  lile  with  ihc  secretary  of  state  a  finnl  sinicincnl  of  die  r 
districts  weedier  will  a  mnn  of  ihc  districts. 


|Thc  commission  shall  reapportion  tltc  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  die  state  by  die  number  one  hundred  sixty-three 
and  sltall  csutblisJt  each  district  so  lieu  the  population  of  dal  district  shall,  ns  nearly  ns  possible,  equal  dial  figure. 

latch  district  sltnll  be  composed  of  contiguous  territory  os  comptict  as  inay  tic. 

Not  later  d  ran  five  months  atlcr  die  appoinutteia  oltlie  commission  die  commission  sliall  receive  Ihe  Tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  limp  of  die  proposed  districts  ordered  in  suhscclion  d  of  diis  section  and  during  die  ensuing  filled!  days  sliall  hold  such  public 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  hear  object  ions  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  limn  six  months  alter  the  appointment  of  die  commission,  die  commission  sltnll  file  vvidi  rite  secretaty  of  state  a  final 
suueitieni  of  llw  numbers  and  the  boundaries  of  dte  districts  together  wills  a  map  of  the  districts,  and  no  statement  sliall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  scsdMcndis  of  dte  members. 

After  the  statement  is  filed  members  of  the  house  of  representatives  sliall  lie  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  re-apportionment 
is  made  as  herein  provided.  except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  widtin  six  months  of  the  lime  fixed  lor  die  appointmenl  of  llic 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  die  houscof  representatives  sliall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  nppointed 
from  among  the  judges  of  die  appellate  corns  of  dte  state  of  Missouri  by  die  stale  supreme  coutl.  a  majority  of  whom  sltall  sign  and 
file  its  appoitionmem  plan  and  map  widt  the  secretaty  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  the  date  of  dte  discharge  of  dte  apportkimncnt 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  dte  Itonse  of  representatives  sltall  be  clewed  nceonling  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponionmcttl  is 
made  as  herein  provtded.| 

liaclt  member  of  the  commissian  sltall  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  die  commission  is  in  session  but  ran 
more  Until  one  dtousand  dollars,  and,  in  addition  sltall  be  reimbursed  fur  his  actual  and  necessaty  expenses  incurred  while  serving  as  a 
member  of  dte  commission. 


No  reapponionmcnl  shall  be  subject  to  dte  referendum. 


Section?. 


(all  he  Senate  shall  consist  of  thirty-four  members  elected  by  dte  qualified  voters  of  die  senatorial  Itesnectivel  districts  for  a  lent!  of  four  years.  |For  the 
election  of  senators,  the  slate  sltall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory.  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  sliall  he  antxwinncd  as  provided  for  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 


Section  7. 


IU 


01 


01 


Within  lot  days  after  die  population  of  diis  state  is  reported  to  die  Ihesidem  for  each  decennial  census  of  die  United  Slates  or.  in  dte 
event  lien  a  reaooonionnteni  lias  been  invalidated  hv  a  mnn  of  competent  jurisdiction,  willtin  ten  days  after  such  a  Piling  lets  been 
made  the  noiMxmisan  stale  demoaraclrer  araltorired  in  Article  III  Section  3.  sltall  begin  die  preparation  of  senatorial  districting  plans 
and  titans  using  dte  same  medtods  and  criteria  as  iltose  required hv  Article  III.  Section  3  fur  llic  establishment  oftlistricis  lor  tire  I  louse 
ofRenresetualives. 


Within  sixty  days  tiller  die  population  of  diis  state  is  reported  to  die  President  for  each  decennial  census  of  the  United  States,  [and]  ttr 
within  sixty-  days  after  [notification  by  dte  governor  dsn]  a  rcapponionniem  lets  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  panics  casting  the  highest  vote  lire  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  sltall  at  a 
committee  mewing  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  members,  amt  dtereaftcr  submit  to  dte  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  vvhltin  diiny  days  thereafter  dte  governor  sltall  appoint  a  comtnisston  of  ten  members.  five  fiom  each  lisa,  at 
reapportion  die  thiny-four  senatorial  districts  and  to  establish  Ihe  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

Ifciiher  of  die  puny  committees  tails  to  submit  u  list  widtin  such  lime  dte  governor  sltall  appoint  five  members  of  bis  own  choice  from 
dte  patty  of  the  committee  so  failing  to  aw. 

Members  orthe  commisstoii  shall  lie  disqualified  front  holding  office  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  for  four  years  following  dte 
date  of  the  tiling  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 


Widtin  six  months  after  dte  population  of  this  stale  is  renoned  to  the  l*resiriwu  for  cadi  tlccennial  census  of  die  United  Stales  or  in  the 
event  tha  a  reappnnionntwn  has  howi  inx-altcfatetl  by  a  coun  of  gram-tern  iurisdjwkm.  wilhin  six  months  allcr  such  a  rolim;  lias  been 
made:  die  non-partisan  sate  dnnoaanhcr  sltall  lile  with  dte  secretary  nf  stale  and  with  tltc  senatorial  amort  ionment  commission  a 
iwit-nhe  nhn  of  apportionment  and  map  olhhe  proposed  districts. 


Hie  commissioners  so  selected  sltall  (on  the  fifteenth  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  after  all  mentbets  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  (lavs  of  receivinu  ihc  tentative  nlan  of  mmonionmem  and  ntin  of  the  proposed  districts  required  by  subsection  (d)  of  diis 
section,  meet  in  lire  ctpitol  building  and  proceed  to  otganiw  by  dewing  front  their  number  a  chaiimnn.  vice  chainnan  and  Kxnrlary 
landl.  Ihe  coininission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  dime  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  at  lire  public  sltall  be 
Iteld  in  hearsthicciiom  or  testimony  front  interested  nersons.  A  copy  of  ihe  agenda  sltall  he  tiled  widt  die  secretaty  of  the  senate  wilhin 
twenty-four  hours  after  its  adoption.  Executive  meetings  may  be  scheduled  and  held  as  often  as  dte  commission  deems  advisable.  The 
commission  mav  nuke  dtamres  to  dre  tentative  phn  of  arpottioninent  and  map  of  die  proposed  districts  received  Iront  the  non- 
panisan  state  demographer  nmviitcd  that  such  donees  are  consistent  widt  this  Section  and  the  metliods  .uxl  eritaiLrexiiiirevI  hv 


Se-wion  3  of  this  Article  ( 


.-  a  vote  of  at  least  seven- 


tenths oftlre  commissioners.  If  no  changes  an:  made  or  approved  as  provided  for  in  this  subsection,  lire  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
and  man  of  proposed  districts  sltall  become  final  Not  later  than  two  months  after  receiving  Ihe  tentative  obit  of  arrortirainrem  and 
map  of  tite  nronosed  districts,  tire  commission  shall  tile  whit  die  secretary  of  slate  n  final  statement  of  lire  numbers  and  dre  boundaries 
of  the  districts  logedter  wiili  a  map  of  die  districts. 


[The  commission  sltall  reapportion  tire  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  tire  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  diiny-four  and  sliall 
establish  each  district  so  that  the  population  ol'ihat  district  sliall  as  neatly  as  possible,  equal  dial  figure:  no  county  lines  sltall  be  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  sufficient  peculation  to  a  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
within  such  multi-district  county  or  city  so  as  to  lx:  as  nearly'  equal  as  practicable  in  population.  Any  county  with  a  population  in  excess 
of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  the  population  of  die  state  by  dte  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  multi-district 
county. 
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Not  later  than  live  months  after  the  appointment  of  the  commission  the  commission  shall  file  with  lire  secretary  of  stale  a  tentative  plan 
of  apportionment  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  lire  ensuing  fifteen  lias's  shall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  lie 
neccssatyloltear  objections  or  testimony  of  interested  persons. 

Not  litter  titan  six  months  after  die  appointment  of  the  commission,  fire  commission  shall  file  with  the  secrctaiy  of  stale  a  final 
statement  ofthe  number;  and  the  boundaries  of  die  districts  together  with  a  map  of  die  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

After  dte  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  he  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapportionment  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  dtat  if  the  statement  is  not  tiled  within  six  months  of  die  time  lived  for  the  appointment  of  dte  commission,  it  shall  stand 
discharged  and  tire  senate  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  six  members  appointed  from  among  dte  judges  of  die  appellate 
cams  of  die  state  of  Missouri  by  the  slate  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  file  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
die  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  of  die  date  of  dte  discharge  of  dre  apportionment  commission.  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponioimreitl  is  made  as  herein  provided.! 

Etch  member  of  tire  commission  sire  II  receive  as  compensation  fifteen  dollar;  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  is  in  session,  hut  not 
mure  tluui  one  diousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  shall  be  reimbursed  tor  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  w  hile  serving  as  a 
member  ofthe  commission. 

Noreappdctionmenl  shall  be  subject  to  dre  referendum. 


Section  19. 


fat  Senators  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason,  felony,  ofienscs  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  dre  |ieace,  lie  privileged  from  arrest  during 
lire  session  of  dte  general  assembly,  and  for  dre  fifteen  days  next  bclore  die  commencement  and  after  die  lennination  of  each  session;  imd  drey  shall  not  be 
questioned  for  any  speech  or  debate  in  ebher  house  in  any  odicr  place. 


.  in  whatever  form  or  timing,  of  tire  official  nets  ofthe  eeneml  assembly,  of 


lire  official  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  Are  official  acts  ofmemhers  ofthe  general  resemhlv.  ofindividual  legislators,  dreir  employees  and  stair,  of  lire 


couinmew  or  mechanisms. 


MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-010) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the  majority 
member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  they  may  each  remove  one  person, 
leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random  lottery  would  be  necessary.  This 
demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of 
the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness 
and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

This  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office.  There  is  currently  a  State 
Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of  legislative 
reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to  assume  the  role 
of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  However,  if  that 
post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would  be  an  estimated 
$128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost  for  other  staff 
hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 
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Jason  Kandkr 

Secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


En  ctions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


. -  ' 

NOv  1  *t  20ft 

-  -  r  OpFiCE 

rTft TEAUDuGrtS  OF 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  2  (2018-009) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
died  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick.  State  Information  Center 
600  vv.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No - 

li  is  .1  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable.  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  ItSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  ronnly  jail  ora  One  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  Ills  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  tile  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  |ason  Knnder.  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

U'e,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ _ County  (or  city  of  St.  lands),  respectfully  order 

that  the  billowing  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
:  election,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  oil  then  'day  of  November.  2018.  and  each  for  himself  nr  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed 

tins  petition:  i  am  a  registered  voter  of  die  state  of  Missouri  anil _ Comity  (or  city  of  Si.  lands):  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  ol  the  city,  town  or  village  ill  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  mv  name. 


(Official  llallot  title) 


CIRCULATOR  S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COtINTV  OF 


1 _ .being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (Citv.Town.or 
ViII-irc) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST. 

NAME 

(Printed  nr  Typed) 

1. 

2. 

•}. 

r 

1  *>• 

H. 

9. 

10. 

signed  tins  page  ol  the  Ion-going  pelitmii.  and  each  ol  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  Ids 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HHIllillY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY’  OF  l’ER|URY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  MF  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  llliHN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PI.FD  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY 

I  am  at  least  lit  years  ot  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expert  to  be  paid  lor  circulating  this  petition. 

I!  paid.  list  the  payer: 


(Name  of  payer) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signal  ores) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City.  State  &  /ip  Code) 

Sutisi  rilied  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  ol _ .  A.D.  201 - . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  ol  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Sfreel.  City.  Slate  N  /.ip  Code) 


M  !l  l(  I  You  .uv  advised  licit  iliv  proposed  consiiiuiional  amendment  may  change.  repeal,  or  modify  hy  implicalioii  or  may  tv  construed  Ire  some 
persons  In  change,  repeal  or  nttxlily  In  implication,  ihc  Ihllowing  Articles  ami  Suctions  of  die  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I.  Section  X  ami  the 
following  Sections  nt'iltc  Missouri  Revised  Statutes:  Sections  I  1)5.450  ihniugh  105.4%  anil  Sections  130.01 1  through  130. 1  Ml.  I  lie  proposed  amendment 
rev  ises  Article  III  ot  (lie  C  onstitulioii  Ire  amending  Sections  2. 5. 7.  ami  l‘>  and  mloptinn  three  new  sections  to  he  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3. ’(Kc).  and 
’(Kill. 

Ill' ii iym i/ivv/ hy  i/h‘ /wyrfo of //ic* shite «/ Mmoiiri llml i/ie ('mstinuion fv tuihiulcd 

Scvtion  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constitution  is  revised  by  amending  Sections  3. 5.7. 10.  mid  adopting  tlireeiten  sections  to  he  known  as  Article  III  Sedk 
3<Kck  tutd  30(d)  to  read  as  liillows: 

Scclion  2. 

\licr  tile  ■•llwlivcdalcullhi.revltuu.  no  person  sets  inn  nsniucuikTol'ur  employed  byjlieJ  ieneraLAsscmbly  shall  act  or  yen c. ns  a  paid  lobby  is.  tvoi-lct 
t.  a  paid  lol'lnist,  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  to  represent  as  a  paid  lobbyist  during  ilie  time  of  spell  service  until  the  espir.ilinti  of  one 
c.tictkln  year  alter  the  conclusion  oillv  session  oillie  gcivral  assembly  in  which  the  menilvr  or  employee  la-1  served  and  while  such  sets.. 
ellvvtivevlatcvot'thissection 

•  at  No  person  serving  as  a  uvtnlvr ofor  cmplovevl  hv  tlie  Gener.tl  Assemble  dull  accent  directly  or  indirecllv  a  gill  oljuiy  tangible  or  intangible  item, 
sen  ice,  tr  thing  of  value  Bom  an  paid  lobbyist  or  lobbyist  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  rter  occimeiKe.  litis  Article  stall  nut  prevent  ( 'amlidalc.  tin 
the  Cienvral  Assemble,  including  candidates  litr  reelect  ion,  or  candidates  lie  unices  within  the  senate  it  Ixxise  from  accepting  campaign  contrilunions 
eonsistvitt  with  this  Article  ami  npplicnltlc  campaign  linance  Law  .  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  prevent  indiv  iduals  trxxii  receiving  gills  family  xiipppruir 
anything  pi  value  fmm  thov  relaletl  to  tlient  within  the  fourth  decree  hv  blood  or  man-incc.  fhe  dollar  limitations  of  this  section  stall  Iv  increased  or 
decreased  each  year  hy  the  pcrecniaee  of  increase  or  decrease  fmm  lltc  end  of  live  nrevioiis  calenttar  war  ol'llte  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 
■is  published  Ire  the  I  '.S.  Department  ofl  alor.  or  its  successor  nee  [lev  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount. 

UJl  Hie  (ieticr.il  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  atUluxi/ing  unlimitcxl  canipnitiit  conirihnlions  to  candidates  lire  the  (icnctnl  Assembly,  nor  any  law  that 
citvutm  cuts  the  contribution  limits  contained  in  this  (  onstihitiom  In  addition  to  oilier  campaign  coiilrihiition  limilations  or  restrictions  provided  lire  Ire  law , 
the  amount  ofcoiilriltnlions  made  to  or  accepted  hv  any  candidate  or  candidate  committee  from  any  person  other  titan  the  candidate  in  anv  one  election  for 
the  ( iencr.il  Assembly  shall  not  excocdjhe  Iblloyvmg; 

pi)  IP  elect  an  indiv  idunl  to  the  olliee  of  slate  senator.  two  dmusnnd  live  Imnibvd  dollars:  ;md 
(’)  To  elect  an  individual  to  the  ollicc  of  state  representative,  two  dmuamtl  dgHapt. 

Ihccontiihutipn  limits  and  other  lestriclious  ol this  section  slull  also  apple  to  anv  )X'ixm  cxplorim;  acandltlacv  litr  a  nuhlic  ollicc  listed  inthis  subsection. 

I  or.puiix'scs  of  this  subsection,  "Ixisc  year  umixitil"  shall  Iv  the  coiilrihiition  limits  prescribed  in  this  scclion.  Contiiliulion  limii.s  ret  loilh  herein  shall  Iv 
adjusted  on  the  liist  day  of  Jamtaiy  in  each  cvcn-iiuutlvivd  vettr  Itcrcalicr  be  iimllinlving  the  base  vettr  amount  Ire  tlv  cittmilalivc  consumer  nice  index  and 
nittitded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount.  Ibr  all  veias  after  2I1IS. 

id)  No  contribution  to  a  candidate  tiir  legislative  otliee  shall  Iv  made  or  accepted,  directly  or  indirectly ,  in  a  ItcthuHis  name,  in  die  name  ol'anoilvr  person, 
or  hy  or  through  another  [Vtson  in  such  a  mannci  as  to.,  or  with  the  intent  to,  conceal  the  idetllitv  of  die  actual  spume  of  the  contribution.  I  here  slull  Iv  a 
ivlxitiahle  ixvstimption  tluil  a  contribution  to  a  candidate  for  public  ollicc  is  made  or  accepted  vvidt  Ihc  intent  to  circumvent  live  limitations  on  cimuftmlions 
imposed  ip  this  section  when  a  coniriltution  is  received  Horn  a  committee  or  opjaniration  dial  is  printarilv  liimkxl  Ire  a  simple  person,  individual, or  other 
eommittiv.  that  has  already  .reached  its  contribution  limit  undcr.any  law  relatin'-'  to  coturibiilioii  limitations.  A  committee  or  organiration  slull  Iv  ikvmedto 
Iv  primarilyjiiiklcvl  by  a  .ingle  |  visit i,  iixlividiml  or  ndx.T  commiitee  vvlicn  rile  enmmiltec  or  onrani/ation  receives  more  Ilian  litis  percent  of  its  iutnn.il 
funding  troni  that  single  person,  indiv  idiul.  or  oilier  committee. 

iv.i  liijxpeirei.Bnsiiuiec>|ull  a  candidate  Iv  limnd  to  hive  violated  limits  on  acceptance  of  contributions  it  die  Missouri  l-thics  Cominisviixi,  its  successor 
agency,  <r  a  court  rtetcnnirtcs.  that  a  caudidite  lets  taken  no  anion  to  imlicate  acceptance  ol'or  acquiescence  to  lltc  making  of  an  expenditure*  that  is  deemed 
a  contribution  pursuant  to  this  recti' si 

1 1)  No  candidate  slull  aevvot  contrihirtiims  Ihxn  any  federal  political  acliixi  committee  unless  tlie  comiuince  lias  fried  the  suite  financial,  disclosure  reports 
that  would  lx-  ixxjuirivl  o!  a  Muxnin  ixriitical  action  committee 

Scctiixi  3 
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l  aj  I  here  is  licivhv  established  die  post  of  "ixm-partisui  stale  demographer."  The  non-partisan  suite  dcnrocntplicT  sliall  acquire  np|tntpriate  iiifymntuion  to 
develop  procedures  inprep.ir.rtum  tie  drawing  legislative  rexlistrieting  imp,  on  the  basis  of  each  Icdcml  census  lisrixvsentaliou  to  the  house  npismiimmctu 
vsmtmis.iou  and  the  senatorial  iuuuHlkmillcni  cotnmfeskm 

ib)  I  he  nunfanisui  stale  demographer  .shall  Iv  relcciod  ilnouuh  ihe  following  nnxxres.  I'irst,  .state  residents  mav  nrmlv  tin  selection  to  the  siaie  auditor 
using  an  applieation  developed  Ire  the  stale  atxlilor  to  determine  an  applicant's  qualifications  aixl  expertise  relevant  to  the  position.  Second,  the  state  auditor 
shall  deliver _to  tlv  majority  leader  and  mimutiy.  k-.uler  of  lire  senate  a  list  of  at  least  three  applicants  with  snllicient  expertise  and  t|tialilications  us 
detennined  Ire  lltc  suite  auditor,  to  periomi  the  duties  of  the  non-nailis-ui  state  riemocranlvr.  Ihinl.  if  the  majority  leader  and  minority  leader  of  the  restate 
together  agree  Hurt  a  xpecilic  applicant  should  Iv  selected. to  Iv  die  non-partisan  state  demogiaplter.  that  applicant  shall  Iv  selected  and  the  selection  process 
shall  ware  lounli,  if  the  majority  le.uler  and  minority  leiidcr  of  the  senate  ciuinot  lonedter  aurec  on  tut  applicant,  they  may  -.each  remove  a  number,  of 
applicants  on  the  state  uuditix-'s  list  equiil  to  oiv-llliid  of  the  total  numlvr  of  applicants  on  tlmt  list,  nntndcd  down  to  tlie  next  inlegvT.  nnd  tlie  slate  tuuliliu 
shall  dicti  conduct  anindom  lottery  ol'tlv  remlicams  remaining  alter  ivmov-al  to  select  Ihe  iKm-piirlisiui  slate  demouniplKT.  Tile  Male  auditor  stall  prescribe 
a  time  Ihune  and  deadlines  for  this  application  and  selection  process  that  Ixith  cucour.igcs  numerous  qitalilixl  applicants  and  avoids  delay  in  selection.  I  he 
non-partisan  state  deitiographcr  shall  seixe  a  term  of  live  years  anil  mav  lv  tviipnointixl.  To  Iv  eliitihle  Ibr  the  noii-ixinisin  state  demographer  |xisition  an 
individual  shall  not  have  served  in  a  partisan,. elected  position  for  lour  vetirs  prior  to  the  appointment.  Ihe  non-partisan  state  demographer 'hall  Iv 
disqualified. lit  mi  holding  olliee  as  a  menilvr  ol'llte  general  a.remlilv  for  linir  veatti  tollowine  Ihc  due  of  the  presentation  of  his  or  Iter  most  recent 
legislaliv  e  redistricting  uiap  to  the  house  upixutii'iiiiicin  commission  or  the  re’iialorial  appoitioiimeirt  commission. 

(cj  Ihe  luitise  ot  representatives  shall  consist  of  one  hundaxl  sixty -three  memlvts  elected  at  each  general  election  and  apportioned  |in  the  liillowing 
maimer:  |  as  pixw  idvxl  in  this  section, 

(Jj  Within  ten  days  jitlcr.ihc  jx>ptt|aljim  of  this  state  is  reported  to  the  President  for  each  decennial  census  ol'llte  l  inted  Slates  or,  in  the 
event  that  a  reiipportionincnl  has  Ivon  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  iiirireliction.  within  ten  days  atler  such  it  tilling  lets  Ivcn 
made,  (Iv  non-|\ulkui  statejlemograplvr  sliall  I  vein  die  nretvimioii  of  leeislative  districting  plans  ;uid  maps  using  the  tallowing 
iitctluxk  listed  in  order  of  priority: 

(a)  I  listricls  shall  Iv  established  on  the  basis  ofurtal  nooublion.  I  vgislatixe  districts  shall  v".iehJiayej|total  ivjxikitum  as  nearly 
equal  as  practicable  to  ll  v  ideal  poputrtion  Ibr  such  districts,  determined  by  diyidingtl  v  number  of  districts  to  Iv  established 
into  the  total  population  of  the  state  reported  in  tliejcder.il  decennial  census 

th)  Districts  shall  be  established  in  a  manner  so  as  to  comply  with  all  requirements  oflltc  United  Slates 

I 


Constitution  and  applicable  federal  laws  including,  hul  mil  limited  to,  the  Voting  Rights  Net  of  I'M, 5  (a, 
amciulcilj.  Notwithstanding  anv  oilier  provision  of  this  Article,  district-,  shall  inn  he  drawn  with  the  intent 
or  result  of  denying  or  aliriiluinc  the  eunal  opportnnily  of  racial  nr  language  minorities  to  participate  in  the 
nolilical  process  or  diminishing  their  al'ilitv  to  elect  representatives  of  their  choice,  whether  In  themselves 
or  In  volinu  in  concert  with  other  persons. 

I  listricts  shall  he  olilhlislicil  in  a  manner  which  utaximi/cs  pariNui  fairness  and  competitiveness  treating  siinil.irls-sini.ncd 
panics  equitably  so  1h.1t  each  receives  the  sane.  Iniciion  of  leakblive  seats  for  a  particular  sole  percentage  as  the  other  party 
would  receive  if  it  had  received  the  same  ivrccningc  oftlv  vote  file  non-mnisan  state  licmncna-hc!  dull  draw- districts  that 
meet  as  closclv  as  possible  the  tests  lor  partiictn  fairness  ;uul  cnmpclitivcivss. 

Id  that  end.  the  non-p.mi-.ni  state  dcinoer.mhcr  shall  calculate  a  district  p.trty  partisan  petldnnance  index  I»«r  each  district 
In  detennininy  the  tnnnher  of  votes  east  lor  the  two  top  vote-  eenine  parties  in  each  district  and  llten  calcnlatine  the 
1  vi cent. ice  of  iIhwc  votes  won  In  each  of  the  two  parties  casting  the  hiclicsl  vote  tor  coventor  at  the  last  three:  preceding 
gubernatorial  eleclkins.  lor  t  Piled  Slates  Senate  at  die  list  three  ntveetline  I  nited  Stales  Seiule  elections,  atxl  for  l*reskk-IU 
of  the  t  htitevl  Stales  tit  die  list  ilirce  preceding  Presidential  elections,  Ihe  pttrtv  partisan  tvnismuice  index  for  cash  tlisirict 
will  llten  lvasciiuf.il  to  create  a  sialcw  iile  electoral  nvrUxmincc  index.  I  'sing  the  resultant  statewide  electoral  pertiinntuice 
m.!c\.  the  non-jictisin  state  demographer  'lull  test  the  plan,  simulating  iffl  evenh  split  aaewide  electia  by  : .  im.ta/.uc 
district  puls  partisat  ivrlimiiance  imliees  h\  Ihe  amount  h%  which  the  statewide  electoral  nerthmance  index  varies  Irani 
fills  pcaeitl.  In  ;i  hvpollvtK-al  evenh  tlivulcd  statewide  election  nruler  the  proposed  plan  the  legislative  seats  should  be 
distributed  evenly  between  puties. 

'live  non-panisaii  shite  ik-inogniplvr  dull  ptomote  competitiveness  hi  ensuring  die  plan  is  drawn  sry.ts  lojx-  vsju.«IK 
responsive  to  si  trees  in  die  elecior.ile  favoring  eitl  vr  party.  Id  lest  dire.  die  non-nartisan  stale  demographer  dtall  aeain  use  die 
iuxmaliA.il  tlisliietdevel  icsulis  within  the  no  avs.il  plan  to  simulate  separate  elections  in  'vhidi  die  hvpsUlvticnl  statewide 
vole  varies  Irom  lillv  peieenl  In  rate  pentetu.  two  percent.  llave  percent.  four  percent  and  tivcrerecni  in  lavorwic.vh  parts, 
llw  mutrlxT  of  additional  seats  vickkxl  by  die  simulation  for  anv  party  for  tuts  amount  it  rvrldnnsovcr  litis  ivrccnl  should 
Iv  nutchesl  h%  the  nnmlxTnfscals  eaiikil  hs  die  utlvrpanv  wlvn  it  performs  the  same  amount  over  lilts  pcreeni. 

(ej  Subject  to  the  requirements  of  subdiv  isions  { 1  and  1 1  tlh).  districts  stall  beeomoosedofa«iiiei»iislcniuxi 
Areas  which  meet .only  at  tile  points  ol  adjoining  u  in  ion  are  no1.  conligtKxis 

(dj  Id  the  client  consistent  with  subdivisions  (.IXnj  lUfel  vd'dtls  subsection.  district  boundaries  shall  coincide  with  tlw 
Mind. in  cs  0lj11ljlic.il  subdivisions  of  tlv  stale.  Ihe  ninnlxT  of  counties  and  cities  disided  among  more  than  one  district 
shall  lx-  as  small  as  possible.  W  hen  tlteiv  is  a  dunce  between  dividine  local  nolilicnl  snlxlis  isions.  the  more  populous 
snlilis  isions  sltall  Iv  dis  idol  Ivliirc  ilk!  less  pttpulous,  Ixit  this  preference  shall  not  apply  to  a  legislative  tlisirict  Inunrtux 
ilntvvn  alone  a  coiinlv  line  svltich  passes  tlttoneh  a  cits-  that  lies  in  more  Ilian  one  county 

IK)  I'tvlctcncc  sh.ill.lv  that  districts  ate  compact  in  limit,  hut  the  standards  establislwd  In  snlilis  isions  jjjja)_  UM»  oi  thi- 
subsection  take  paved  cnee  over  conipttctiwss  where  a  conllid  tiriscs  between  compactness  anti  these  siand.uris.  In  general, 
csuiijxict  disiricis  are  llinse  which  jin;  st|txue.  rectangular.  or  hexagonal  in  >ha|v  to  the  extent  penniticd  In  natural  nr  political 
boundaries, 

(2).  Within  sixty  day  s  alter  the  |iipulation  of  this  stale  is  tvportcd  to  the  President  It  ir  each  decennial  census  of  the  I  'nited  States  |and|  or,  in 

tlv  event  that  a  re-apportionment  has  Ixvn  invalidated  by  a  court  of  cont|Vtcnt  jurisdiction,  within  .sixty  days  taller  nolilical  ion  In  the 
governor!  lliat  such  a  mling  has  been  made,  the  congressional  district  committee  of  each  of  tlw  two  parties  casting  tile  highest  vote  tor 
governor  at  the  last  pivxxilittg  election  sltall  meet  and  tlw  members  of  the  committee  shall  nominate.  In  a  majority  vote  of  the 
memlvis  of  tlw  committee  pivsent.  provided  tint  a  utiijorily  of  the  elected  memlvis  is  present,  two  members  oflhcir  party,  residents  in 
that  district,  tvs  nominees  lor  reappoitionmcnt  commissioneis.  Neither  party  shall  select  more  titan  one  nominee  Horn  tins  one  stale 
legislative  district.  I  he  congressional  committees  shall  each  submit  to  the  governor  their  list  of  elected  nominees.  Within  thirty  day  s  llv 
governor  sltall  appoint  a  commission  consisting  of  one  name  limit  each  list  to  reapportion  tlw  state  into  one  hundred  and  sixty -three 
representative  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  and  boundaries  of  said  districts. 

If  any  of  tlv  congressional  committees  litils  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  a  member  of  his  own  choice 
from  that  district  and  Irom  tlv  political  patty  of  llw  committee  tailing  to  make  tltc  appoinmient. 

Mcmlvrs  of  the  commission  slutll  Iv  disqualified  from  holding  ollicc  as  memlvis  of  tlw  general  assembly  li»'  four  years  liillossing  the 
due  oftlv  tiling  by  tlw  commission  of  its  lin.il  stalemem  ofap|\>rlionincnt. 

I  or  the  puqvscs  of  this  Article,  the  term  congressional  district  committee  or  congressional  district  ivfcis  to  the  congressional  slistrict 
committee  or  the  congivssion.il  district  liom  which  a  congivssinan  was  last  elated.  or.  in  the  event  memlvis  of  congress  Irom  this 
state  have  been  elected  at  large,  tlw  term  congressional  district  committee  refers  to  those  persons  who  last  served  as  the  eongressiotuil 
district  committee  ti>r  llxrse  districts  Ihmt  sslticlt  congressmen  were  last  elected  and  tlv  temt  congressional  district  relcts  to  those 
districts  Instil  which  congressmen  were  last  elected.  Any  itetion  pursuant  to  this  section  by  tlv  congressional  district  committee  sltall 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  sltall  Iv  reuxvlcd  in  tlvir  ollicial  minutes  and  only  members  present  in  person  shall  he 
penuiuetl  to  vsrte. 

(.t)  Within  'ix  months  tiller  the  |vpuliiion  of  tills  stale  0  re)ixicd  to  tlv  l*residenl  lor  each  ileeennial  census  ol  the  I  nited  suites  <t,  in  tlv 
event  lh.il  a  te.iixixlionnvnl  has  I  veil  imulklitcd  Iw  a  court  of  cixnpetenl  jurisdiction.  within  six  months  after  sjkh  a  inline  lew  I  veil 
mode,  tlv  non-|\irtisui  state  ikmograplwr  -shall  male  public  turd  tile  with  tlv  scneitax  of  state  and  with  the  hou-e  igrportMUtieiu 
cvxllillissjptl  tt  'em. Hoc  plan  of  apportionment  tuxl  mtip  oftlv  |Kop'vvl  districts  as  well  tis  all  liens. r’nipiiic  tuil  pmisuri  data  used  in 
tlv  cretiluxt  of  the  nltm  anti  man. 

Ihe commissioners  so  selected  sltall,  Jon  die  lilleentli  diy.  cxchkling  Stunlttys  tuxl  Mislays,  alter  all  memlvis  have  hear  selectod| 
within  ten  dty.s  of  receiving  tlv  IqiLitise  plan  of  .inoortkxiiilciil  and  ipap  of  the  pn»|iissxl  districts,  meet  in  tlv  capttol  huikling  ,uxl 
pnvecsl  to  orgtuu/e  by  electing  fnxn  tlvir  iiumher  a  dtainnait  sice  cluimim  and  secretary  land!.  Ihe  commission  shall  tulopt  an 
agenda  cstahlishing  ta  least  tlwe (waring slates  on  which  Ivanngs open  to  the  public  slvtll  he  held  to  IvarobieciKxisor  testims'nj  Ihxn 
intavstesl  jvissxrs.  A  copy  of  the  agenda  slnll  be  tiled  with  tlv  cleric  oftlv  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-four  Mir.  tiller  its 
a, '.option.  I  ixeeutise  meetings  may  Iv  sclvdulcd  surd  held  as  often  asdic  commission  deems  advisable. 

Hv  qxiimission  mav  make  chtuves  to  tlv  tentative  plan  ofap|\>rtionmciH  and  nup  of  the  proposed  districts  .received  Inxn  llv  ntxi- 
partisU)  stale  demographer  prvw  idcil  that  such  el tuve,  tue  consistent  with  this  section  and  nppnwed  Irv  a  vole  ot  at  l.st-t  -even-tenths 
tvflhe  cnmmisskincrs  If  ikt  dtutges  are  made  or  tusss  nod  as  pros  ided  for  in  this  snhscclkxi,  tlw  tentative  nbn  ofinrrvxtuiiiinnl  an.i 
map  ofpmpiisal  districts  shall  becooiejinal.  Not  later  Ihnu  two  imxnlrx  of teceivinir  dw  Vnlalive  nhn  of  aniixrionment  and  nttip  ol 
llv  ixwinscil  distncls,  tlv  commission  sltall  tile  with  tlv  -ecrci.ux  of  state  a  linal  statenwm  oftlv  numbers  and  llw  Ivnndaiics  ol  the 
ilistrkls  together  with  a  map  oftlv  districts 


r?-ccR 


1 1  hi;  commission  shall  reapponion  the  representatives  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  stile  by  the  number  one  hundred  sivtv-duxx' 
anti  shall  establish  each  dislritl  so  dial  die  population  of  dial  districl  shall,  as  nearly  as  possible.  equal  dial  figure.  s  f  \ 

bach  district  slull  be  composed  of contiguous  territory  as  compact  as  may  be.  |  \5 

Nit  later  dian  live  months  alter  die'  appointment  tif  the  amimisskm  the  commission  slull  receive  die  lentatiw  plan  ol  apportiiximcnt 
arid  nup  of  the  proposed  districts  ordered  in  subsection  I  ol’UlLs  section  and  during  tltc  ensuing  lilieen  days  slull  Ixikl  sucli  public- 
hearings  as  may  be  necessary  to  Ircarobjectktts  or  totiinswiy  ofinterested  ixivxis. 

No!  later  than  six  months  alter  die  appointment  of  the  conitnission,  the  commission  slull  file  widt  die  secrelaiy  of  state  a  tiiul 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  die  boundaries  of  die  districts  together  Iiali  ;i  map  of  tlie  districts,  and  no  statement  slull  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  of  die  members. 

Alter  die  statement  is  tiled  members  of  the  Itouse  oftepreseiilutives  slull  be  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  renpponiontuent 
is  made  as  lictvin  provided  except  dial  if  the  statement  is  not  lilsxl  within  six  months  of  die  time  fixed  for  die  appointment  of  the 
commission.  it  slull  stand  discharged  and  the  house  oftvptesct  natives  shall  be  appottkioed  In  a  commission  of  six  menibcts  appointed 
faun  among  ihejtKiges  of  die  appellate  courts  of  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  conn,  a  majority  of  whom  slull  sign  and 
tile  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with  die  scctetaiy  of  slate  within  ninety  days  of  the  dale  of  the  discharge  of  die  apportkminent 
commission.  Thereafter  members  of  the  house  ol  representatives  slull  he  elected  according  to  sucli  districts  until  a  icapponionmcnt  is 
made  as  herein  provided.! 

I  itch  member  of  the  commission  slull  teccive  as  compensation  lilieen  dollars  a  day  lor  each  day  die  commission  is  in  session  but  not 
more  dun  one  dtousand  dollars,  and.  in  additkxx  shall  be  ivimbiuxed  liir  his  actual  and  nccessaty  expenses  inclined  vv  bile  setving  as  a 
memberof  die  commission. 

No  reapportioninem  shill  be  subject  to  the  icleiemlum. 


Section  5. 

laj  I  lie  Senate  slull  consist  of  thirty  -four  members  elected  In  tlx  qmlitied  voters  of  die  senatorial  [respective]  districts  fora  term  of  four  years.  |l  or  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  div  ided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be  j  Senatorial  dinricts  slull  by  appnnkmcd its pmc  klevl  fur  ill  Ankle  III.  Scctkw  7. 

Section  7. 

(.1.1  W  itltin  ten  days  alter  the  population  of  ibis  suite  is  tv|v<itv\l  to  the  I ’resident  lie  each  decennial  census  of  die  1  iniql  Sttues  or.  in  die 
event  tlut  a  reapporuonnxnt  lus  been  .invalidated  by  a  court  of  cytn|\tcnl  jurisdiction,  within  ten  days  alier  such  a  ruling  has  Kxn 
nude,  tlx-  noii-naitisin  stale  ricmovriplicrainlioii/eil  in  Article  III  Seviion  a.  slull  begin  live  nnaxinttion  ol'seiutoritil  districtimt  plans 
and  maps  using  die  same  methods  ,uid  criteria  as  ilio~e  lequited  hv  Article  III.  Sect  km  3  liir  die  establishment  of  districts  for  the  House 
ofKcprcsenlatives. 

pdj  Within  sixty  days  tiller  die  population  of  this  suite  is  rc|x>iteil  to  die  President  lie  each  decennial  census  of  tltc  l  Jniled  Stales,  |tind|  or 
within  sixty  ilays  alier  [notification  by  the  governor  dull  ti  tvttpportionmem  has  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
the  state  committee  of  each  of  the  two  political  parties  casting  tltc  highest  vote  lor  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called,  select  by  a  vote  of  die  individual  committee  members,  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons,  and  within  thirty  days  dierealier  the  governor  slull  appoint  a  commission  often  members,  live  from  each  list,  to 
reap |\ m ion  the  thiny-four  scnativial  districts  and  to  establish  die  munlvrs  and  Ixxindaricsofsakl  districts. 

If  either  of  tlie  party  committees  fails  to  submit  a  list  within  sucli  time  the  governor  shall  appoint  live  members  of  his  own  choice  !iom 
the  party  of  die  committee  so  tailing  to  net 

\  lemlxrs  of  die  commisstnu  slull  he  disqualified  linui  Imlding  ollicc  as  members  of  die  general  assembly  lix  four  y  cars  liillowmg  liter 
date  of  the  liling  by  die  commission  of  its  final  statement  ofttpponionment. 

Aj  W  jtliiri  m\  months  alter  the  population  of  this  state  K  reported  to  tlx-  President  liir  each  decennial  census  of  the!  iiitwl.Nt.iicv  .x  in  the 
event  lint _.i  reupponkxnixni  lew  been,  invalidated  by  a  evxm  of  cvxupclcnt  itxklictkxt.  within  six  months  tiller  such  a  tilling  lew  been 
nxidw  the  non-funUm  suite  detnograplier  shall  file  with  tlx-  syxieUux  of  state  and  with  tlx-  senatorial  arputlionmcnl  cuminisskxi  a 
leiltativ  e  plan  ofapponionnKnt  aixl  nup  of  the  pniposd  districts, 

I  he  commissioners  so  selected  slull  [on  the  lilicenth  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  alter  all  memhetx  have  been  scloctcdl 
within  ten  days  of  receiving  tlx  Icntaliic  plan  of  appvstkmnxm  and  nup  of  dx  proposed  districts  leqninxl  by  subsection  u  !l  of  this 
seviion.  meet  in  die  caphol  building  and  ptrxcxvl  to  organize  by  electing  from  their  number  a  clubman,  vice  diaimun  and  sccivlaiy 
[and).  I  lie  commission  slull  adopt  an  agenda  establishing  at  least  three  hearing  dates  on  which  hearings  open  to  the  public  slull  lx 
held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  from  inleiestevl  jxisons.  A  copy  of  die  agenda  slull  lx-  filed  with  tlx  sccrelaiy  of  the  senate  vv  itliin 
tvveniy-tixir  hours  after  its  adoption,  lixecutive  meetings  may  lx  scheduled  and  held  as  often  ns  the  comittisskm  deems  tulvisable.  I  lie 
conimisskiii  may  .make  changes  to  the  tentative  plan  of  aiinoitionmcnl  and  nun  of  the  proposal  disuicts  revcivexl  liv'in  the  non- 
IxiiiKin  slate  demottniplier  nmvkletl  that  srxli  eluuiges  are  consistent  with  this  Seelion  and  tlx  metliixls  and  criteria  required  by 
Section  a  of  dlls  Article  liir  the  establishment  of  districts  tv*  dx  I  louse  of  Representatives  and  approved  hv  a  vole  of  at  least 
lentils  of  die  conimissinners.  Ifiui  elunves  are  made  or  appmv  evl  tvs  nmv  iilevl  lix  in  ibis  snliscction.  the  tentative  plan  nfappoilioiinicnt 
tutil  map  of  purposed  districts,  shall  become  final.  Not  later  tlitui  two  months  tiller  receiving  dx  tentative  nlan  of  aixvilionment  and 
map  of  dx  purposed  districts,  tlie  commisskm  shall  file  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final  statement  of  die  lumbers  tmd  the  boundaries 
of  the  districts  together  with  a  map  of  die  districts 

I I  lx  commission  slull  reappurtkxi  die  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  the  population  of  the  state  by  the  number  thirty  -tour  and  slull 
establish  each  district  so  that  dx  population  of  tlx#  district  slull.  as  nearly  tvs  possible,  equal  dtat  figure:  no  county  lines  slull  lx'  crossed 
except  when  necessity  to  txkl  sullicient  population  to  n  multi-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  panic 
vv  itltin  stxh  multi-district  county  ix  city  so  as  to  he  as  nearly  ev|iul  as  pnxlietthle  in  population.  Any  county  vv  ith  a  population  in  excess 
of  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  dx  popular  is  ui  of  dx  state  Ivy  the  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  doclatvd  to  lx  a  multi-district 
county. 

Nix  later  titan  five  months  alter  dx  appointment  oftlte  eixnmisskxi  the  commission  slull  file  with  the  sccretaty  of  state  a  tentativ  e  plan 
of  apportionment  and  nup  of  the  proposed  districts  and  during  tlx  ensuing  fifteen  ilays  shall  lx>ld  sixlt  public  Ixarings  as  may  be 
tKcessatytoltearol^ectionsixteslimixty  ofinterested  petsrxts 

Not  later  dxm  six  moutlts  utter  tlx  appointnxnt  of  tlx  commission,  the  coinmisskm  slull  file  w  ith  tlx  secretary  of  state  a  tiiul 
statement  of  the  numbers  and  tlx  boundaries  of  tlx  districts  togedter  vv  idi  a  map  of  die  districts  and  no  statement  slull  be  valid  unless 


.1 


approved  by  ;ii  least  seven  members. 

Alter  the  statement  is  tiled  senators  shall  he  elected  accenting  K>  such  districts  until  a  tv-apportionment  is  tirade  as  Ixiein  provided, 
escepi  iluti  it*  tile  statement  is  not  tiled  within  sis  months  of  the  link’  fixed  lor  the  appointment  ol'ilte  commission,  it  slull  stand 
discliarged  and  the  senate  slull  be  apportioned  by  a  commission  of  sis  members  appointed  from  tunong  the  judges  of  the  appellate 
conns  of  the  stile  of  Missouri  by  the  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  skill  sign  and  tile  its  .ipjxnlioum.nl  plan  ;c  id  map  with 
the  secretary  of  state  witltin  ninety  daysoftlte  date  of  tlx-  diseltantc  oftlte  apportkxmxnt  commission  Thereafter  senators  shall  be 
elected  according  u>  sueit  districus  until  a  reajiportionmem  is  made  as  lx-rein  pmvielcd.  | 

bach  member  of  tlx-  commission  skill  recess  e  as  compensation  lillcen  dollars  a  day  tor  each  day  tlx-  commission  is  in  -ess ion.  hut  not 
more  than  one  thousand  dolLirs.  and.  in  addition.  slull  Iv  rctnihuved  liir  his  actual  and  necessity  e\|xnses  itx-umxl  while  serving  as  a 
mcmlvr  of  tlx-  commission. 


No  reapponionment  shall  Iv  subject  to  tlx-  referendum. 


Section  l‘f 


(aj  Senator,  and  representatives  shall,  in  all  cases  except  treason.  felony.  oll'ciixes  under  this  Article,  or  breach  of  tlx-  peace,  lx-  privileged  from  attest  during 
tlx-  session  of  the  general  assembly’,  and  lor  the  fifteen  days  next  bclitre  tlx-  comnx-nceitx-nl  and  after  the  termination  of  each  session:  and  they  skill  not  Iv 
c|uestioixxl  liw  any  speech  nr  debate  in  eitlter  house  in  any  otlicrplace. 

(bj  I  egislaliyy  reeonls  skill  Iv  ptihlic  records  and  subject  to  generally  applicable  sitae  laws  governing  ptiltlic  access  to  public:  records,  inciiidine  the 
"Sunshine  I  aw."  I  egislalive  tycimls  include,  hut  are  not  limited  lit,  till  tvvunls.  in  whatever  liinti  or  tiiniiiil.  of  tlx-  otlicial  ads  of  llte  geneial  assembly,  of 
tlx-  ollicial  acts  of  legislative  committees,  of  tlx-  official  ticls  of  members  of  the  general  assembly-,  of  individual  lecislators.  their  employees  and  'tall,  pi  fix 
conduct  of  legislative  business  and  all  records  that  iuc  ea-alexl.  storesl  or  distiihiitexl  through  legislative  branch  lacililies,  ci]iiipmcni  or  iixx-hanisiib. 
including  clevinmic,  I  ach  mcmlvr  of  tlx-  eencnil  assemble  is  tlx-  custodian  of '  K-gislative  avoids  uiule'i  t|x- custody  J«kI  control  of  tlx-  mcmlvr,  .tlx-ir 
employ  ees  noil  stall  .  I  lie-  chief  e-leii  ol'ilte  house  or  the  scereltuy -.of  the  senate  tire  the-  eustrxlians  litr  till  ollx-r  legislative-  ivconls  a-laling  to  tlx-  house  iindthe 
senate,  ivspgclividy. 

jej  I  e-jisl.itiee  oiixccdings,  including  coininittev  proceedings,  sltnll  Iv  puhlie  ineetinys  subject  to  generally  apjtlicable  lave  governing  public  accessjp 
public  meetings,  including  the  "Sunshine  I  aw  "  <  Ijvn  public  meetings  of  legislative  proceedings  shall  Iv  subject  to  rocmvling  by  c-ili/eu-,  .ei  long  as  the 
pnvevdings  are  not  materially  disntpted 


Section  ’(He,). 


No  isilitis-.it  Inis  Inii.in-.'  aelivitie-s  or  ixilitical  fitndnii-sing  event  bv  am  member  of  or  enns!isl,ite  litr  tlx- gc'ixral  assembly,  including  bat  not  limited  to  the- 
'■ilieiuition  or  elcliveis  ot  contributions  surnoning  eir  opposing  nils  erexlklate.  initiative  jxlilioa  referendum  petition,  halloc  ine.L'tnv,  jMlitie.il  party  «x 
isilitical  committee,  sltall  occur  in  or  on  any  premises.  rmxvrtv  or  building  owixxl,  kviseel  or  controlled  by  tlx-  State  of  Mis-ouri  or  any  agency  or  division 
tlx-reol  Any  putposs-liil  v  iolation  of  this  section  shall  be  punishable  by  jinpttvmitxiit  tor  up  topncycaroi  it  line  of  up  to  one  ikMis-JXl  cV»l  l.irs  or  Kelt,  phi' 
an  amount  equal  to  three  limes  tlx-  illegal  contributions.  The  Missouri  l-llties  Commission  or  its  successor  agency  is  aulkei/cd  to  ottlixec  thjssection  a- 
unividedltvhvv. 


Scvtion  ’DJdJ. 


It  any  prviv isiein  of  sections  ’, \  ",  Id.  nr  2(Xc>  or  tlx-  application  thcivof  to  .inyonc  or  to  any  ciivtimslam c  is  held  invalid,  tlx-  renuindsT  nl  those- 
pipy  isions  atxl  tlx-  .ij.plie-.il ion  ofsitch  provisions  to  others  sirsMix-r  ciivuinslaixvs  skill  not  I v  atlevtexl  tlx-ivby . 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-009) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  would  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 


Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  a  process  involving  the  State  Auditor  and  the  Senate  majority  and  minority 
leaders.  Note  that  the  wording  is  unclear  on  this  process  because  the  only  State  Auditor 
list  mentioned  in  the  list  of  three  names.  Therefore,  if  each  the  minority  and  the  majority 
member  are  allowed  to  remove  one-third  of  the  list,  they  may  each  remove  one  person, 
leaving  only  one  choice  left,  so  no  random  lottery  would  be  necessary.  This 
demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following  the  filing  of 
the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize  partisan  fairness 
and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Officials  indicated  this  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office  as  follows.  There  is 
currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  chosen  to 
assume  the  role  of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 
However,  if  that  post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would 
be  an  estimated  $128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost 
for  other  staff  hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  any  additional  costs  can  be 
absorbed  within  current  appropriations. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 


the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 

Fiscal  Note  Summary 

State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 


l<g-QOg 


Jam  is  c:.  Kirkpatrick 

STATE  INFORMATION  CENTER 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kander 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Ei  i ctions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  i  4,  20 1 6 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


L  fcj  I.-—  ^ 

NOV  I  4  201o 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 

amendment  to  Article  III,  version  1  (2018-008) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  on  November  10,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332.  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  .1  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  S60.021,  KSMu,  t<»  the  contrary,  tor  a  term  of 
imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  |ni!  or  a  tine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative 
petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  lor  the  same 
election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  the  Honorable  jason  Hander.  Secretary  ol  State  for  the  stale  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters*  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  County  (or  city  of  St.  I.onis).  respectfully  order 

that  the  billowing  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  ol  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  fv"  day  of  November.  20111,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  1  have  personally  signed 

this  petition;  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis):  my  registered 

voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  .ire  correctly  written  alter  my  name. 

| Official  ballot  title) 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF 


I, _  _  being  luvt  duly  sworn,  say  (print  «>:  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

DATE 

SIGNED 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
(Number)  (Street).  (City.  Town,  or 
Village) 

ZIP 

CODE 

CONOR. 

DIST 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

t 

X 

s. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

q. 

to. 

signed  this  page  ot  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  Ins  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  believe  that  each  has  stated  his 
or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  am!  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  IIEKKHY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  IM-NAl.TY  OF  l»KR|IIKY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND 
CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  KEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUI  LIT  OF,  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  1H  years  of  age.  I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  tor  circulating  this  petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer 


( Name  of  paver) 


Signature  ot  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Street,  City,  State  ft  Zip  Code) 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this _ day  of _ ,  A.D.  201 _ . 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

Signature  of  Notary 


My  commission  expires 


Address  of  Notary  (Street,  City.  State  ft-  Zip  Code) 


NOTH' 'I:  You  ruv  advised  that  rite  proposed  constitiilional  amendment  may  change.  repeal.  or  modify  by  implication  or  nay  be  contented  by  some 
persons  to  dial  lee.  repeal  Sir  motlily  by  implication,  the  follow  ins;  Articles  and  Sections  of  tire  Constitution  of  Missouri:  Article  I,  Section  K  and  lire 
litllotdne  Sections  of  the  Missouri  Revised  Smttrles  Sections  105.450  litrotigh  1054%  and  Sections  1304)1 1  through  130.160.  lire  proposed  tunendment 
revise*  Article  III  ofllie Constitution  by  nmcndini;  Sections  2. 5, 7.  and  16  and  adopting  tlnee  new  sections  to  he  known  as  Article  III  Sections  5. 20(c).  and 
20(d).  i 


/ie  it  iVMihvil In  r/re/vo/r/i' <;/  ihcsMc nj  \ Ussnuri iltat  ilk ■  ( 'itialmilinn Ire ummfat 


Section  A.  Article  III  of  the  Constinrtion  is  revised  by  umcndiiu:  Sectiisrs  2.  5. 7. 16.  and  adopting  tlnee  new  sections  to  be  known  as  Article  III  Sections  3. 
20(c).  and  20(d)  to  read  a*  follow s: 


Section  2. 


Alter  the  ellecliv  edate  of  this  section,  no  person  servinu  as  a  mciulvr  ol'or  employed  hv  the  ( ictteral  Assembly  shall  act  or  serve  as  a  paid  lobby  is.  register 
a*  a  mid  loHtv  isi.  or  solicit  prospective  employers  or  clients  ro  rvpresenr  as  a  ptiitl  lobbyist  dttrint!  die  time  of  sticlt  service  until  the  expiration  of  one 
calendar  tear  alter  the  conclusion  ofllie  session  of  iltc  general  assembly  in  which  llte  member  or  employee  last  served  and  when;  such  service  was  atier  tile 
clleeiiv  c-date  of  this  section. 

l  a)  No  person  scry  inn  as  a  memlvr  ol  iv  employed  Iw  the  General  Assembly  shall  accerrr  directly  or  indirvulv  a  eili  of  am  r.incible  or  inianeilile  item, 
serv  ice,  or  thine  of  calm  from  anv  paid  ktbln  ist  or  ktbhvisl  principal  in  excess  of  five  dollars  per  occunvncc.  litis  Article  sltall  not  prevent  Cat  id  dales  tor 
live  ( icncral  Assemble,  mcludine  cantlidates  for  rccfectipn,  or  candiilates  for  ollices _witiiin.the_seiiate.or  Ionise  litnti  accepting  campaign  contrihinions 
consistent  with  this  Article  and  applicable  campaign  linancc  law.  Nothin"  in  this  section  shall  prevent  individuals  from  receivin'.1  eilk  thinilv  snppoil  or 
any  thine  of  value  from  those  related  to  llietii  uilhin  the  loiutli  deeav  In  Wood  or  marriage  Hie  dollar  limitations  of  this  secthtn  shall  lv  increased  or 
ilecisased  each  year  hv  the  nerccnracc  of  increase  or  decrease  Irrun  llte  cwl  of  tile  previous  calendar  year  of  tin-  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  imks 
as  published  by  the  I  ,S. Department  of  I  a!ss\  or  its  successor  agency  and  rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  amount. 

r.e) .  I  lie  ( ienerul  Assembly  shall  make  no  law  authorizing  imlimiled  campaign  conlrihulions  lo  ctutdidales  litr  tire  ( iener.il  Assembly,  nor  any  law  (liar 
circumvent*  tire  eornribttlion  limits conlained  in  ihis  Constiiuliou  In  ruklilHSi  lo  orls.Tcampaii’ii  coiunUitKsi  liinil.ilkMis  it  restrictions  jmiskled  lie  Its  law, 
dK-antounl  of  contributions  made  to  or  accented  bv  any  candidate  or  cartdklalc  commirtce  from  am  pctsoti  other  than  the  candidate  in  any  one  election  for 
thcCiencr.il  Assembly  sltall  not  exceed  the  follow  inn: 


1 1  llueloctaii  individual  lo  tire  office  of  state  senator,  two  thousand  live  liuraln.il  dollars:  and 

(2)  I  o  eleci  art  individual  lit  the  ollice  of  stale  orprescnlaliycy  two  Utpitsand  dollars. 

I  Ire  [contribution  limits just  islter  restrictions  ol  this  section  sltall  also  apply  lo  anv  person  c\|tlorine  a  cundiilacv  for  a  nuhlic  ollice  lislcd  in  this  subsection. 

I  or  purposes  of  this  snhsectKnt  "base  scar  amount"  dull  Iv  llte  contrilmtioit  limits  prescribed  in  this  section.  (omrihution  limits  set  forth  herein  sltall  Iv 
adjusted.  on  the  first  day  of  January  in  each  cven-numlvred  year  Itereafter  Ivy  multiplvine  the  Ixtsc  sear  amount  hv  llte  omnnlntive  consumer  price  index  and 
rounded  to  the  nearest  dollar  aniounl.  litr  all  vcarsallcr20I.S 

Id)  No  contribution  lo. I  candidate  lie  Icgistalive.office  sltall  lie  made  or  accused,  directly  iv  iiKlirectlv,  in  a  fictitious  name,  in  lire  name  of  another  person. 
or-  hv  or  tlmucli  .uasher  person  in  such  a  wanner  as  to.  or  with  lire  intent  to,  conceal  llte  identity  of  the  actual  source  ol  rhe  eonrrihulioit.  Iltere  sltall  Iv  a 
returnable  presumption dial  a  coniribulktn  lo  a  canditlale  litr  miblic  alike  is  iu.uk-  or  accented  with  iltc  inicnt  to  cireiniiv ent  llte  limnaiions  on  coiimlvitiort* 
imposed  in  this  section  when  a  contnhinion  is  received  from  a  committee  iv  organization  dull  is  primarily  funded  by  a  sintjle  person,  hxlividtt.il.  re olher 
svmmiticv  tint  las  already  reached  its  contribution  limit  under  any. law  rel.ninc  lo  cisilnbution  limilalions.  A  conimitlcv  teorcani/alimt  sltall  Iv  vkvtned  lo 
Iv  111111X11111  timJed  by  a  sinele  petsoiL  individual  or  olher  commirice  wlten  llte  conimiirev  nr  otgani/atkm  receives  more  llun  filly  percent  of  its.  annual 
tuivling  from  litr!  sinele  ivnavt  imlivklti.il.  or  othcrcnnimincc. 

rei  111  no  cireunisiancc  sltall  a  candidtte  Iv  found  lo  Icive  \  kilalcd  limits  on  accept. race  of  contrihukips  if  the , Missouri  1  Allis's  ('mimisskri,  it,  successor 
_ .  icy,  re  a  court  detentlines  lint  a  candidate  lets  taken  no  aclknt  to  iixlicalc  acceptance  of  or  ncrnucscvncc  lo  the  making  of  an  c\|vnilimic  dtat.is  tlcvmc.l 
a  cruttrilvitkvi  pursuant  to  litis  scctkvt. 

It)  No  candklarc  .lull  accent  ctyttrilyrripris  from  anv  federal  |e>litical  actkei  committee  unless  llte  ctvnmillce  has  lik'd  die  sutv  lin.mci.il  disclosure  Bprets 
licit  would  Iv  rev|tliredtifa  Missouri  political  acton  committee 

Section  ■ 

(in  there  i'  licrehv  esctlilished  die  pnst  opnomxirtisan  state  rkne-japlKT,"  11k*  tKemrelisan  stile dcmopnplicr  dull  aer|tnrc  appo  innate  inliyinalmn  to 
dccokm  rroeedures  in  nepaalkei  lie  drawing  ly-’i-!aiive  redistrictine  mans  ret  die  Ixtsis  of  each  federal  versus  lie  preset  ttrtfkei  ro  the  house  apponk  violent 
commissi, vi  and  die  senatorial  appomonmeiil  cienntisskvi. 

ib)  I  Ik-  nomjXBtisan  stdedemoarapher  slctll  Iv  appointed  Iw  llte  fiovcnxe  Utnvruh  a  nvril  hasetl  reives,  llte  non-ixatkui  state  domncraplK.T  shall  serve 
a  term  ol  live  vc-trsand  inav  be  reappointed  .To  I v  eligible  lie  llv  niei-paitisaii  .cite  dentoyupher  position  an  individuil  sltall  iv<  have  served  in  a  |\alism, 
elected  posiiMvi  lie  tivrr  years  |eior  to  the  appremnvttt.  Hv  tvvt-nanis.-iii  stale  (k-nvtty.rplter  shall  Iv  iNsiptalilkd  front  holding  ollice  as  a  member  ol  llte 
general,  assembly  lie  four  vc-.us  liillowine  die  dale  of  the  presemadnn  of  bis  re  lyr  most  recent  katislrgivv  rexlistrictim;  man  to  the  house'  nprvinkvtmenr 
comitiisskm  iethc  scnalorial  rmixetkviiiviil  commKsfcm. 

Ic)  live  is  vise  rtf  tcjeesentalives  stall  ctvisist  of  one  hrmdrerl  sixty-llnve  ntenilvrs  ckvtrxl  at  each  eerwial  ekvtkvr  anti  apprvtirvwl  fill  die  lollowini: 
manner  I  as  rew  irkxl  in  this  section 

rl.i  Wnhai  ten  dav.  allcT  die  pupulatkm  ol  dti.  state  is.  afortcd.lo  die  l*resk)ent  lie  each  rkvetviial  census  of  the  l  niterl  Suites  or,  in  the 
event  tint  a  tc-.incxetionment  Ins  hcen  invalirl.iktl  hv  a  ovirt  of cteitnetcta  ittrisdictkvu  within  ten  diys  alter  stKh.a  niling  has.  been 
made,  the  mnvnartisan  slate  ilcmogarher  .lull  .begin  the  nvnartnket  of  leeishlivv  district ir^y  plans  anil  nerps  using  lire  liilkwving 
metis  sk  listerl  in  teder  of  priority: 

(a)  Districts  shall  Iv  established  rvi  the  kisisoflolal  pnpulatktn.  I  egislalive  distrkts  sltall  each  luxe  a  total  poptllalkei  as  netnlv 
cv|tnl  as  practicable  lo  ihe.idc-.il  p  rpnlaiktn  Ire  such  districts,  detennincrl  bv  dividing  the  tmnihcr  ol  rlkricts  lo  he  established 
into  the  total  populaiket  ofthc  srate  repirted  in  dfc’  Icdetul  tkvetmial  census 

(b)  Districts  shall  lie  estahlislied  in  a  manner  so  ns  lo  comply  with  all  requirements  of  llte  I  billed  Stales 
Constitution  ami  applicable  federal  laws,  including,  bin  not  limited  lo,  llte  Volinc  K mills  Act  of  1665  (a. 
amended).  Notwithstanding  anv  other  provision  of  litis  Article,  districts  shall  nor  he  drawn  with  the  intent 
or  result  of  dens  inn  or  abridging  the  equal  opportunity  of  racial  or  Irineitaire  minorities  lo  participate  in  llte 
political  process  or  diininishine  their  ability  to  elect  representativ  es  of  their  choice,  whether  by  themselves 

or  bv  volinc  in  concert  w  ith  oilier  persons. 

I  Murids  shall  he  estahlislied  in  a  manner  which  maximi/es  ptnivin  fairness  anti  contpetiliveoess  Uvaling  siniilariy-sinuilevl 
parlies  cxmilahb'  so  that  each  receives  tlvyante  Ihtction  ol' legislative  seals  litr  a  particular  vote  percentage  a'  the  other  patty 


i 


yvould  reverie  if  it  IkhI  imviwad  ilv  srane  percentage.  ol'tlie  vote.  '11k*  non-nratkin  state  dcmogmplvr  stall  draw  djstriclsjut 
meet  as  closely  as  possible  llic  tots  torp.inis.in  fairness  atnl  coinpvlilivcivss. 

t  o  licit  end,  the  iMHt-panivm  stale  dcmnvniplvr  sliall  calculate  a  district  parixpanistin  perloniuncc  index  tor  each  dislrict 
hv  determining  ilv  tuunher  of  votes  cast  tiir  the  two  tup  vole-  rcttinc  panics  in  cacti  ilistricl  and  then  calculating  tile 
percentage  of  tlmsc  votes  mm  hv  each  of  the  two  penes  casting  the  highest  vole  tl<r  coventor  at  the  last  time  pieccdinc 
gubernatorial  elections.  tiir  United  States  Senate  at  the  Lot  three  nreccdinu  I  Iniled  Suites  Senate  elections,  and  tie  ■’resident 
of  the  I  iniled  States  at  the  last  tluve  nrevedinc  l*resklctilul  eleclioiis  I  he  partv  pinisan  pcrtimnaivc  index  tin- each  district 
will  tltcn  he  avenieevt  to  ensue  a  statewide  clcxlnnil  perfon  nance  index  I  sine  tile  resultant  statewide  electoral  ivrton  naive 
index,  the  non-partisan  stale  detnooranliet  slull  test  Ilv  pl.ut,  siiniilaline  tut  evenly  split  statewide  election  by  nonnali/me 
district  rmnx  p.ulixm  pertonnance  indices  In  the  amount  In  which  the  slalcwhlc  electoral  petlimnatwe  index  varies  from 
fitly  percent.  Ill  a  hvtxMlivaie.il  evenly  divided  statewide. election  iukIct llie  proposed  plan,  tlie  leeislalive  seals  should  he 
disuihutevl  evenly  between  parties. 

Ilv  non  -pan  is.  in  stile  dcmogrnplvr  sliall  promote  competitiveness  In  ensmine  Ilv  ntm  is  drawn  so  as  to  lv  e.taiLIv 
a-s|vnsive  to  surges  in  tly  clcctor.ite  lavotine  cither  txutv .  I  o  lest  this,  ilv  nonn.irtis.ut  state  dcinocraplwr shall  aeain  use  tite 
nomialpcd  district-level  tvsulls  within  tlv  ntorxiscd  nl.ui  to  siimilate  seixr.ite  elections  in  which  ilv  hvpotitvik-.il  stttevvide 
vote  varies  limn  lifts  [vrevnl  hv  otv  peivvm.  two  tvreent.  three  pciecnl.  Iota'  txieenl  and  live  peiecni  in  thvor.ot  e.ieti  partv, 
IhcnumlvrofaikliiHMulscntsvvklcdhv  thcsimtdatkMt  ti  train  ivtrtv  litrtun  tunotiH  it  peribnns  over  fifty  percent  should 
lv  matched  by  the  number  of  vats  c.iiivd  hv  tlv  otlKTpanvvvIvnit  pcrtoniK  tlv  same  amount  pvof  liitv  ivreent 

tel  Sithieei  to  the  retniireitients  of  subdivisions  UXiO.nnd  1 1  Uhl,  districts  sliall  lv  comp  wed  ol'cnnlieitHLs  temtorv 
Areas  which  meet  only  at  die  points of  adjoining  convrs  are  not  cmnigtKMts 

Idl  lo  tlv  extent  toneistctu  with  siridivisxis  tlttai  1 1  Met  of  this  subsection,  elistriet  howdarics  sliall  coiivktc  with  the 
boundaries  of  poliligtl.  snfxlivisiotn  of  tlv  state  J  lv  number  of  counties  ;ukI  cities  div  kled  amotie  more  tlcm  one  dbgrict 
shill  lv  as  small  as  jxwsible.  When  there  is  a  choice  K-tween  dividing  local  political  suhtfivianns.  the  ntote  ivpa'.uts 
siixlivisions  <thaj|  lv  divided  before  tlv  h-ss  pppyktus,  hit  this  ptvlcrvncc  shall  tuM  apply  to  a  legislative  iltstnet  lxv.ind.trx 
tlr.iwn  alone  a  cotintv  line  which  tosses  lluoneh  a  city  that  lies  in  mote  tlcm  one  county 

(e)  I’refcreive  slull  lv  licit  districts  are  compact  in  turn.  Nil  tlv  st.uvluvls  established  hv  snMivision>  <  I  nai  1 1  »di  of  this 
subsection  lake  precedence  over  compactness  where  a  cootlict  arises  between  compactness  and  tlvse  standrads.  In  general, 
eontpvt  districts  arc tlmsc  which  :uv  xpcire,  rexl.ingnLir.  or  hcxaentul  in  slimy  to  the  extent pgnniUvd.  In  nattial  •  y  !>>l itis.ll 
boundaries. 

(2t.  W  ithin  sixty  days  aller  the  population  of  this  state  isivpoiledlo  tire  l*resk!enl  ley  eaclt  decennial  ecnsusol'llv  I  niled  States  |ttnd|or,  in 

tlv  even  th.it  a  reuppoftxmtrvnl  lias  been  invalidalcxl  In  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  within  sixty  days  latter  notification  by  tlv 
governor]  tlut  sndia  niling  has  been  made.  UvcongresskMul  district  committee  of 'each  of  the  two  pities  easting  the  highest  vote  lie 
gviveTiKy  at  the  last  prccevling  election  slull  meet  raid  the  members  of  tlv  committee  dull  nominate.  In  a  majority  vote  of  the 
nvmlrcni  ol'lltc  committee  present.  pen  kled  licit  a  majority  of  tlv  elected  members  is  present.  two  members  ot  dvr  party,  residents  in 
lieu  district  as  nominees  lie  reappmrionment  cummisskMvrx.  Neitlvr  party  slull  select  mire  tlcut  one  nominee  from  tiny  one  stale 
legislative  district.  Ilv  ameiesskmal  committees  sliall  c.ieli  submit  lo  tlv  governor  their  list  ofclectcvl  nominees  W  ithin  thirty  day  s  tlv 
gov  emir  shall  appiinl  a  commission  consisting  ol'one  name  from  etvlt  list  to  ivappytion  the  state  into  one  hundred  anil  sixty -three 
teptescntalive  districts  and  to  establish  the  numbers  ttnri  boundaries  of  stid  districts. 

If  any  of  tlv  eimgtesvxkMi.il  committees  liiils  to  snhmii  a  list  within  such  time  the  gmcnior  slull  appoint  a  member  ot  his  own  choice 
lh>m  that  district  tutd  fnttn  die  political  puly  of  tlv  cmnmillcv  failing  to  make  tlv  appointment. 

Memlvts  of  ilv  commission  slull  lv  dist|tulilied  In  mi  holding  olliee  as  members  of  the  general  assembly  lor  lour  seats  lirllow  ing  tire 
date  of  tlv  tiling  by  tlv  ciMtrmission  of  its  filial  statement  ofappirtionment. 

lor  the  puqxises  of  this  Article,  the  tenn  congressional  district  cximmillee  or  congressional  district  refen.  to  the  congressional  distirel 
committee  or  the  vongiexsioicil  distiict  liom  which  a  congivsvinan  was  last  elected,  or.  in  the  event  memlvts  ol  congress  fnvtn  this 
stale  have  Iwn  elected  at  Ltrge.  tlv  tenn  congressional  district  cirmmittee  refers  to  tlmsc  pisons  who  Last  served  as  tlv  congressional 
district  committee  liir  tlmsc  districts  tiom  which  ciMlgressiivn  were  last  elevled.  .uxl  the  tenn  eongressiotul  district  refers  to  those 
districts  liom  which  eongtessmetr  were  last  elvxtod.  Any  action  putsicuu  to  this  section  by  the  congressional  district  committee  slull 
take  place  only  at  duly  called  meetings,  slull  lv  recorded  in  their  oflicial  minutes  and  only  memlvts  present  in  jvison  shall  lv 
(Vrmilledtovole. 

(.1)  W  ithinsix  months  aller  tlv  tmtnilafion  of  this  stale  is  ivpirtei]  to  the  l*resitleiil  lor  ctvli  vloeeitnial  census  ot  tlv  I  niial  Suites  or,  in  the 
event  tlttil  a  iv-.intxmionttienl  has  Ivvn  invalidated  by  a  court  ol  compuenl Jurixliciioii,  w  ithin  six  iiumhIis  alier  such  a  trilNtg  lets  Kx-n 
made,  the  iion-pitism  state  demographer  slull  make  public  and  tile  with  die  secretary  of  state  and  with  Ilv  house  apportionment 
eommissiiMi  a  tentative  plan  pfappirtionmeiit  and  map  of  the  proposed  districts,  a>  well  as  all  tkinoerapliie  atul  piiltsm  data  used  in 
the  ovation  of  the  plan  and  mop, 

I  lie  commissiotvrx  so  selected  slull.  |on  the  lillcvuth  day.  exelnding  Stiiulays  and  iHilidays.  alter  all  memlvts  have  been  selected] 
within  ten  tlavs  ol’reeeivine  ilv  tenutive  plan  of  appirtionnicnt  and  map  of  tile  pni|xiscxl  districts,  meet  in  the  eapitol  huikling  tutd 
pnvcevl  lo  oigani/e  hv  electing  from  their  number  a  ehaitintui,  vice  cluinniui  and  sccretaix|and|.  lire  commission  shall  adopt  an 
agcixti  establishing  at  least  three  lic.uiug  dates  on  which  honings  open  lo  tlv  public  shall  lv  held  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  Irom 
iiljerestui  |vtsons.  A  copy  of  tlv  agenda  shall  lv  tiled  with  the  eletk  of  tlv  house  of  representatives  within  twenty-lbur  Iwurs  titter  its 
adoption,  lixeeutive  meetings  may  lv  sd  vduled  tutd  Ivld  as  otlcn  as  tlv  commission  deems  ;xiv  isahle. 

Ilv  commission  may  make  changes  lo  ilv  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  met  map  of  tlv  ptopwevl  disiriels  ieeeive.1  tiom  the  iiojl- 
[Xinisin  state  deinoer.tplvr  prov  ided  licit  sivli  eleuiees  are  consistent  with  this  section  mid  approved  In  a  vote  ol  ;tt  least  seven-tenths 
ol  tlv  commissioner..  If  no  clunges  me  made  or  approved  as  pnrv  idevl  liy  in  this  Mthswfion.  the  tetiuaiye  plan  ofapportkHintcnt  and 
ntapol'pnijxised  disrricts  slull  Iveonte  liml.  Not  l.itiT  tlcm  two  months  of  receiving  the  tentative  plan  ot  apportionment  at!.l  man  ol 
Ilv  pnyxiscxl  districts,  the  commission  slull  tile  with  tlv  seeretarv  of  state  a  Qnal  statement  of  ilv  tmnilvrx  atul  the  lxmn,i.iries  flftjv 
districts  toeellvr  w  jilt  a  nup  of  the  districts. 

|  llvutnimisskMt  slull  reapfxirtion  Ihereprescntalivci  by  drilling  tire  population  of  tlv  stale  by  tlv  raunberotv  hundred  sixty  -three 
raid  slull  establish  each  district  so  that  tlv  population  of  tlut  district  slull.  as  nearly  as  pxKsible.  vxpul  that  ligure. 

Each  district  slull  lv  composed  of  contiguous  teiritory  as  oMitpact  as  may  be. 

Not  Liter  dun  lire  moudis  aller  the  appointmeiil  oftlvaMiimisskMt  tlv  commission  slull  receive  the  tentative  planv»t  ajsx'in.'iimeni 
raid  nup  of  Ilv  priyxi-cvl  districts  entered  in  subscctkMt  -I  ol' litis  section  atul  during  ilv  ensuing  filicvn  ifivs  .slull  'net.!  Midi  public 
Itcarings  as  may  lv  ncxevsrax  to  Ivar  otijvvtkxis  iy  testimony  of  interested  pcrmis. 


Not  later  than  six  months  alter  the  appointment  of  the  commission,  the  commission  shall  lile  with  the  secretary  of  state  a  final 
'tatement  ofthe  numbers  and  the  hTundaries  ofthe  districts  togetlwr  with  a  map  of  the  districts.  and  no  statement  shall  be  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven-tenths  ol'tlie  members 

Alter  the  statement  is  tiled  members  of  the  house  ofrepresenlaiives  shall  lx-  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reappotiionment 
is  uutde  as  herein  provided,  except  that  if  die  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  ol'tlie  time  fixed  for  tlx  ajipointment  ol'tlie 
commission,  it  shall  stand  discharged  and  the  lietise  of  representatives  shall  be  apportioned  by  a  eommission  of  six  members  appointed 
I'nmi  among  Ihe  judges  of  the  tippellate  cottas  ol'tlie  stale  of  Missouri  by  the  slate  supreme  court  a  majority  of  whom  sltall  sign  and 
lile  its  apportionment  phut  and  map  with  ilic  secretary  of  state  within  ninety  days  oflhc  date  of  the  disdiarge  of  the  apportionment 
commission.  I  liereaftcr  member;  ol'tlie  house  of  represent, Hives  sltall  Iv  electcxl  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponionnient  is 
made  as  herein  presided. | 


U-CCg 


I  aeh  memlvr  ol'tlie  commission  sliali  receiv  e  as  compensation  lilteen  dollars  a  day  for  each  day  the  commission  Ls  in  session  Inn  inn 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars,  and.  in  addition,  shall  Iv  reimlntrscvl  for  his  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  while  serv  ing  as  a 
member  of  I  he  commission. 


\i  i  tcapportionnvnt  shall  Iv  subject  to  the  referendum 


Section 

(aj  I  lie  Senalc  stall  consist  oflhirty-four  memlvis  electcxl  by  llic  qualified  voter-  of  the  senatorial  livsncctivel  districts  lorn  lain  of  four  years,  [for  the 
election  of  senators,  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  convenient  districts  of  contiguous  territory,  as  compact  and  nearly  equal  in 
population  as  may  be.]  Senatorial  districts  shall  Iv  apportioned  as  provided  litr  in  Article  III.  Section  7. 


Section  7, 

1 1)  Within  ten  days  alter  tlv  ixxvnlation  of  this  state  is  reported,  to  the  1’ivsidciil  lin  cxtclt  decennial  census  of  tlte  I  ‘nilcd  States  or.  in  the 
event  licit  a  ivapixinionnicnt  lees  Ixxn  invalidiicd  by  a  court  of  com|vtcnl  jurisdiction,  w ithin  ten  davs  alter  such  a  ruling  lias  Ivctt 
tickle,  tlv  uon-ixulisan  state  dcmovT.inlvr  authorized  ill  Article  III  Section slcill  begin  the  prvpuulion  ol '.senatorial ..districting  pl:uis 
anil  maps  using  the  same  methods  and  criteria  as  llto-c  required  bv  Article  III,  Section  3  litr  the  establishment  ofdistricts  fertile  House 
of  Representative-.. 

(.7)  Within  sixty  <lays  alter  tlte  population  of  tills  state  is  reported  to  the  I ’resident  for  each  decennial  census  of  tlv  United  States.  |and|  or 
within  sixty  days  alter  (notification  by  the  governor  that  |  a  reapportiounviit  lias  been  invalidated  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
tlv  suite  committev  of  each  of  tlv  two  political  parties  casting  tlv  highest  vote  lor  governor  at  the  last  preceding  election  shall,  at  a 
committee  meeting  duly  called  select  by  a  vote  of  the  individual  committee  mcmlvix  and  thereafter  submit  to  the  governor  a  list  of 
ten  persons.  and  within  thirty  days  llvreafler  tlv  govvnxtr  shall  appoint  a  commission  often  members,  five  fretu  each  list,  to 
reapportion  tlv  thirty  -four  senatorial  districts  ;uk1  to  establish  the  iitunlvrs  anvl  boundaries  of  said  districts 

It  citlvr  oftlv  party  commiltces  tails  to  submit  a  list  within  such  time  tlv  governor  sltall  appoint  live  nvmhets  of  his  own  drove  Iri'in 
tlv  party  of  tlv  committee  so  failing  to  act. 

Members  of  tlv  commission  stall  Iv  disqualified  than  holding  ollicc  ;ts  memlvis  oflhc  general  assembly  li'r  fottry  cars  following  the 
vlate  of  tlv  tiling  by  the  commission  of  its  final  statement  of  apportionment. 

i  }j  \\  iihin  six  months  alter  the  population  of  this  suite  is  reported  to  the  I’ivsidcnl  lor  each  dccvtwinl  eenstis  ol'tlie  I  'lined  Suites  or  in  the 
event  ili.il  a  re-apportionment  lets  Iven  invalidated  In.acouM.nfcompclcnljuri-diclion,  within  six  months  alter  such  a  mling  has  been 
made,  tlv  non-pnnivin  slate  demoeranlter  sltall  .lilt*  with  tlv  sccretirv  of  stale  and  with  the  senatorial  apportionment  eommission  a 
tentative  plan  ofapportionmew  and  map  of  tlv  prenosod  districts. 

Ihe  commissioners  so  selected  sltall  |on  the  lillccnth  day.  excluding  Sundays  and  holidays,  alter  all  memlvis  have  been  selected! 
vv  iihin  ten  davs  of  reccivinv.  Ihe  lentalive  nlnn  of  anivilionnieiil  ami  map  of  ihe  pn>|viscxl  districts  ax|tiiivil  Iw  stthsection  (dl  of  this 
section,  meet  in  the  capilol  building  and  proceed  to  organize  by  electing  freiil  tlvir  ntimlvr  a  chaitman,  vice  cltainnan  ami  sectvlaiy 
|aud|.  Ihe  commission  shall  adopt  an  agenda  esutlilisliing  at  least  tlitee  Ivtuing  dates  on  which  heatings  o|vn  to  the  public  shall  Iv 
Ivld  to  hear  objections  or  testimony  liom  intereslcxl  ivtsons.  A  copy  of  the  ageml.i  sltall  Iv  filed  vv  itlt  the  secrelaiy  ot  tlv  senate  vv  iihin 
twenty  -tour  hours  afier  its  adoption.  Ilxocutivc  meetings  may  Iv  scheduled  ami  held  as  ollcn  :ls  the  commission  deems  advisable.  The 
commission  mav  make  chanties  to  the  tentative  plan  of  apportionment  and  map  ofthe  proposed  districts  received  Ihnn  the  mm- 
ixtrtisui  state  dcnmta-.iplvr  previdevl  that  such  dilutees  are  consistent  with  this  Section  ami  the  mclluxls  ;ukI  criteria  reutiired  bv 
Section  a  of  this  Article  for  the  estahlishmenl  of  districts  fix' tlv  House  of Representatives  aixl  approved  In  a  vote  ot  at  least  sev  en- 
tenllis  ol'tlie  eotiiniiv-ioiieis.  If  mi  changes  are  mailcor  approved  as  prov  idevl  tor  in  this  subsection,  tlv  tentative  plan  of  apportionment 
•oid  inapofprepviscxl  districts  shall  Ixvouie  liiul  Not  later  tltin  two  monllis  afier  reeviving  tlv  tentative  plan  ofaptXHjitinnvnLand 
map  ofthe  promised  districts,  the  commission  sltall  file  with  the  secretary  of  slate  a  final  statement  of  tlv  numbers  aixl  tlv  Ixinixlaries 
•  if  the  districts  toeellvr  with  a  man  of  tlv  districts. 

|  llte  commission  stall  reapportion  the  senatorial  districts  by  dividing  tlv  population  ol  llv  state  by  the  number  thirty -tour  and  sltall 
establish  each  district  so  ttat  tlv  population  oftltal  district  sluill.  as  tx-.trly  ;is  possible.  a|itil  llut  figure:  mi  county  lines  sltall  Iv  crossed 
except  when  necessary  to  add  snRieient  population  to  a  nnilli-district  county  or  city  to  complete  only  one  district  which  lies  partly 
vv  ithiii  such  multi-district  county  or  city  sti  us  to  Iv  us  nearly  equal  us  pr.vticulile  in  population.  Any  comity  with  a  population  in  excess 
oftlv  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  tlv  population  of  tlv  stile  by  tlv  number  thirty-four  is  hereby  declared  to  Iv  a  multi-district 
county. 

Not  later  than  five  months  after  tlv  appointment  oftlv  commission  tlv  commission  shall  file  w  itlt  tlv  secretary  of  stale  a  tentative  plat 
of  apportionment  and  map  oftlv  proposed  districts  ami  during  tlv  ensuing  lilteen  days  sltall  hold  such  public  hearings  as  may  Iv 
necessity  to  bear  object  ions  or  testimony of  interested  persons. 

Not  later  than  six  months  alter  tlv  appointment  ol'tlie  commission,  the  commission  shall  file  with  tlv  scvreuuy  ol  state  a  final 
statement  oftlv  numbers  and  tlte  boundaries  ofthe  districts  together  with  a  map  oftlv  districts,  and  no  statement  shall  Iv  valid  unless 
approved  by  at  least  seven  members. 

Alter  the  statement  is  filed  senators  shall  Iv  elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponionnient  is  made  as  herein  provided, 
except  that  if  the  statement  is  not  filed  within  six  months  oftlv  lime  fixed  litr  llte  appointment  ofthe  commission,  it  shall  stand 
disci  tat  ged  and  the  senate  stall  Iv  apportioned  by  a  eommission  of  six  memlvis  appointed  front  among  the  judges  ofthe  appellate 
courts  ofthe  slate  of  Missouri  by  tlte  state  supreme  court,  a  majority  of  whom  shall  sign  and  lile  its  apportionment  plan  and  map  with 
tlv  secretary  of  stale  within  ninety  days  ofthe  dale  ol'tlie  discharge  ofthe  apportionment  eommission.  Ilterenlier  senators  shall  Iv 
elected  according  to  such  districts  until  a  reapponionnient  is  made  as  herein  provided.  | 


latch  member  of  llv  commission  skill  receive  as  cottipcastliun  fifteen  dollars a day  breach  day  llv  commission  is  in  session.  Inn  I’ax 
more  llun  oik  dtousand  dollars.  ;unl.  in  addition  skill  be  reiinlnnv.nl  lor  his  actual  tuid  necessary  expenses  itwutted  ssltile  vtx  ilia  ns  .t 
metnlvr  ol'tlie  commission. 

No  rcappoftionmcnl  si  nil  iv  subject  to  die  referendum. 

Section  l*>. 

till  Senators  and  representatives  slnll.  in  nil  cases  except  treason  felony.  ollcnses  mxlertliis  Article,  or  breach  ol'tlie  peace,  be  pm  ileeed  limn  .titest  during 
the  session  ol'tlie  general  assembly.  ;ukI  lor  the  fifteen  dans  next  l'cliire  the  commencement  and  after  the  teimination  ol'caclt  session;  and  then  'lull  not  Iv 
questioned  lor  any  speech  or  debate  in  either  house  in  any  other  place. 

(lit  I eeislatine  reconls  slnll  Iv  public  ivcotds  tuitl  subject  to  generally  applicable  stale  lanss  governing  public  access  to  public  tvconl\  ineliidiiie  the 
"Sunshine  I  am"  I  ecislaline  revords  itvludc,  hut  are  not  limited  to,  all  records,  m  nnhatener  limn  or  limnat.  of  dv  ullici.il  acis  ol'tlie  gencttil  assembly, pi 
llv  ollicial  .acts  ol'leeislatine  committees,  oflhe  official  acts  of  members  ol'tlie  uenentl  ressetnhly,  of  individual  legislators  their  emplonees  anti  stall!  ol'tlie 
conduct  of  leeislatlne  business  and  all  records  that  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  tluough  legislative  branch  litcilitv'.  equipment  or  mechanisms, 
KX'InJing  eleetnmic.  lynch  member  of  llv  general  assembly  is  the  cusuxll.ui  of  legislating  tveords  tinder  tlte  cnstixb  aixl  eottln»l  of  the  iiviuKt,  ilvii 
ctnploscesaiKl  stall.  Ilicchicfelctl.  ol’tlie  Ixmse  or  llrereerelam  of  the  senate  are  die  ci  Mixtions  lix  all  other  Iccislalivc  tvosxls  relatin'.'  totltelxm-e  and  die 
senate.  respetliveh . 

let  I  o-'istatine  mveedines.  iixlmline  committee  pnvccdiiras.  slull  Iv  public  meetings  subject  to  cctvnilK  amlicable  bn  governing  txil'lic  access  to 
is  tin  lie  mcelinus.  iivlnlinc  tile  "Stinsltii  te  I  an t  tpen  public  nvetines  of  legislaticv  jxivsvdines  dull  Iv  suljeet  to  nvonling  by  citiAit',  -k'  lone  os  tic 
txnveedines  me  not  materially  disninted. 


Section  20(c). 


No  political  fundntisinc  activities  of  political  ftmdmising  eveia  by  any  member  of  or  oindidatejbt  the  general  assembly,  including  Ixtt  not  limited  to  the 
solicitation  or  delivery  of  contributions.  snpportinn  or  oftposing  any  caixlklntc,  initialise  |Viiiiore  relerendiuit  petition.  Ixtllot  measure,  politie.il  ixtrn  o 
[xilitical  committee,  shall  occur  in  or  on  am  premises,  property  or  building  owned,  leased  nr  cpintnllcd  bv  the  State  of  Missouri  or  any  agency  or  division 
thereof  Any.ptttposclitl  violation  of  litis  section  'lull  Iv  punishable  hv  imprix  xiineiil  lixtiptooneyearora  line  of  up  IQ  Pile  thousand  dollar.  <xlx»ih  plus 
■et  .utuxutt  equal  to  three  tinvs  the  illcv-.il  euturihtnkxis  I  lie  MisHXiri  l  .tliics  t  onimissxm  or  its  si  veesMir  agency  Ik  uir.IkkiAs!  to  intone  this  ..uion  .1 
provided  be  bn. 

Section  2Udt 

If  any  provision  of  sections  2.  a.  5.  7.  10.  w  2t>c>  or  the  application  dvreof  In  anyone  IX  to  any  circunwancc  is  lv!d  invalid.  llv  retixiitUer  ol  1K"C 
txmi.uxts  aixl  the  aixilisalitm  ol'sneh  prov  isions  to  istlvrs  nr  other  circumstances  slull  txx  Iv  atUxlcddvrehs. 
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MISSOURI  STATE  AUDITOR'S  OFFICE 
FISCAE  NOTE  (18-008) 


Subject 

Initiative  petition  from  Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional 
amendment  to  Article  III.  (Received  November  14,  2016) 


Date 


December  5,  2016 

Description 

This  proposal  would  amend  Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution. 

The  amendment  is  to  be  voted  on  in  November  2018. 

Public  comments  and  other  input 

The  State  Auditor's  office  requested  input  from  the  Attorney  General's  office,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Economic  Development,  the 
Department  of  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  the  Department  of  Higher 
Education,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services,  the  Department  of 
Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional  Registration,  the  Department  of 
Mental  Health,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  the  Department  of 
Corrections,  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations,  the  Department  of 
Revenue,  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  the  Department  of  Social  Services,  the 
Governor's  office,  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives,  the  Department  of 
Conservation,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Office  of  Administration,  the 
Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator,  the  Missouri  Senate,  the  Secretary  of  State's 
office,  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender,  the  State  Treasurer's  office,  Adair 
County,  Boone  County,  Callaway  County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County, 
Greene  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County,  St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis 
County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  the  City  of  Columbia,  the  City 
of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kansas  City,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the 
City  of  Mexico,  the  City  of  Raymore,  the  City  of  St.  Joseph,  the  City  of  St.  Louis,  the 
City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville,  the  City  of  West  Plains, 
Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School  District,  State  Technical 
College  of  Missouri,  Metropolitan  Community  College,  University  of  Missouri,  St. 
Louis  Community  College,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission,  and  the  State  Auditor's 
office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  information  as  a  proponent  of  the  proposal  to  the 
State  Auditor's  office. 


Assumptions 


Officials  from  the  Attorney  General's  office  indicated  they  assume  that  any  potential 
costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Economic  Development  indicated  there  is  no  impact 
to  their  department  for  this  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Higher  Education  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
would  not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Senior  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact 
on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Insurance,  Financial  Institutions  and  Professional 
Registration  indicated  this  petition,  if  passed,  will  have  no  cost  or  savings  to  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  indicated  this  proposal  creates  no 
direct  obligations  or  requirements  to  their  department  that  would  result  in  a  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  indicated  they  would  not 
anticipate  a  direct  fiscal  impact  from  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Corrections  indicated  no  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Labor  and  Industrial  Relations  indicated  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Revenue  indicated  this  initiative  petition  has  no  fiscal 
impact  on  their  department. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Public  Safety  indicated  they  see  no  fiscal  impact  due 
to  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Social  Services  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  their 
department. 

Officials  from  the  Governor's  office  indicated  the  Governor  is  responsible  for  appointing 
a  non-partisan  State  Demographer;  however,  there  should  be  no  added  costs  or  savings 
to  their  office. 


Officials  from  the  Missouri  House  of  Representatives  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  to  that 
institution. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Conservation  indicated  that  no  adverse  fiscal  impact 
to  their  department  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  this  proposal. 

Officials  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  Administration  indicated  this  initiative  petition  revises 
Article  III  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  amending  Sections  2,  5,  7,  and  19  and  enacting 
three  new  sections. 

Legislators  and  their  employees  are  prohibited  from  lobbying  for  at  least  one  year  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  session  during  which  they  vacate  office,  and  from  acting  as  paid 
consultants  while  in  office.  Legislators  and  their  staff  are  prohibited  from  accepting  a 
gift  in  excess  of  five  dollars,  per  occurrence. 

The  initiative  creates  the  post  of  “non-partisan  State  Demographer”  to  oversee  the 
redistricting  process  for  the  state  House  and  Senate  districts.  The  demographer  is  to  be 
selected  by  the  Governor  through  a  merit-based  system  and  shall  serve  a  term  of  five 
years.  This  demographer  will  be  unable  to  hold  elected  office  for  four  years  following 
the  filing  of  the  new  legislative  districts.  The  redistricting  process  shall  maximize 
partisan  fairness  and  competitiveness. 

It  mandates  that  legislative  records  which  are  created,  stored  or  distributed  through 
legislative  branch  facilities,  equipment  or  mechanisms  shall  be  public.  It  allows 
explicitly  identifies  legislative  proceedings  as  open  meetings  and  authorizes  recording  of 
such  proceedings  by  citizens. 

Political  fundraising  activities  and  events  may  not  be  held  in  any  location  owned  by,  or 
under  the  control  of,  the  State  of  Missouri. 

Campaign  contributions  for  state  senators  are  limited  to  $2,500  and  representatives  are 
limited  to  $2,000,  with  CPI  adjustments  made  in  even-numbered  years.  Also, 
contributions  from  federal  political  action  committees  are  prohibited  unless  the 
committee  has  filed  the  same  financial  disclosure  reports  that  would  be  required  of  a 
Missouri  political  action  committee. 

Officials  indicated  this  proposal  could  have  an  impact  on  their  office  as  follows.  There  is 
currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  If  the  existing  State  Demographer  would  be  expected  to 
assume  the  role  of  “Non-partisan  State  Demographer”,  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact. 
However,  if  that  post  is  filled  by  another  individual,  the  salary  and  benefits  costs  would 
be  an  estimated  $128,513  in  FY  2021,  adjusted  for  inflation.  In  either  scenario,  the  cost 
for  other  staff  hired  for  the  purposes  of  redistricting  would  remain  the  same. 


Officials  from  the  Office  of  State  Courts  Administrator  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal 
impact  on  the  courts. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Senate  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  on  that  institution. 

Officials  from  the  Secretary  of  State's  office  indicated  their  office  is  required  to  pay  for 
publishing  in  local  newspapers  the  full  text  of  each  statewide  ballot  measure  as  directed 
by  Article  XII,  Section  2(b)  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  and  Section  116.230-116.290, 
RSMo.  Their  office  is  provided  with  core  funding  to  handle  a  certain  amount  of  normal 
activity  resulting  from  each  year's  legislative  session.  Funding  for  this  item  is  adjusted 
each  year  depending  upon  the  election  cycle  with  $1.3  million  historically  appropriated  in 
odd  numbered  fiscal  years  and  $100,000  appropriated  in  even  numbered  fiscal  years  to 
meet  these  requirements.  Through  FY  (fiscal  year)  2013,  the  appropriation  had 
historically  been  an  estimated  appropriation  because  the  final  cost  is  dependent  upon  the 
number  of  ballot  measures  approved  by  the  General  Assembly  and  the  initiative  petitions 
certified  for  the  ballot.  In  FY  2015,  the  General  Assembly  changed  the  appropriation  so 
that  it  was  no  longer  an  estimated  appropriation.  In  FY  2017  their  office  was  appropriated 
$2.6  million  to  publish  the  full  text  of  the  measures.  In  FY  2017,  at  the  August  and 
November  elections,  there  were  6  statewide  Constitutional  Amendments  or  ballot 
propositions  that  cost  $2.4  million  to  publish  (an  average  of  $400,000  per  issue).  Their 
office  will  continue  to  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  this  fiscal  note,  that  it  should  have  the 
full  appropriation  authority  it  needs  to  meet  the  publishing  requirements.  Because  these 
requirements  are  mandatory,  they  reserve  the  right  to  request  funding  to  meet  the  cost  of 
their  publishing  requirements  if  the  Governor  and  the  General  Assembly  again  change  the 
amount  or  continue  to  not  designate  it  as  an  estimated  appropriation. 

Officials  from  the  Office  of  the  State  Public  Defender  indicated  this  initiative  petition 
will  not  have  any  impact  on  their  office. 

Officials  from  the  State  Treasurer's  office  indicated  this  would  have  no  fiscal  impact  on 
their  office. 

Officials  from  Greene  County  indicated  there  are  no  estimated  costs  or  savings  to  report 
from  their  county  for  this  initiative  petition. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Columbia  indicated  no  apparent  impact  on  their  city. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Kansas  City  indicated  no  fiscal  impact  is  anticipated  if  this 
proposal  is  adopted. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  Raymore  indicated  no  fiscal  impact. 

Officials  from  the  City  of  St.  Joseph  indicated  this  initiative  petition  should  not  have  a 
fiscal  impact  on  their  local  government. 


Officials  from  the  Metropolitan  Community  College  indicated  there  is  no  anticipated 
impact  for  their  college. 

Officials  from  the  University  of  Missouri  indicated  the  proposed  initiative  petition  will 
not  have  a  fiscal  impact  on  their  university. 

Officials  from  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  (MEC)  indicated: 

The  total  estimated  net  effect  on  all  state  funds  will  be  $67,478  for  the  first  year 
implemented,  $61,107  for  the  second  year  implemented,  and  $61,734  for  the  third  year 
implemented. 

Prohibiting  a  statewide  elected  official,  member  of  the  general  assembly  or  paid 
employee  of  general  assembly  from  acting,  serving,  or  registering  as  a  lobbyist  for  a 
specified  period  of  time  after  leaving  office  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  to  ensure  those  individuals  leaving  the  general  assembly  do  not 
register  as  a  lobbyist  with  the  MEC  for  the  specified  period  of  time.  This  would  entail 
reviewing  lobbyist  registrations,  at  the  time  of  receipt  by  the  MEC,  and  comparing  them 
to  those  members  of  the  general  assembly  who  have  left  office  within  the  specified  period 
of  time.  For  any  individual  submitting  a  registration,  create  the  necessary 
correspondence  to  the  registrant  and  track  the  results  of  the  correspondence. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  Any  significant  increase 
of  complaints  would  require  additional  Commission  resources,  including  investigative 
staff. 

Implementing  prohibition  for  a  member  of  general  assembly,  staff/employees  of  the 
general  assembly  to  accept  specified  monetary  lobbyist/lobbyist  principal  gifts  would 
require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  public  officials  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.,  about  the  new  statutory 
requirements;  examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational 
materials,  telephone  and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  adherence  to  the  specific  gift  prohibition,  including 
reviewing  lobbyist  reports  as  established  in  Section  105.959,  RSMo.  This  oversight,  it  is 
assumed,  would  be  primarily  from  receiving  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section 
105.955.14,  RSMo.,  through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions.  It  is 
assumed  this  prohibition  would  result  in  a  minimal  number  of  complaints;  however,  if 
this  assumption  is  incorrect  the  Commission  would  require  additional  staff  resources. 


Implementing  campaign  finance  limits  would  require  the  following  of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  these  limits; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
contribution  limits,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the 
reported  contributions,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

Oversee  the  prohibition  of  political  fundraising  activities  or  events  from  occurring  on 
State  of  Missouri  property  or  any  agency  or  division  thereof  would  require  the  following 
of  the  MEC: 

•  Provide  information  to  those  committee  officers  and  the  public  as  specified  in  the 
Commission  duties  in  Section  105.491,  105.955.14  (4),  RSMo.  about  this  provision; 
examples  include  providing  education,  developing  informational  materials,  telephone 
and  email  assistance. 

•  Provide  oversight  in  campaign  finance  committee  adherence  to  the  specific 
restrictions,  including  reviewing,  auditing,  and  performing  cross  checks  of  the  reported 
fund  raising  activity,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo. 

•  Respond  to  written  complaints,  as  established  in  Section  105.955.14,  RSMo., 
through  conducting  investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

In  regards  to  all  of  the  provisions  outlined  above,  if  the  Commission  identifies  significant 
violations  during  the  process  established  in  Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or 
complaints  received  increase  significantly  an  Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide 
the  proper  oversight. 

The  implementation  of  contribution  limits  requires  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  to 
request  additional  funding.  Below  is  an  outline  of  the  additional  funding.  In  the  2016 
November  General  Election  a  Constitutional  Amendment  implementing  contribution 
limits  was  adopted  by  voters.  At  this  time,  the  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  has  not 
received  the  additional  funding  required  to  implement  contribution  limits. 

The  proposed  provisions  would  implement  campaign  finance  limits.  The  implementation 
of  the  above  responsibilities  would  require  the  following  additional  resources: 

•$15,120  in  expense  and  equipment  to  acquire  contract  services  that  would  develop  the 
MEC  internal  search  capabilities  for  oversight  of  the  campaign  finance  committees’ 
adherence  to  the  specific  contribution  limits,  as  established  in  105.955.14,  RSMo. 
Current  campaign  finance  data  collection  would  allow  the  MEC  to  use  search 
capabilities,  providing  for  a  manual  review  by  MEC  staff  of  adherence  to  the  established 
limits. 


•1  Business  Analyst  to  conduct  the  routine  work  necessary  in  reviewing  and  providing 
oversight  for  the  proposed  legislation.  The  Business  Analyst  would  review  committee 
reports  for  compliance,  prepare  necessary  notices,  track  the  receipt  of  payment,  and 
coordinate  the  necessary  collection  efforts.  Currently  two  Business  Analysts  assist  2,800 
committees  in  filing  campaign  finance  reports,  prepare  and  disseminate  15,000  notices, 
and  review  1 1,000  campaign  finance  reports. 

•If  the  Commission  identifies  significant  violations  during  the  process  established  in 
Section  105.955.14  (2),  (3),  RSMo  or  complaints  received  increase  significantly  an 
Investigator  would  be  required  to  provide  the  proper  oversight. 

Officials  from  the  State  Auditor's  office  (SAO)  indicated  there  is  no  fiscal  impact  for 
their  office. 

Sean  Soendker  Nicholson  provided  the  following  information  as  a  proponent  of  this 
initiative  petition. 

I  am  a  proponent  of  the  above  listed  initiative  petitions.  Pursuant  to  116.175  RSMo,  I  submit 
the  following  information  regarding  the  initiative  petitions. 

There  is  no  cost  to  the  state  over  the  next  two  years  as  a  result  of  passage  of  any  of  the 
initiatives.  Any  potential  costs  arising  from  the  adoption  of  these  proposals  is  minimal  and 
can  be  absorbed  with  existing  resources  from  the  General  Assembly,  Missouri  Ethics 
Commission,  Attorney  General’s  Office,  Office  of  Administration,  and  other  state  agencies. 

There  is  currently  a  State  Demographer,  with  statutory  duties  that  extend  beyond  those  of 
legislative  reapportionment.  The  existing  State  Demographer  can  be  expected  to  assume  the 
role  of  Non-partisan  State  Demographer,  and  there  would  be  no  fiscal  impact.  Certainly  there 
can  be  no  definitive  judgment  that  the  measure  would  add  costs  for  the  state. 

The  proposals  do  not  establish  a  new  program  or  agency  so  there  is  no  duplication  of  existing 
programs.  There  is  no  federal  mandate  with  regard  to  the  proposals.  There  will  be  no  fiscal 
impact  on  any  subdivision  of  the  state.  There  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  small 
businesses. 

The  Missouri  Ethics  Commission  is  already  required  to  provide  guidance  and  information  to 
members  of  the  General  Assembly  and  Missouri  public  about  campaign  finance  rules  and 
lobbying  rules,  and  is  already  required  to  respond  to  written  complaints  through  conducting 
investigations  and  the  related  legal  actions. 

The  State  Auditor's  office  did  not  receive  a  response  from  the  Department  of 
Elementary  and  Secondary  Education,  Adair  County,  Boone  County,  Callaway 
County,  Cass  County,  Clay  County,  Cole  County,  Jackson  County,  Jasper  County, 
St.  Charles  County,  St.  Louis  County,  Taney  County,  the  City  of  Cape  Girardeau, 
the  City  of  Jefferson,  the  City  of  Joplin,  the  City  of  Kirksville,  the  City  of  Mexico,  the 
City  of  St.  Louis,  the  City  of  Springfield,  the  City  of  Union,  the  City  of  Wentzville, 
the  City  of  West  Plains,  Cape  Girardeau  63  School  District,  Hannibal  60  School 
District,  State  Technical  College  of  Missouri,  and  St.  Louis  Community  College. 


Fiscal  Note  Summary 


State  governmental  entities  estimate  annual  operating  costs  may  increase  by  $189,000. 
Local  governmental  entities  report  no  fiscal  impact. 
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November  10,  2016 

The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  MOV  )  0  2016 

State  Capitol  Building 

Jefferson  City.  MO  65 101  STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  version  2  (2018-007) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 
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Il  is  ii  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  «f  section  SA0.II2 1,  ItS.Mn,  la  llic  contrary,  Tor 
a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  (lie  county  jail  or  a  Bite  not  In  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  hath. 
Tor  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  nr  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  In  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  nr 
she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  I'li' ITl'ION 


In  the  Honorable  Jason  Kmulcr,  Secretary  of  Slate  Tor  (lie  stale  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters 

of  the  slate  of  Missouri  and . . .  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  hr  suhmilled  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  fillt  day  of  .November,  .2II1X  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and . County  lor 

city  of  St.  I.ooisl.  my  registered  vuling  address  and  the  nniiie  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

Slide  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 

I . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

Name  (signatures)  Hate  Address!  eily.  town,  or  village)  Zip  Code  Cong.  Name  (print  nr 

signed  llisl.  Typed) 
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■I 


(. 

7 
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III 

11 

12 
It 
II 
Is 

signed  litis  page  t>r  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  id  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence:  I  hclievc 
that  each  has  slated  his  nr  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  nr  village  correctly,  and  that  each 

signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and . . .  County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

IIKRKItV  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OK  PERJURY  THAT  ALL. STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  least  IK  years  of  age.  I  do ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  lo  he  paid  for  cineulaiing  this 
petition. 

If  paid,  list  die  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) . 

(Primed  Name  of  AfUani) . Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and 

sworn  10  before  me  this . day  of . A.D . 


Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary . Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires . 


It'  lilts  riirnt  is  riiUmictl  substantially  anti  the  rei|oireiiients  nt section  I  IA.H5U  and  seiiinn  IIA.OKD  an*  met.  it  shall  he  sufficient, 
ilisreganling  clerical  anti  merely  technical  errors.  It..  I'JSII  S.lt.  ASX.  A.I..  I«)XA  I l.ll.  1471.  cl  al..  A.I.  PW7  S.H.  I.U.A.I..  I'm  ll.lt. 
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™'  nw»'“n-  “""•"■I*  >l»-  Mlvsiiuri  OmMiinil.m  lit  uildiiiK  Swlion  54  hi  Arlidc  4.  Till*  unumlrmnl  Implicitly  repent*.  in  pan  nr 
m  whole.  anil  amends  various  slululrs  anil  sulwrtinns  inHudinK  Iml  nol  necessarily  linillrd  In  IlSMn  1 05.11115.  105.1 IDS. 

105.1112.  1 95.010.1  Mill  li|r.l95.0ltl.ll0H<ll.  W5.0I0.I  I7llinlllil.  195.11111.1 17ll|il.  105.1110.(17)111,195.0101241. 195.015.4, 

195.01 7.2(4l(rl.  I95.017.2l4n/).  I95.0l7.2l4llii), 195.1411.2(2).  195.202.2.  195.202.2. 195.211. 2.  195.211.2, 195.211.4, 

195.222.7.195.222.7.  I95.222.S,  262.250.1. 

1 .  Ik’  ii  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  stole  of  Missouri  tluii  the  Constitution  he  umcndcd:Murijuunu 
shall  immediately  he  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Sliiluies  list  of  enntrolled  substances 
and  shall  no  longer  he  listed  among  Missouri's  drugs  sehedules.  The  stale  legislature  have  uniil 
the  end  of  die  following  legislature  session  of  passage  lo  rename  marijuana  lo  cannabis  in  all 
the  statutes  or  the  statutes  is  null  or  void 

2.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a )  I .  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp"  refer  lo  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  mari  juana,  cannabis 
saliva,  cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative, 
concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  sail.  seed,  sialk,  siem.  or  any 
product  thereof. 

h)  "hemp":  he  fiber  of  ibis  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics. 

I'iberboard,  and  paper,  die  sister  plant  of  cannabis 
c)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  lo  the  medical  use  of  cannabis, 
ill  "personal  use"  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis, 
e )  "F.xpungeable  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  ibis  amendment. 

Ij  "home  grow  ainounis"  a  total  of  M)  square  feel  or  less  of  cultivation  of  cannabis  or  hemp  or  a 
combination  of  both  for  personal  and/or  medical  use. 
g)  "cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  dial  arc  used, 
intended  for  use.  or  designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting, 
manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing, 
packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing, 
smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

b )  "establishment"  refers  lo  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis 
product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares, 
manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis 
accessories. 

.Vflie  following  acts  arc  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis  for 
sci/.er  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

It)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis, 
ci  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring. 

displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial 
purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  lo  operate  a  commercial 
establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  he  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 
possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

ill  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  comrolled  by  any  person, 
corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with 
paragraphs  (a)  through  Id)  of  this  subsection. 

-I.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician’s  recommendation. 

la)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges 
afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(hi  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age 
ol  twenty-one  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a 
parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for 
medical  purposes  to  any  person. 

Id)  Opinions  pertaining  to.  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  he  a 
criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians;  no  physician  shall  lie  subject  to  any  professional  licensing 
review  or  hearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy, 
tel  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  state  shall  be  granted  the  same  rights 
and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

I  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  nol  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person  s 
use  of  cannabis. 

5.  Nothing  in  ibis  section  shall: 

(ai  Require  an  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  bis  use  of  cannabis. 

Ibi  I  Vi  mil  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  I  rain,  or  any  transportation  dev  ice  ol 

vehicle  bv  anyone  who  is  impaired  by  mari  juana,  cannabis  or  any  oilier  controlled  substance. 


(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannahis  imended  lor  adult  use  lo  u  person  younger  llum  Iwcniy-onc 
years  of  age. 

I .  Forbid  any  individual,  corporate  properly  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and 
secondary  education  institutions  from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of 
cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

6.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  I.  following  the  election 
(hat  placed  this  Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Board  of 
Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent,  cannabis-only  offenses  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of 
Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(ii)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  anil  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all 
non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri  under  this 
Act. 

(hi  Within  60  days  ol  the  passage  ol  this  Act,  The  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make 
available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  ol  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  any  offense  covered  by  this  amendment. 
This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  Stale. 

S.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  arc  no  longer  illegal  in  the  State  of  Missouri 
under  this  amendment 

•J.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A 
misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  farmers,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special 
/.oiling  requirement,  licensing  fee  dial  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  tiny  way  contrary 
to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 
distributor. 

1 1.  I  axes  and  regulations  not  eonllieting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution, 
cultivation  and  possession  of  cannahis.  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized 
powers,  if  any,  conferred  by  article  III  and  VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  arc  self-executing  and  severable,  and.  except  where  otherwise 
indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  stale  or  federal  statulorx. 
local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 


007 


1%-GCXp 


Jason  Kandhr 


JAMI  SC.  KIRKPATRICK 

St ati  Information  Cinti  r 
1 573  I 75 I  4936 


Secretary  of  state 
State  of  Missouri 


Kin  tions  Division 
(573 i 751  2301 


November  10,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
Stale  Auditor 
Stale  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDiTGRS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Sheila  Dundon  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  XVI  (2018-006) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
tiled  by  Sheila  Dundon  on  November  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  tlscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 

Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Roster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami-.s C.  Kirkpatricks tati  Information  Ci  n  it  r 

600  W.  MAI.nSTRI  I  T  •  Jl  l  l  l  RSON  ClTV  65101 
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County _ 

Pag*  No 

It  is  .1  class  \  misdemeanor  punishable.  notwithstanding  the  imivisioiix  of  section  >00.1121,  IIS  Mo,  to  the  contrary.  for  .1 
icmi  ot  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  »me  your  in  die  county  j.til  or  u  lino  not  to  exceed  ton  thousand  dollars  or  both.  (or  unyono  to 
sign  am  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  limit  Ins  or  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  nuiue  more  than  once  for  the 
'.into  measure  for  the  same  election,  01  to  siun  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  lie  01  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

IMIIAIIVI  I'li TITION 

I  o  the  I  lonorahle  Jason  Ratulcr,  Seeietatv  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

U  e.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and  _  County  (or  City  ol  St  Louis),  respect  fully 

order  that  the  following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their 
approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  Mb  day  of  November.  JOIN,  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have 
personally  signed  this  petition:  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  ami  County  (or  City  of  Si. 

I  ou is);  my  registered  voting  address  ami  the  tunic  of  the  city,  town  or  v  illage  in  which  I  live  ure  correctly  w  ritten  alter  my  mime. 


\£~OCXo 


(Official  llallot  mlc| 


(  IR(  t'l.AlOR  S  All  I  DA  VI I 


M  Ml  Ol  MINSOIIRI.  COl  S|\  Of 


I.  brill;.1  fust  duly  sworn.  sty  Ipuiil  nr  type  names  ol  signers  1 


YVMI 

(Signature) 

Dale 

Signed 

UIXilS  1 1  KI  D  VOTING  ADDUI.SS 
(Street,  No  I'D  Moves)  (City.  I'ovvn  or  Village) 

/in 

Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

NAMI 

(Primed  or  t  yped) 

1 

1 

1 

s 

<» 

7. 

s. 

•1 

in 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  I  herein  in  my  presence:  I  believe  dial  each  has 
stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  eitv.  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  ol  the 
state  of  Missouri  and  County. 

rUIUIII  RMORL.  I  IIIRIUV  SWIiAROK  Al'TIRM  l  IN  DPR  IMNAI  IV  Ol-  PI  RJIJRY  1 1 1 A I  AM.  STATIMI  NIS  MADI 
RY  Ml  ARI  I  RUT  AND  CORRLCI  AND  THAI  I  IIAVL  NIYI.R  HI  I  N  CONVICT IID OF.  I  OUND  (iUII.  I  Y  Ol .  OR  IM  I  I) 
iiUll.l  Y  TO  ANY  Ol  I  l;NSI:  INVOLVING  I  ORCil-RY. 

I  am  at  least  I X  years  of  age.  I  do  do  not  (check  one)  expect  lo  he  paid  for  circulating  (Ins  petition.  If  paid,  list  die  payer 


(Name  of  paver) 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 


Printed  Name  of  Affiant 


Address  of  Affiant  (Sued.  City.  Stale  tV  /.ip  Code) 


Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this  day  of 


AT). 


Signature  of  Notary 


Address  of  Notary  (Street.  City.  State  A:  /ip  (ode) 

Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires 


/ic  it  resolved  by  the  people  oft  he  stale  oj  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  he  tnnenilecl: 


l$-OQG> 


Article  XVI  is  denied  by  enacting  one  new  section  to  be  known  ns  Section  I  of  Article  XVI,  to 
rend  ns  follows: 

Section  I.  Right  to  Access  Medical  Mnriiiiniin 

i;  Purposes 

I  bis  section  is  intended  to  permit  stale-licensed  physicians  to  recommend  mnriionnn  for  mcdicnl 
purposes  to  patients  with  serious  illnesses  and  mcdicnl  conditions.  The  section  nllows  |inlicnls 

with  nnniifvinu  mcdicnl  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  lively  with  their  plivsicinns  the  possible 

benefits  of  in cdicnl  marijuana  use,  t he  rinltt  of  their  physicians  to  provide  professional  advice 

concerning  the  snme,  ntul  the  right  to  use  mcdicnl  mnriiuaini  lor  trcntnicnl  tinder  the  supervision 
of  n  physician. 

This  section  is  intended  to  inttke  only  those  chnnges  to  Missouri  Inws  that  are  necessary  to 
protect  pat i cuts,  their  primary  caregivers,  ntul  their  plivsicinns  front  civil  and  criminal  pcnnllics. 
mid  to  nllow  for  the  limited  leunl  production,  distribution,  stile  nnd  mirchnsc  of  marijuana  for 

mcdicnl  use.  This  section  is  not  intended  to  change  current  civil  ntul  criminal  Inws  governing  the 

use  of  mnriinnnn  for  nonmedicnl  purposes.  The  section  does  not  nllow  for  the  public  use  of 

inarijuiinn  and  driving  tinder  the  intlucnec  of  marijuana. 

2.  Definitions 

( 1 )  "Administer"  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  a  Qualifying  patient  by 

wav  of  any  of  the  following  methods: 

(a)  Ingestion  of  capsules,  teas,  oils,  and  other  mariitiana-inftised  products: 

(ill  Vaporization  or  smoking  of  dried  flowers,  buds,  plant  material,  extracts,  or 
oils: 

(cj  Application  of  ointments  or  halms: 

(tf)  Trnnsdcrnnil  patches  and  suppositories: 

(e)  Consuming  marijuana-infused  food  products:  or 

(f)  Any  other  method  recommended  hv  it  Qualifying  patient's  physician. 

(2)  "Department"  means  the  Department  of  Health  nnd  Senior  Services,  or  its  successor 
agency, 

(2)  "Tidily"  means  a  natural  person,  corporation,  professional  corporation,  nonprofit 
corporation,  cooperative  corporation,  unincorporated  association,  business  trust, 
limited  liability  company,  general  or  limited  partnership,  limited  liability 
partnership,  joint  venture,  or  any  other  legal  entity. 

(4)  ••Flowering  plant"  means  a  marijuana  plant  from  the  time  it  exhibits  the  tirst  signs 

of  sexual  maturity  through  harvest. 

(5)  "Marijuana"  means  Cannabis  imlieu.  Ctnwuhis  saliva,  and  Cannabis  nnlerulis. 

hybrids  of  such  species,  and  any  other  strains  commonly  understood  within  the 

scientific  community  to  constitute  marijuana,  as  well  as  resin  extracted  from  the 

plant  and  marijuana-infused  products.  "Marijuana"  docs  not  include  industrial  hemp 
contain ing  a  crop-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol  conccnlra lion  that  does  not 
exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities  or 
products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemp. 

(6)  "Marijuana-Infused  Products"  means  products  that  arc  infused  with  marijuana  or  an 
extract  thereof  and  are  intended  for  use  or  consumption  other  than  by  smoking, 
including  but  not  limited  to  edible  products,  ointments,  and  tinctures. 

FT)  "Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  facility"  means  a  facility  licensed  hv  the 
Department,  to  aet|iiire.  cultivate,  process,  transport,  and  sell  marijuana  to  a 
Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  to  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility. 


(S)  "Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  lacilitv"  means  ;i  facility  licensed  hv  the 

Department.  to  acquire,  sell,  transport.  anti  deliver  imiri iuniui.  m;iriin:in;i-i n fnsc-tl 

products,  ami  drug  paraphernalia  used  it)  administer  marijuana  as  provided  lor  in 
tliis  section. 

(9)  “Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  I  acililv"  means  a  facility 
licensed  by  the  Department.  to  iiamirc.  manufacture.  transport,  and  sell  mariinana- 

inl’uscd  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility. 

( 10)  "Medical  use"  means  the  production,  possession,  delivery,  distribution. 
Iransnoitalion.  or  administration  ol' mririiuana  or  a  marijuana-inl'iiscd  product,  or 

druu  paraphernalia  used  to  administer  marijuana  or  a  marijuana-infused  produel ,  lor 

the  henelil  of  a  qualifying  patient  to  mitigate  the  svinnlonts  or  elTeets  ol'llie 

patient's  qualifying  medical  condition. 

(11)  "Physician"  means  an  individtiid  who  is  licensed  and  in  good  siamline  to  practice 

medicine  or  osteonalhv  under  Missouri  law. 

( 12)  "Physician  eertiliealion"  means  a  document,  whether  handwritten,  electronic  or  in 

another  commonly  used  formal,  signed  hv  a  physician  and  staling  that  in  the 

physician's  professional  opinion,  the  nalienl  suffers  from  a  qualifying  medical 

condition  and  is  likelv  to  receive  therapeutic  or  palliative  hcnelit  from  the  medical 

use  of  marijuana  to  treat  or  alleviate  the  patient's  qualifying  medical  condition  or 

symptoms  associated  with  the  qualifying  medical  condition. 

(Id)  "Primary  caregiver"  means  an  individual  twenty-one  years  of  age  or  older  who  lias 
simiil'icanl  responsihilitv  lor  managing  the  well-heinu  ol'a  qualifying  patient  and 

who  is  desicnatcd  as  such  on  the  primary  carceiver's  application  lor  an 

identification  card  under  this  section  or  in  other  written  noliliealioit  to  the 

Department. 

( 14)  "Qualifying  medical  condition"  means  the  condition  of.  symptoms  related  to.  or 
side-effects  from  the  treatment  of: 


(a]  Cancer. 

(h)  Lpilcpsy: 
te)  Cilaueoma; 

Id)  Inlraclahlc  miuraines  unresponsive  to  other  treatment: 

(e)  A  chronic  medical  condition  that  causes  severe,  persistent  pain  or  persistent 

muscle  spasms,  inehuliim  Inil  not  limited  to  those  associated  with  multiple 

sclerosis,  seizures.  Parkinson's  disease,  and  Tourctte's  syndrome: 

(_!}  Debilitating  psvehiatrie  disorders,  inehuliim  hut  not  limited  to  post-traumatic 
stress  disorder,  if  diagnosed  by  a  slate  licensed  psychiatrist: 

lu)  Human  immunodeficiency  virus  or  acquired  immune  deficiency  syndrome: 

(It)  A  ehronie  medical  condition  that  is  normally  treated  with  a  prescription 
medication  that  could  lead  to  physical  or  psychological  dependence,  when  a 

physician  determines  that  medical  use  of  marijuana  could  he  effective  in 

treating  that  condition  and  would  serve  as  a  safer  alternative  to  the 

prescription  medication: 

(jj  Any  terminal  illness;  or 

(jj  In  the  professional  iudument  of  a  physician,  any  other  chronic,  dehililatinu  or 

otherwise  ettuivalenl  condition,  ineludiim.  hut  not  limited  to.  hcnali tis  ('. 
amyotrophic  lateral  sclerosis,  inllammatorv  bowel  disease,  agitation  of 
Alzheimer's  disease,  cachexia,  and  wasting  syndrome. 

"Qualifying  Patient"  means  a  Missouri  resident  diagnosed  with  at  least  one 
qualifying  medical  conditio n . 


Lii! 


i  C rent  inn  Patient  Access  to  Mciliciil  i\l  nri  iiiuna 

QJ  In  carrying  out  the  imnlemailiition  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  have  llic 
authority  to: 


(til  Grant  or  refuse  stale  licenses  lor  the  cultivation,  inmnitiiclurc. 

distribution,  ami  sale  of  mari  juana  lor  medical  use  its  provided  hy  law. 
suspend,  line,  rcslri et,  o r  reyokc  such  licenses  upon  a  violation  o t~ this 
section  or  a  rule  promulgated  nursuanl  to  this  section;  and  impose  any 
administrative  penally  authorized  by  litis  section  or  any  rule 

promulgated  pursuant  to  this  section. 

Ill)  Promulgate  rules  and  emeruenev  rules  necessary  for  the  proper 

regulation  and  control  of  the  cultivation,  manufacture.  distribution,  and 
sale  ormariinana  for  medical  use  and  lor  the  enforcement  ol'lhis  section. 

(e)  Develop  such  forms,  licenses,  iden lilicnlion  cards,  and  applications  as 

are  necessary  or  convenient  in  the  discretion  of  the  Department  for  the 
administration  ol'lhis  section  or  any  ol'llie  rules  nromuluated  under  this 

section: 

III)  Reuuire  a  seetl-lo-sale  tracking  system  that  tracks  medical  marijuana 
from  either  the  seed  or  immature  plant  static  until  the  medical  marijuana 

or  medical  marijuana-infused  product  is  sold  to  a  qualifying  patient  or 

primary  caregiver  at  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  ensure 
that  no  medical  marijuana  crown  by  a  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility  or  manufactured  bv  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 

Manufacturing  Facil ity  is  sold  or  otherwise  transferred  except  bv  a 

Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Faeil  ity.  1 1' it  creates  a  seed-to-sale 

! racking  system,  ibe  Department  shall  certify,  it' possible,  at  least  two 
commercially  available  systems  to  licensees  as  compliant  with  its 

tracking  standards  and  issue  standards  For  the  creation  or  use  of  other 

systems  bv  licensees. 


(ej  Prepare  and  transmit  annually  a  publicly  available  report  accounting  to 
the  Governor  lor  the  efficient  discharge  ot'all  responsibilities  assigned  to 

the  Department  under  this  section: 

(2)  The  Department  may  issue  any  titles  or  emeruenev  rules  necessary  lor  the 

implementation  and  enforcement  of  this  section  and  to  ensure  the  right  to. 

availability,  and  safe  use  ofmarii uana  lor  medical  use  hv  qualifying  patients.  In 
developing  such  rules  or  emergency  rules,  the  Department  may  consult  with  other 
public  agencies.  In  addition  to  any  other  rules  or  emeruenev  rules  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  mandates  ol'lhis  section,  the  Department  may  issue  rules  or  emergency  rules 
relating  to  the  Following  subjects: 

(a]  Compliance  with,  enforcement  ol'.  or  violation  of  any  provision  ol'lhis 

section  or  any  rule  issued  pursuant  to  this  section,  including  procedures 
and  grounds  lor  denying,  suspending,  tiniim.  restricting,  or  revok ingji 
stale  license  issued  nursuanl  to  this  section: 

(h)  Specifications  pl'daiies  of  officers  anti  employees  of  the  Department: 

(e|  Instructions  or  guidance  lor  local  authorities  and  law  enforcement 

officers: 

(d)  Reuuircments  for  inspections,  investigations,  searches,  seizures,  and 
such  additional  enforcement  activities  as  may  become  necessary  From 
lime  to  time: 


(ej  Creation  of  a  range  of  administrative  penalties  For  use  bv  the 
Department; 

(f)  Prohibition  of  in  ^representation  and  unfair  practices: 

(g)  Control  of  informational  and  product  displays  oil  licensed  premises: 


(Ill  Development  of  individual  identification  curds  lor  owners,  officers, 
maiumcr-s,  contractors.  employees,  ami  oilier  support  staff  ol'cnlilics 

licensed  pursuant  to  this  seeliop.  includimi  a  fmucrorint-hased  federal 

mid  .state  criminal  record  cheek  in  accordance  with  U.S.  Public  l.nw  ‘)2- 
5-14.  or  its  successor  provisions,  ns  may  he  rcuuircd  hv  the  Department 
prior  to  issuinu  :t  card  and  procedures  to  ensure  tlnit  ca rds  lor  new 
applicants  tire  issued  within  fourteen  daw, 

(!)  Security  rctniiremcnls  lor  any  premises  licensed  pursuant  to  this  section. 

inclmlim!.  at  n  minimum,  liulilinu.  physical  security,  v  ideo,  alarm 

reuuiremenls.  mid  other  minimum  procedures  lor  interim!  control  as 

deemed  necessary  hv  the  Department  to  properly  administer  mill  enforce 

the  provisions  of  litis  section,  includinu  rcnortiim  reuuiremenls  tor 

chances.  alteralions.  or  motlilieiilions  to  the  premises; 

QJ  Kcculalion  of  the  sloracc  of.  warehouses  lor,  and  transportation  of 

mariiunnii  Idriiiedienl  use; 

(k I  Sanitary  reuuiremenls  lor,  includinc.  hut  not  limited  to,  the  preparation 

of  medical  marijuana-infused  products; 

(JJ  The  specilicntion  ol'nccenlahlc  I'onns  orpiclure  idenliliciilion  that  a 

Medical  Mariiuami  Dispensary  l-acilit  v  niitv  accent  when  verify  inn  a 

sale: 

(in)Laheliim  and  nackacinc  stamlards: 

(nl  Records  to  he  kept  hv  licensees  and  the  repaired  availability  olThc 

records: 

(o)  State  liccnsinc  procedures,  includinu  procedures  lor  renewals, 
reinstatements,  initial  licenses,  ami  the  payment  olTiccnsinu  lees; 

In)  The  rcport'inc  and  transmittal  ol'iax  payments: 

[(|)  Autliori/.atiun  lor  the  Department  of  Revenue  to  have  access  to  licensin'.: 

information  to  ensure  tax  payment  and  the  effective  administration  of 
this  section;  ami 

(Xl  Such  other  matters  as  are  necessary  lor  the  lair,  impartial,  strineenl.  and 

comprehensive  administration  ol'  this  section. 

Ill  The  Department  shall  iss u c  rules  i rr  cm eruenev  rtdes  lor  a  medical  niariju; u la  and 

nicdieiil  mnriiuana-inruscd  nroducls  independent  lesline  and  cerlilicalion  prouram 

lor  medietil  mariiuami  licensees  and  reouirimi  lice  usees  to  test  medical  marijuana 

usiiiu  an  impartial,  independent  laboratory  to  ensure,  at  a  minimum,  that  products 
sold  Tor  human  consumption  do  not  contain  contaminants  that  are  injurious  to 
health  and  to  ensure  correct  lahelinu. 

(4)  The  Department  shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  reports  or  other  information 

obtained  from  an  applicant  or  licensee  eontaininu  any  individualized  data, 
information,  or  records  related  to  the J iccnscc  or  i ts  operation,  includ j nu  sales 

information,  financial  records,  tax  returns,  credit  reports,  cultivation  information , 
leslinu  results,  and  security  information  and  plans,  or  reveal  ini’  ;m v  patient 
information,  or  any  other  records  that  are  esemni  from  public  inspection  pursuant  to 
state  or  federal  law.  Such  reports  or  other  information  may  he  used  onlv  for  a 
purpose  authorized  hv  this  section.  Any  information  released  related  to  patients  mas 
he  used  only  for  a  purpose  authorized  hv  federal  law  and  this  section,  includinu 
verifviim  that  a  person  who  presented  a  patient  identification  card  to  a  stale  or  local 
law  enforcement  official  is  lawfully  in  possession  of  such  c  ard. 

(5j  Within  ninety  days  ol’tlic  effective  dale  of  this  section,  the  Department  shall  make 
available  to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  application  instructions  lot 
Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  facilities, 
and  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  facilities. 


(6J  Within  ninety  days  ol'ilic  effective  dale  of  this  scclion.  the  Department  shall  make 

available  In  the  public  application  forms  mul  application  instructions  for  t|ti;ili I'vinu 

patient,  oiialifvinu  nat iont  cultivation.  and  primary  carcuivcr  itlciitillcatinn  cards. 
Within  one  liuntlrctl  fifty  (lavs  ol'thc  effective  dale  oflliis  suction,  the  Department 

shall  heuin  accent i in;  implications  lor  such  itlenti lication  cards. 

(7)  An  entity  inav  apply  to  the  Department  for  aiul  obtain  a  license  to  grow  marijuana 
as  a  iVlctlie.il  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Each  facility  in  operation  shut  I  rent  tire 

; i  senartile  license.  Each  intloor  facility  ulili/inu  ;irtil1cial  liulilinu  m;tv  he  limited  hy 

the  Department  to  thirty  thousand  square  feet  of  tlowerinu  nlnnl  canopy  space.  Each 

outdoor  laciliiv  ntili/inu  nninr.il  linlninu  mnv  be  limited  by  the  Department  to  two 
thousand  eiuht  liuntlrcd  llowcrinu  plants.  Rncli  urccnhousc  facility  using  a 
combination  of  nat  nral  tintl  urlilieial  liuhtini;  may  he  limited  hv  the  Department,  at 

the  election  of  the  licensee,  to  two  thousand  ciultt  hundred  llowcrinu  plants  or  thirty 

tlumsand  st|ti;ire  feet  of  llowcrinu  plant  canopy  space.  The  license  shall  he  valid  lor 
three  years  front  its  dale  of  issuance  mul  shall  he  renewable,  except  lor  mod  cause. 

The  Department  shall  eluirue  each  applicant  tt  non-refundahle  lee  of  three  thousand 
doilnrs  per  license  application  or  renewnl.  Once  granted.  the  Dcpnrtmcnl  shall 
elmrue  e:ieh  licensee  an  nnmial  lee  of  twenty  thousand  dollars  ner  liieililv  license. 

Applicnlion  and  license  fees  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  each  vettr  hv  the 
pereenliiee  ol'inereiisc  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  Ihc  previous  eitleiitltir  year  of  the 

Consumer  I'riee  I titlex,  or  successor  index  ax  puhlishetl  hv  the  l).S.  Department  of 
l.nlior,  or  its  successor  aueney.  No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 

Facility  licenses  shall  he  issued  In  any  entity  under  substantially  common  control, 
ownership,  or  miiiumcmcnl. 


(KJ  An  cut it y  may  npplv  to  the  Department  lor  and  obtain  a  license  to  operiite  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  l-'acilitv.  I£ach  liieililv  in  openition  shall  retmire  a  sepufitle 

license,  A  license  shall  he  valid  for  three  years  from  its  dale  of  issuance  nntl  shall  he 

renewable.  except  lor  pood  cause.  The  Department  shall  charge  cnch  applicant  it 
nnn-rcTnndnhlc  lee  of  three  thousand  doilnrs  iter  license  implication  or  renewal. 

Once  urantetl.  the  Depiirtmein  shitll  ehitrue  each  licensee  ;m  iinnunl  lee  of  ten 

t  h  p  usand  d  ollitrs  per  facility  license.  Application  timl  license  lees  shall  he  in  creased 

or  decreased  each  year  hv  the  percentage  ol'inerease  or  decrease  from  the  end  ol'thc 
previous  calendar  year  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as 
published  hv  the  ll.S.  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  aueney.  No  more  than 
six  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  shall  he  issued  to  any  entity 
under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or  management. 

(dj  An  entity  may  apply  to  the  Department  lor  and  obtain  one  or  more  licenses  to 

operate  a  Medical  Marijuana- Infused  Products  Mamifacturinu  Facility.  Each  facility 

in  operation  shall  require  a  separate  license.  A  license  shall  be  valid  for  three  years 
from  i Is  dale  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable,  except  for  eood  cause.  The 

Department  shall  eltarue  each  applicant  a  inm-rcfundablc  fee  olThree  thousand 
dollars  ner  license  application  or  renewal.  Once  uranled,  the  Department  shall 

eltarue  each  licensee  an  annual  lee  often  thousand  dollars  ner  facility  license. 

Application  and  license  fees  shall  he  increased  or  decreased  each  year  hv  the 
pcrecnt.mc  ol'inerease  or  decrease  from  the  end  of  the  previous  calendar  year  ol'thc 

Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  puhlishetl  hv  the  (I.S.  Department  of 
I aibor.  or  its  successor  auenev.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Mamifacturinu  facility  licenses  shall  he  issued  to  any  entity  under 
substantial Iv  cn m  mot t  control,  ownership,  or  manaucinciit. 

I  It))  Except  for  eood  cause,  a  qualilVinu  patient  or  his  or  her  primary  carcuivcr  may 
obtain  an  idcnlilication  card  from  the  Department  to  cultivate  up  to  six  llowcrinu 

marijuana  plants  for  the  exclusive  use  of  that  uualitVinu  patient.  The  card  shall  he 
valid  for  twelve  months  from  its  dale  of  issuance  and  shall  be  renewable  with  the 
annual  submittal  of  a  new  or  updated  physician's  certification.  The  Department 
shall  eltarue  an  annual  fee  for  the  card  of  one  hundred  dollars,  with  such  rale  to  be 
increased  or  decreased  each  s  car  hv  the  ncrccntauc  of  increase  or  decrease  from  the 
end  ofthc  previous  calendar  year  of  Ihc  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index 
as  published  hv  the  U.S,  Department  of  Labor,  or  its  successor  aueney. 

(Ill  The  Department  mnv  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mnv  he 
purchased  by  or  pit  behalf  of  a  sinttle  tmalil'vinu  patient  in  a  thirty  day  period. 
nro\  itletl  that  limit  is  not  less  Mian  sis  ounces  of  dried,  unprocessed  marijuana,  or  its 


equivalent.  Any  such  limit  shnll  not  apply  t<.»  a  unnlilvimi  nnticnl  with  written 

corti lication  from  two  independent  physicians  thill  ll icrc  arc  coinpcllinu  reasons 

why  Ihc  unalifyiim  p;il ient  needs  n  urcalcr  amount  than  the  limit  established  hv  llic 

Department. 

1 12)  The  Department  may  set  a  limit  nn  the  amount  of  marijuana  that  mav  he 

possessed  hv  or  on  behalf  of  each  uualifvinu  patient,  provided  that  limit  is  not  1  ess 
Ilian  a  sixty  day  supply  of  dried.  unprocessed  marijuana.  or  ils  equivalent.  A 
primary  carcuivcr  may  possess  a  separate  leual  limit  lor  each  uualifvinu  nalienl 

under  llieir  eare  and  a  separate  legal  limit  I'or  ihemselves  if  they  are  a  uualifvinu 

palienl.  OualilVinu  palienls  eullivalinu  mariiuana  I’or  medical  use  may  possess  up  li > 
a  ninety  day  supply,  so  lone  as  Ihe  supply  remains  on  properly  under  llieir  eoni ro h 

Any  sueli  limit  shall  nol  applv  lo  a  uualifvinu  palienl  with  wrillen  eerliliealion  Irom 
Iww  indepemlenl  physieians  (hat  there  are  ennipcllinu  reasons  for  additional 

amounts.  Possession  of  between  the  leual  limit  and  up  to  twiee  the  leual  limit  shall 
suliieet  the  possessor  lo  Department  sanetions.  includiim  an  administrative  penally 
and  loss  of  their  patient  identification  eard  for  up  to  a  year.  Purposefully  posscssinu 

amounts  in  exeess  of  twiee  the  leual  limit  shall  he  punishable  In’  imprisonment  of 
up  lo  one  year  and  a  line  of  up  to  two  thousand  dollars. 

Q3J  The  Department  inavreslriet  Ihe  auurcualc  number  oflieenses  erupted  for 

Medical  Mariiuana  Cultiv  ation  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the  number  m ay 
not  he  limited  lo  fewer  than  one  license  per  every  eiulilv  thousand  inhabitants,  or 

any  portion  thereof,  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  accordant  lo  the  most  recent  eei lsusol 

the  United  Slates.  In  any  year,  i  flhc  number  of  uualifvinu  applicants  and  any 
renewals  exceed  such  a  restriction.  Ihe  Department  shall,  after  rcncwiim  all 

uualifvinu  licenses,  rank  new  applicants  usinu  Ihe  followinu  factors:  site  security; 
capacity  or  experience  with  aitrieullure.  horticulture,  health  care,  ora  leual  cannabis 

market:  acceptance  in  the  site  community:  potential  for  positive  economic  i i intact  in 
the  site  community,  and  mnintaininu  competitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical 
use  marketplace.  In  rnnkinu  applicants  and  awaidinu  licenses.  Ihe  Department  mav 
consult  nr  contract  with  other  public  aueneies  with  relev  ant  expertise  reuardinu 
these  factors.  The  Department  shall  lift  or  ease  any  limit  on  the  number  Medical 

Marijuana  Cultivation  facilities  lo  meet  the  demand  lor  medical  marijuana  Itv 

uualifvinu  patients. 

(1-1)  The  Department  mav  restrict  the  auurcualc  number  oflieenses  mauled  for 

Marijuana-Infused  Products  Mamifaeturiim  facilities,  provided,  however,  that  the 
number  mav  not  be  limited  lo  fewer  Ilian  one  license  per  every  lil'lv  thousand 
inhabitants,  or  any  portion  thereof,  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  accordim;  to  the  most 

recent  census  of  the  United  States,  In  anv  year,  il'lhc  number  of  qualifying 
applicants  and  any  renewals  exceed  sueli  a  restriction,  the  Department  shall,  alia 
renewing  all  uualil'viim  licenses,  rank  new  applicants  usinu  the  followinu  factors: 
site  security:  capacity  or  experience  with  loud  and  hevernuo  iiianufaeluriim  or  a 

leual  cannabis  market:  acceptance  in  the  site  community:  potential  for  positive 
economic  impact  in  the  site  community:  and  maintaininu  competitiveness  in  the 
marijuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In  rankinu  applicants  and  awaulinu 
licenses,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract  with  other  public  aueneies  with 

relevant  expertise  reuardinu  these  factors. 

( 15)  If  a  county  has  restricted  the  number  oflieenses  for  Medical  Mariiuana 

Dispensary  Facilities,  then,  in  anv  year  that  Ihe  number  of  uualifyinu  applicants  and 

anv  renewals  exceed  sueli  restriction,  the  Department  shall,  alter  rcncwiim  all 
Uualifyinu  licenses,  rank  new  applicants  usinu  the  Ibllowinu  factors:  site  seenriiy: 

experience  or  capacity  with  health  eare  or  a  leual  cannabis  market:  acceptance  in 
the  site  community:  potential  for  positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community: 
and  mainlaiiiiiiu  competitiveness  in  Ihe  mariiuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In 
rankinu  applicants  and  awardiim  licenses,  the  Department  may  consult  or  contract 
with  other  public  aueneies  with  relevant  expertise  reuardinu  these  laclors. 

(  Ki)  The  Department  shall  beuin  acccntinu  license  applications  for  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana  Cultivation  facilities,  and  Medical 
Marijuana- In  fused  Products  Mannfaeiurinu  facilities  no  later  than  one  hundred  litis 
days  alter  the  effective  date  of  this  section.  Applications  for  licenses  under  tins 
section  shall  be  approved  or  den ied  hv  the  Department  no  later  than  one  hundred 
fifty  days  alter  llieir  submission.  If  the  Department  fails  to  carry  out  its  non- 


discretionary  duly  to  approve  or  deny  ;m  application  within  one  hundred  lll'lv  days 

of  submission.  :in  applicant  may  immediately  souk  a  court  order  compelling  the 

Dcnamncni  lo  improve  or  deny  ibe  application, 

LLZ)  Qualil’vinu  patients  under  ibis  section  shall  obtain  ami  annually  renew  ;m 

identification  card  or  cards  from  the  Department.  The  Department  shall  ebaruo  a  fee 

olTwcntv-livc  dollars  per  year  per  card  will)  siicli  Ibe  lo  be  increased  or  decreased 

each  year  by  the  pcrcentnpc  of  increase  or  decrease  from  Ibe  end  of  Ibe  previous 
calendar  year  of  ibe  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  by  Ibe 
U.S.  Pcnarlinem  of  Labor  or  its  successor  auenev.  Upon  receiving  an  annlicalion 

lor  a  nualifvinu  patient  idcnlilicalion  card  ort)iialifvinu  patient  cultivation 

ideal  i  Ileal  ion  card,  Ibe  Dcparlmcnl  shall,  within  thirty  days,  either  issue  Ibe  card  or 

provide  a  written  explanation  for  ils  denial.  If  Ibe  Department  fails  lo  issue  a  card  lo 
an  eligible  mmlilving  palieni  williin  thirty  days,  then  llicir  physician  certification 

shall  serve  as  iheir  patient  idcnlilicalion  card  or  qualifying  patient  cultivation 

idenlilieation  card  for  un  lo  one  year  from  Ibe  dale  of  physician  ccrtilication.  All 

initial  annliealions  for  or  renewals  of  a  tiunlil'vimt  palienl  idenlitiealion  card  or 

qualifying  palienl  enllivalion  iilenliliealion  card  shall  he  accompanied  hv  a 
physician  ccrtilication  Ibai  is  less  than  thirty  davs  old. 

(IS)  Primary  eareuivers  under  ibis  section  shall  obiain  and  annually  renew  an 
iilenliliealion  card  from  Ibe  Dcparlmcnl.  The  Department  shall  eliaruc  a  fee  of 

twenty-live  dollars  per  year,  will)  such  fee  lo  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  hv 
ibe  pereenlaue  of  increase  or  decrease  from  Ibe  end  of  Ibe  previous  calendar  year  of 
ibe  Consumer  Price  Index,  or  successor  index  as  published  hv  Ibe  U.S.  Department 

of  Labor,  or  ils  successor  auenev.  Upon  rcccivinu  an  application  for  a  primary 
caregiver  idem i liealion  card.  Ibe  Dcparlmcnl  shall,  williin  lliirlv  days,  eilber  issue 
ihc  card  or  provide  a  written  explanation  for  ils  denial. 

( l‘J)  All  marijuana  for  medical  use  sole!  in  Missouri  shall  be  cultivated  in  a  licensed 
Medical  Marijuana  ('uliivalion  Facility  loealed  in  Missouri. 

(20)  All  marijuana-infused  products  for  medical  use  sold  in  ibe  stale  of  Missouri  shall 
be  manufactured  in  a  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Mannlaclurinii  Facility. 

Oil  The  denial  of  a  license,  license  renewal,  or  idcnlilicalion  card  by  the  Deparl  mciil 
shall  be  appealable  lo  Ibe  Administrative  Hearing  Commission,  or  ils  successor 
eniily,  Pollmviim  die  exhaustion  of  adminislralive  review,  denial  of  a  license, 
license  renewal,  or  idcnli liealion  curd  by  ibe  Deparlnienl  shall  be  subject  lo  judicial 
rev  j e\y  as  provided  by  law. 

(22)  No  eleeied  official  shall  inlerleie  dirccl Ivo r  in d i rccilv  with  Ibe  Department's 
obliualions  and  aelivilies  tinder  this  seel  ion. 

4.  Taxation  and  Reporting 

(_L)  A  lax  is  levied  upon  ibe  retail  sale  of  ntariinnnn  for  medical  use  sold  ill  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  williin  ibe  slate,  flic  lax  shall  be  al  a  rale  of  Pour 
ncrccni  ol'lltc  relail  price.  The  las  shall  be  collected  by  each  licensed  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  lo  the  Deparlnienl  of  Revenue.  A  Her 
iet aii i i nu  no  more  limit  live  percent  for  ils  actual  collection  costs,  amounts 
ueneraletl  by  Ibe  lax  levied  in  Ib  is  seel  ion  shall  be  deposited  by  Ibe  Department  of 
Revenue  inlo  Ibe  Missouri  Velerans'  I  Icnll  ha  |  id  rare  l-'uitd.  Licensed  entities 
! linking  rela il  sales  wi I  hi n  ibe  stale  shall  be  allowed  approved  credit  for  returns 
provided  ibe  lax  was  paid  on  Ibe  relumed  item  anil  the  purchaser  was  given  the 
refund  or  credit. 

(2 J  There  is  hereby  created  in  Ibe  slale  lieasun  ibe  "Missouri  Velerans'  I  lealll)  and 
Care  Pund."  which  shall  consist  of  laws  and  fees  eolleeled  under  ibis  section,  flic 
Slate  Treasurer  shall  be  custodian  of  Ibe  fund,  and  lie  or  she  shall  invest  moneys  in 
Ibe  fund  in  Ibe  same  manner  as  oilier  funds  are  invested.  Any  interest  and  moneys 
earned  on  such  investments  shall  he  credited  lo  Ihc  fund.  Notwithstanding  any  oilier 
provision  of  law,  any  moneys  remaining  in  the  fund  al  llie  end  of  a  biennium  shall 
nut  revert  to  the  credit  of  the  general  revenue  fluids  The  Commissioner  of 
Administration  is  authorized  lo  make  cash  operating  transfers  lo  Ibe  fund  for 
purposes  of  meeting  ibe  cash  requirements  of  Ibe  Department  in  advance  ol  il 


receiving  annual  application.  I iccnsim;.  ;mil  lux  revenue,  willi  ;mv  such  liansl'ci  s  in  I 
be  repaid  as  provided  by  l;iw.  The  I'niul  sliiill  be  :>  dedicated  In  ml  ;iihI  shall  siaiul 

appropriated  withnul  further  lenisl alive  action  us  follows: 

(a)  First,  lo  ilie  Department.  an  amount  necessary  lor  Ihe  Department  In  carry  oul 

lliix  section.  ineltuliim  repayment  of  any  easli  operatinu  transfers.  payments  made 

throuuh  conirael  or  amccmcni  will)  oilier  stale  and  public  agencies  necessary  lo 
earrv  oul  Ibis  seelion.  ami  a  reserve  fund  lo  maintain  a  reasonable  xvorkiim  cash 
balance  lor  llte  purpose  of  carrying  mil  Ibis  seelion: 

(hi  Next,  the  remainder  of  such  funds  shall  be  transferred  In  Ihe  Missouri 
Veterans  Commission  I'nr  health  ami  care  services  lor  mililarv  veterans.  including 

(lie  following  nu rouses:  operations,  maintenance  anti  canilal  iinnmvcincnls  of  ihe 
Missouri  Veteran's  I  Ionics.  Ilie  Missouri  Service  Officer's  Program.  and  other 

services  lor  veterans  approved  by  lire  Commission,  including  lull  not  limited  lo 

health  care  services,  menial  beallli  services,  drug  rehabilitation  services,  housing 

assistance,  job  Irainiini.  tuition  assistance,  ami  housing  assistance  lo  prevail 

homelessness.  The  Missouri  Veterans  Commission  shall  conirael  with  oilier 

public  agencies  lor  Ilie  delivery  of  services  hevoinl  ils  expertise. 

te)  All  moneys  Irom  the  taxes  authorized  under  this  subsection  shall  provide 

additional  dedicated  funding  lor  lire  purposes  cmimeralerl  above  ami  shall  no! 
replace  existinu  dedicated  funding. 

I.H  l-'or  all  retail  sales  orinariiuana  lor  medical  use,  a  record  shall  be  kepi  In  the  seller 
which  ideal  dies  by  secure  awl  cncrvntcd  patient  number  issued  hv  Ilie  seller  lo  lire 
Qualifying  palienl  invoked  in  I  be  sale,  all  amounts  ami  types  orinariiuana  involved 

in  lire  sale  and  lire  lolal  ainounl  of  monev  involved  in  Ilie  sale,  includiim 
itemizations,  laxes  collected  and  urainl  lolal  sale  amounls.  All  such  records  shall  be 
kepi  on  the  premises  in  a  readily  available  format  and  be  made  available  Tor  review 
by  the  Department  and  lire  Department  of  Revenue  upon  reouesl.  Such  records  shall 
he  retained  for  live  years  from  lire  dale  ol'llie  sale. 


(4)  The  lax  levied  pursuant  lo  Ibis  subsection  is  separate  from  ami  in  addition  lo  any 
ueneral  stale  ami  local  sales  and  use  laves  dial  apply  lo  retail  sales,  which  shall 
continue  lo  he  collected  ami  distributer!  as  provided  by  general  law. 

Li)  LxccpI  as  authorized  in  this  subsection,  no  additional  laxes  shall  be  imposed  on  the 
sale  ol'niariitiana  for  medical  use. 

Additional  Patient,  Physician.  Caregiver  and  Provider  Protections 

LlJ  lrxeepl  as  provided  in  this  seelion.  the  possession  orinariiuana  in  Quantities  less 
lhan  Ilie  limils  olTliis  seelion  or  established  hv  the  Department  and  transportation  of 
marijuana  I’rom  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  l;aeililv  lo  Ihe  Qualifying  palienl 
residence  shall  not  subject  ihe  possessor  lo  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or 
sanctions  under  Missouri  law,  provided  llial  the  possessor  produces  on  demand  lo 
the  appropriate  authority  a  valid  Qualifying  palienl  identification  card:  a  valid 
patient  cultivation  idenliliealion  card:  a  valid  physician  ceriilieaiion  while  making 
application  lor  an  idenliliealion  caul;  or  a  valid  primary  careuiver  identification 

card.  Production  of  die  respective  equivalent  idenliliealion  card  or  authorization 

issued  by  another  slale  or  polilieal  subdivision  ol'anolher  stale  shall  also  meet  Ihe 
requirements  nl'lhis  subdivision. 

(’)  No  palienl  spiral  I  hedenied  access  lo  01  priori  I  \  I'oi  an  01  pan  transplant  because  I  lies 
Imld  a  Qualifying  palienl  idcnlilic ation  e aid  or  use  marijuana  I'nr  medical  use, 

(3)  A  physician  shall  nol  be  subject  lo  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanelions  under 
Missouri  law  or  discipline  by  Ilie  M issoun  Slate  Hoard  of  Ifcgis nation  for  the 

I  leading  Arts,  or  its  successor  agency.  for  issuinu  a  physician  ceriilieaiion  lo  a 

patient  diagnosed  willi  a  unalilViim  medical  comlilion  in  a  manner  consisicnl  with 

this  seelion  and  legal  slandards  orprol'essional  conducl. 

(4)  A  health  earc  provider  shall  nol  he  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  ol 
anv  l  iuli I  or  privileue,  civil  or  athni nislralive  penally  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary 
action  by  any  accreditation  or  licensing  hoard  or  commission  lor  providing  health 


caii^q  viccs_lh;il  involve  the  medical  use  ol  miirijuaini  consistent  will'  this  section 

ajidlcuiilstmulards  »1  professional  conduct. 


[5J  A  testing  I ahoralory  shall  not  be  suhjeel  l»  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  ol’ 

:my  rii»ht  or  privilo-c,  civil  or  administrative  penally  nr  sanction,  or  disciplinary 

action  hy  any  accreditation  or  licensing  hom'd  or  commission  lor  providing 
laboratory  tcslinu  services  that  relate  lo  die  medical  use  of  m;ii  iinan;i  consistent 

will)  Ibis  section  and  otherwise  meeting  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(A)  A  health  care  provider  shall  no)  he  subject  in  mandatory  reporting  rcnuircmcnls  lor 

!|)u .medical  use  pC.mariiunnn  hy  mm-cmancipated  qualifyinu  nations  under 
ciithloc-n  years  of  age  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  suction  anti  with  consent  of  a 


(21  A  primary. caregiver  shall  dpi  he-  snhjccl  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions 

under  Missouri  law  for  purchasing.  transporting,  or  mlminislcrinu  marijuana  lor 
medical  use  hy  a  (tualitVing  patient  nr  nailicinntiim  in  the  patient  cultivation  of  up 
lo  six  llowcring  marijuana  plants  per  patient  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  section 

ami  I'cncrnlly  esiahlislied  legal  standards  of  personal  or  professional  coihIucI. 


LI iJ  Aimillomey  siiall  nol  he  snhjccl  lo  disciplinary  action  hy  the  stale  hnr  association  or 

oilier  professional  licensing  body  lor  providing  .lcgal_.assislan.ee  lo  prospective  or 
licensed  Medical  Marijuana  C nitivation  Facililiex,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Faciliiies.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  l~;icililies,  nualilvinu 

aciivily  that  is  no  longer  suhjeel  lo  criminal  penalties  under  slale  law  pursuant  lo 

[llisseelim!, 


(21  Actions  and  conduct  hy  QnalitVinn  Patients,  Primary  Caregivers,  Medical 
Marijuana  Ctdliyalinn  Faciliiies.  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products 

registered  will)  die  Department,  or  their  employees  or  agents.  as  permitted  h\Mhis 

section  ami  in  compliance  will)  Department  regulations  ami  oilier  slandards  of  legal 

conduct,  shall  not  he  suhjeel  lo  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law,  except  as  1 


Lilli  Nothing  in  lliis  section  shall  provide  iinmuniiy  lor  negligence,  either  continonjaw 


dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat  under  the  inlluencc  of  marijuana, 


LLU  li  is  the  public  policy  of  the  slale  ol' Missouri  Dial  conlracls  rclaied  lo  marijuana 

lor  medical  use  that  are  entered  into  hy  Qualifying  Patients,  Primary  Caregivers, 

Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary,  Imciljljesundlhose 
who  allow  property  lo  he  used  hy  I  hose  entities,  shouldhe  enlorceahle.  Il  is,  thy 
public  policy  ol'lhc  slale  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered  into  hy  Qualifying 

Palienls,  Primary  Caregivers,  Me1lie;d_Mjnjiuana  Ci'!!i.yalion  Facilities,  Medical 

Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manu|netnnn_gJ:acilitics,  or  M.cdicnLMunjuann 

Dispensary  Faciliiies,  or  by  a  person  who  alhnvs  property  lo  he  used  for  activities 

dial  are  exempt  Iron)  slale  criminal  penalties  hy  lliis  section,  shall  he  imeul\>l»l«3lbk 
on  the  basis  that  acliviiies  rclaied  lo  medical  marijuana  mny.hc  prohibited  hy 
federal  law, 


6,  l.cgislatjpn 


Nolhinu  in  this  section  shall  i 
lliis  section,  or  otherwise  effectuating  l he  patient  riKlUx>>i;AhisjLcciioin.ThcJ.ei»islau>rfesbiill 
1)01  enacl  laws  that  hinder  the  niilil  ol  qtiali  I'vinu  palienls  lo  access  marijuana  .for  ntedjcnLusc 
as  granted  hy  this  section 


L  Additional  Provisions 

ID  .Npflying,  jo  d)issvel|oiypem)iiS-.u;ei>aj?!lp; 

(ill  <  '<u)sii!nej))ai;uu;iii:L!onnedie;iUisein  ajaij_pLepriyelipi)i)l  facility; 


(h)  Undertake  iinv  lask  under  the  inllucncc  of  marijuana  when  doinn  so  would 
constitute  nculiucncc  or  professional  malnraclice:  or 

(c)  Operate.  navinatc.  or  lie  in  actual  physical  control  of  anv  danucrous  device  or 

inolor  vehicle,  aircraft  or  motorhoat  while  under  the  inllucncc  o I' in;ui i u:in;u  nr 

(tl)  Drum  ii  claim  auainst  anv  employer.  former  employer.  or  prospective  employer 

lor  wronuful  disehuruc.  discrimination,  or  any  siinikir  cause  of  action  or  remedy, 

basal  on  the  employer.  I'onncr  employer,  or  prospective  employer  prohihitinn  ihc 

employee.  former  employee.  or  prospective  cuinlovcc  from  being  under  the 

inllucncc  of  marijuana  while  al  work  or  disciplininu  llie  employee  or  I’onncr 

cmnlovcc.  up  to  and  ineludinu  lamination  from  employment,  for  workiim  nr 

attempting  lo  work  while  under  llie  influence  of  marijuana. 

(2)  No  Medical  Marijuana  C'ullivalion  l:acililv.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  facility. 

or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Produels  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  lie  owned,  in 

whole  or  in  pari,  or  have  as  an  officer.  director,  hoard  member,  manager,  or 

employee,  anv  individual  with  a  disuunlilving  felony  olTcnse.  A  "disuualifi  ine 

lelonv  olTcnse"  is  a  violalion  of.  aiul  convielion  or  guilty  plea  lo.  slale  or  federal  law 

llial  is.  or  would  have  been,  a  I'elonv  under  Missouri  law,  regardless  ol'lhc  senlenee 

imposed,  unless  llie  Department  determines  llial: 

(a)  The  person's  conviction  was  for  llie  medical  use  ol' marijuana  or  assisting  in  llie 

medical  use  ol' marijuana:  or 

(h)  The  person's  conviction  was  lor  a  non-violeul  crime  lor  which  lie  or  she  was  dpi 

incarcerated  and  dial  is  more  Mian  live  years  old:  or 

(el  More  Ilian  live  years  have  passed  since  the  person  was  released  from  parole  or 

probation,  and  he  or  she  has  not  been  convicted  of  anv  subsequent  criminal 
olVcnscs. 

The  Department  may  consult  with  ami  rely  on  the  records,  advice  and 
recommendations  of  the  Attorney  General  and  the  Department  of  Public  Safety,  or 

their  successor  entities,  in  applying  this  subdivision. 

Q]  All  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  facility. 
or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Taeililv  licenses  shall  he 
held  by  entities  that  are  majority  owned  hv  natural  persons  who  have  been  citizens 

of  the  slale  of  Missouri  lot'  til  least  one  year  prior  lo  the  application  lor  such  license 
or  licenses.  Notwithstanding  the  forgoing.  entities  outside  the  stale  ol'  Missouri  max 

own  a  minority  stake  in  such  entities. 

(-1)  A  county  may  temtire  a  site  permit  for  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility 

ntili/ini:  ucncrallv  applicable  permillinu  standards.  In  addition,  hv  fehruarv  I . 

20 1 a  county  may  limit  the  number  of  site  permits  lo  he  u ranted  for  Medical 

Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  provided,  however,  that  llie  numher  may  not  he 

limited  lo  lower  than  one  sile  for  every  thirty  dnmsand  inhabitants,  or  anv  portion 

thereof,  in  such  county,  according  lo  the  most  recent  census  of  the  United  States. 

After  a  county's  initial  sile  permit  limit  notification,  a  county  shall  notify  the 

Department  of  any  clinncc  to  its  sile  permit  limit  within  ten  days  of  such  decision: 

however,  the  number  of  sile  permits  shall  not  he  less  than  the  number  of  licenses 

previously  issued  hv  the  Department  for  that  countv. 

(5j  No  Medical  Maiiinana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  facility, 

or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  manufacture. 

package  or  label  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  products  in  a  false  or  mislcadin y 

manner.  No  person  shall  sell  anv  product  in  a  manner  designed  to  cause  confusion 

between  a  marii uana  or  marijuana-infused  product  and  any  product  not  eonlai ning 
marijuana,  A  violation  of  this  subdivision  shall  he  punishable  hvan  appropriate  am  I 
proportional  Department  sanction,  up  to  and  including  loss  olTieense. 

(ft)  All  edible  marijuana-infused  products  shall  he  sold  in  indi\  idual.  child-resistant 
containers  that  tire  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated 
I  emit  h  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana  and  marijuana-infused  products  shall  he  sold 
in  containers  clearly  and  conspicuously  labeled,  in  a  font  si/.c  at  least  as  lame  as  the 
largest  other  font  si/e  used  on  the  package.  as  containing  “Marijuana."  or  a 


~'M«riiuana-lnl\ise«i  Product."  Violation  ol'ihis  prohibition  shall  subject  ihe  violator 
in  Department  sanctions.  incltulinu  an  administrative  penalty. 


12)  No  imli vitlmil  shall  serve  as  the  nrimarv  carcuivcr  for  more  than  three  unnlilVinu 
patients. 

15)  No  tiualijyinu  patient  shall  consume  marijuana  lor  medical  use  in  a  nubile  place. 
Viiilmion  nf  this  prohibition  slmll  subject  the  violator  la  sanctions  ns  provided  hv 
general  law. 


12)  N»  person  slmll  extract  resins  from  marijuana  usinu  dangerous  malcrials  or 

combustible  misses  wiilnnil  a  Medical  Mariiunnu-Infused  Products  Maiiulhcturinu 
Facility  license.  Violation  ofthis  nroliihiiion  shall  subject  the  violator  to 
Department  sanctions,  including  an  administrative  penalty  anti  loss  of  their 
identification  card  or  license  lor  up  to  one  year. 

ILL!)  All  patient  cultivation  shall  take  place  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility  that  is 
cu  nipped  with  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  bv  the  Qualifying  patient  or 
hv  such  patient's  nrimarv  carcuivcr.  Two  Qualifying  patients,  who  both  hold  valid 
patient  cultivation  identification  cards,  may  share  one  enclosed,  locked  facility.  No 
more  than  twelve  patient  or  nrimarv  carcuivcr  cultivated  flowerinu  marijuana  nlants 
may  he  cultivated  in  a  sinulc.  enclosed  locked  facility,  except  when  a  nrimarv 
carcuivcr  also  holds  a  patient  cultivation  identification  card,  in  which  case  no  more 
limn  eiuhteen  (lowering  marijuana  plants  may  he  cultivated  in  a  sinulc.  enclosed, 
locked  facility. 

(Ill  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary 
Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana- In  fused  Products  Manufactnrinu  Facility  shall 
assiun.  sell,  uive,  lease,  suhliccnsc.  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  to  any  other 
entity  without  the  express  consent  ol'llic  Department,  not  to  he  unreasonably 
withheld. 

(121  Unless  allowed  hv  the  local  uovcnimcnt.  no  new  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana-Infused 
Products  Manul'acturinu  Facility  shall  he  initially  sited  within  one  thousand  feet  of 
any  then-existing  elementary  or  secondary  school,  child  dav-eare  center,  or  church. 
No  local  uovernment  shall  prohibit  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities, 
Medical  Marijuana-Infused  Products  Manufiicluriiiu  Facilities,  or  Medical 
Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facilities,  either  expressly  or  tlwiuuli  the  enactment  of 
ordinances  or  retaliations  dial  make  their  operation  unduly  burdensome  in  the 
jurisdiction.  However,  local  governments  may  enact  ordinances  or  reuulalions  not 
in  conliicl  with  this  section,  or  with  regulations  enacted  pursuant  to  this  section. 
governing  the  lime,  nlaec.  ami  manner  ol'such  facilities  in  the  locality.  A  local 
uovernment  may  establish  civil  penalties  lor  violation  ol'an  ordinance  or 
retaliations  uoveminu  the  time,  place,  anti  manner  oroneration  ol'a  Medical 
Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Infused  Products  Manufaelurinu 
Facility,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facility  that  may  operate  in  such 
locality. 

( 131  Unless  superseded  hv  federal  law  or  an  amendment  to  this  Constitution,  a 
physician  shall  not  recommend  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  to  a  patient  hv  any 

means  other  than  nnividinu  a  physician  certification  lor  Ihe  patient,  whether 

handwritten,  electronic  or  in  another  commonly  used  formal.  In  any  year,  no 
nhvsicinn  shall  issue  more  physician  certifications  than  a  number  equivalent  to 
twenty-five  percent  of  their  total  n  timber  orprescrinlions  lor  other  dines,  A 
HUidirvinu  patient  must  ohtain  a  new  physician  certification  at  least  annually. 

( 14)  A  physician  slmll  not  issue  a  certification  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  lor  a 
tum-emancipaled  tiualil'vinu  patient  under  the  aue  of  eiuhteen  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  quali  IVi nu  patient's  parent  or  leual  tmardian.  The  Department  shall 
not  issue  a  patient  identification  card  on  hehall'ol'a  non-cmuncinated  Qualifying 
patient  under  the  aue  of  eighteen  without  the  written  consent  of  the  uualifvinu 
patient's  parent  or  leual  uuardian.  S itch  card  shall  lie  issued  to  one  ol’the  parents  or 
uuardians  and  not  directly  to  the  patient.  Only  a  parent  or  guardian  may  serve  as  a 
nrimarv  carcuivcr  lor  a  non-cmnncipalcd  qualifying  patient  under  the  aue  of 
eiuhteen.  Unlv  the  qualifying  patient's  parent  or  uuardian  shall  purchase  or  possess 


medical  marijuana  tor  a  noii-cmaneipatcd  naticnl  under  I  lie  ;n;c  oldulilccn.  A  parent 

or  uuardian  shall  .supervise  the  administration  of  medical  marijuana  In  ;i  non- 

cmancipalcd  patient  under  the  atic  ol  ciuhlccn 

1 15)  Nothinu  in  Ibis  seel  ion  shall  he  construed  us  iimiulalinu  health  insurance  cm  erauc 
ol'mcdical  marijuana  for  mialilViiui  nalicnl  use. 

(  K»)  Real  and  personal  properly  used  in  the  cultivation,  mamilaclurc.  iransnorl.  icstine. 
distribution,  sale,  and  administration  ol'inariiiiana  for  medieal  use  or  lor  activities 

otherwise  in  eomnliance  with  lliis  seeliou  shall  mil  he  .subject  lo  asset  lortcit  u  re 

solely  because  ofllial  use. 


8.  Severability 

'I'lie  provisions  of  lliis  seeliou  are  severable,  and  M  any  clause,  sentence.  paragraph  or  seeliou 

of  this  measure,  or  ail  application  thereof,  is  adiudued  invalid  by  any  eoarl  oreoinneieni 

iiirisdieliou.  Ihe  oilier  provisions  shall  eonlinue  to  be  in  cfl'oct  lo  die  fullest  extent  pussihl e. 


J).  l'Tfeetive  Date 

The  provisions  ol  ibis  seeliou  shall  beeome  effective  on  December  6,  201 S.  as  provided  by 

this  Constitution. 


R-OOo 


JAMES  C:.  Kl KKl'ATRK  K 

Sr ati  Information  Center 
(573)751  4936 


Jason  Kander 

Secretary  oe  State 
State:  of  Missouri 


Ei.i  <  tions  Division 
(573 i 751  230 1 


November  10,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


NOV  !  n  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  IV.  version  1  (2018-005) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  fora  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  9.  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  I  16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 

Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami  s  C.  Kirkpatrick  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  main  street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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Il  is  u  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  orseclion  560.021,  USMo,  lo  (lie  contrary,  for 
a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  hntli, 
for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  (lie  same  election,  nr  to  sign  u  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or 
she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 


1£-CQ5 


INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  (lie  Honorable  Jason  Kanilcr,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  stale  of  Missouri:  VVc,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters 

of  the  state  of  Missouri  and ....... . . . „...  County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  he  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  lo  be  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  nr  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Slate  Of  Missouri,  County  Of 


. Heine  first  tlulv  sworn,  sav  (nrint  or  tvnc  names  of  sinners) 

Name  (signatures) 

Date 

signed 

Address(  city,  town,  or  village) 

Zip  Code 

Cong. 

Dist. 

Name  (print  or 
Typed) 

f  -  ■  ■■ 

— 

— 

| 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  her  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe 


that  each  has  staled  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each 

signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALLSTATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 


I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this 
petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) . 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) . Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and 

sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D . 


Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary . Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires . 


ir  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements  of  section  1 1 0.050  noil  section  116.1180  are  met,  it  shall  lie  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical  errors.  (I..  19811  S.D.  658,  A.L.  1986  ll.lt.  1471,  ct  at.,  A.I..  1997  S.II.  1.12,  A.I..  1999 11.11. 

676,  A. I.  201 J  ll.lt.  117)  •  Effective  11-04-14 
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1  l»K  iitiMstuc  jtiticmls  I  lie  Missouri  ( 'nnstiiiition  by  mliliiij;  Section  5-1  to  Article  *1,  111  is  nnicmliocnt  im|ilicitly  i  cpeals,  in  port  or 
in  svltolc,  nnil  amends  various  statutes  anil  siiliscctions  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105.1105, 105.1100, 

105.1 112,  IQ5.0l0.(l0||li)r,l,)5.(ll0.(l0)(d),  I‘)5.(ll0.(l7)(m)(b).  I‘)5.0I0.(I7)(e),  I95.tll(l.(l7)(l),  195.010(2-1),  195.015.4,  195.017.2(4) 

ID.  195.0l7.2(4)(z).  I95.0l7.2(4)(ii),  195.140.2(2),  195.202.2,  195.202.3,  195.211.2, 195.211.3,  195.211.4.  195.222.7,195.223.7. 

195.223.8,  263.25U.I. 

He  ii  resolved  by  lite  people  of  the  stole  of  Missouri  that  (lie  Constitution  be  amended: 

Marijuana  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  Revised  Statutes  list  ol'controlled 
substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed  among  Missouri's  drugs  schedules.  The  stale  legislature  have 
until  the  end  of  the  following  legislature  session  of  passage  to  rename  marijuana  to  cannabis  in  all  the 
siiiitiles  or  the  slalules  is  null  nr  void 

I.  Definition  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

ii)  1 .  "cannabis"  and  "cannabis  hemp”  refer  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis  saliva, 
cannabis  indica.  cannabis  ruderalis.  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  any  derivative, 
concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle,  preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any 
product  thereof. 

h)  "hemp":  he  liber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope,  stout  fabrics, 
fiberhoard,  and  paper,  the  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

e)  "medical  cannabis"  refers  to  the  medical  use  of  cannabis. 

d)  "personal  use”  refers  to  the  non-medical  consumption  of  cannabis. 

e)  "F.xpungenble  marijuana  offense"  are  any  convictions  committed  prior  to  this  amendment. 

Ij  "home  grow  amounts”  a  total  of  60  square  feel  or  less  of  cultivation  of  cannabis  or  hemp  or  a 
combination  of  both  for  personal  and/or  medical  use. 

g)  "cannabis  accessories”  means  any  equipment,  products,  or  materials  of  any  kind  that  are  used, 
intended  for  use,  or  designed  for  use  in  planting,  propagating,  cultivating,  growing,  harvesting, 
manufacturing,  compounding,  converting,  producing,  processing,  preparing,  testing,  analyzing, 
packaging,  repackaging,  storing,  or  containing  cannabis,  or  for  ingesting,  inhaling,  vaporizing, 
smoking  or  otherwise  introducing  cannabis  into  and/or  onto  the  human  body. 

h)  "establishment”  refers  to  a  cannabis  cultivation  facility,  a  cannabis  testing  facility,  a  cannabis 
product  manufacturing  facility,  or  a  retail  cannabis  store  or  other  entity  that  cultivates,  prepares, 
manufactures,  packages,  transports  or  sells  cannabis,  cannabis  products  and/or  cannabis 
accessories. 

.Vfhe  following  acts  are  not  unlawful  and  shall  not  be  an  offense  under  Missouri  law  or  be  a  basis 
for  seizer  or  forfeiture. 

a)  Adult  Possession  of  cannabis  for  personal  at  21  years  or  older. 

h)  Possession,  production,  cultivation  and  distribution  of  hemp,  marijuana  and  cannabis. 

c)  Cultivation,  harvesting  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distributing,  transferring, 
displaying  or  possessing  cannabis,  cannabis  accessories,  and  cannabis  products  for  commercial 
purposes  provided  the  person  has  current  applicable  licensing  to  operate  a  commercial 
establishment.  No  special  licensing  will  be  required  beyond  that  which  is  applicable  for  the 
cultivation,  harvest,  processing,  manufacturing,  packaging,  distribution,  transferal,  display  or 
possessing  of  any  non-toxic  food  or  food  product. 

d)  Leasing  or  otherwise  allowing  the  use  of  property  owned,  occupied  or  controlled  by  any  person, 
corporation  or  other  entity  for  any  of  the  activities  conducted  lawfully  in  accordance  with 
paragraphs  (a)  through  (d)  of  this  subsection. 

•I.  Medical  cannabis  shall  be  available  to  patients  who  have  a  physician's  recommendation. 

(a)  All  patients  engaged  in  cannabis  therapy  shall  be  afforded  the  same  rights  and  privileges 
afforded  to  any  patient  treated  through  other  pharmaceutical  means. 

(h)  Cannabis  acquisition,  possession,  and  consumption  shall  be  permitted  to  patients  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  with  the  consent  of  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  and  through  the  supervision  of  a 
parent  or  legal  custodian  and  a  licensed  physician. 

(c)  Licensed  physicians  shall  not  be  penalized  for  nor  restricted  from  recommending  cannabis  for 
medical  purposes  to  any  person. 

(d)  Opinions  pertaining  to,  and  willingness  to  recommend  medical  cannabis  therapy  shall  not  be  a 
criteria  for  the  licensure  of  physicians;  no  physician  shall  be  subject  to  any  professional  licensing 
review  or  bearing  as  a  result  of  recommending  or  approving  medical  cannabis  therapy. 

(e)  Any  individual  who  is  a  legal  cannabis  patient  in  another  slate  shail  be  granted  the  same  rights 
and  privileges  as  a  legal  Missouri  cannabis  patient. 

I.  Medical  care,  including  organ  transplants,  shall  not  be  restricted  in  any  way  based  on  a  person’s 
use  of  cannabis. 

•>.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall: 

(a)  Require  tin  employer  to  retain  an  employee  who  is  impaired  on  the  job  by  his  use  ol  cannabis. 

(It)  IV-rmil  operation  of  a  motor  vehicle,  watercraft,  aircraft,  train,  or  any  transportation  device  of 
vehicle  by  anyone  who  is  impaired  by  marijuana,  cannabis  or  any  oilier  controlled  substance. 


(c)  Permit  the  transfer  or  sale  of  cannabis  intended  for  adult  use  to  it  person  younger  limn  twenty-one 
years  of  age. 

1 .  l-'ortml  any  individual,  corporate  property  owner,  elementary  education  institutions,  and 
secondary  education  institutions  from  prohibiting  the  distribution,  sale  or  cultivation  of 
cannabis  within  their  dwelling  for  personal  use. 

(>.  The  dictates  of  this  Initiative  shall  be  implemented  no  later  than  January  1 .  following  the  election 
that  placed  this  Initiative  before  the  people. 

7.  Upon  the  passage  of  this  Act.  all  persons  incarcerated  or  under  supervision  of  the  Missouri  Hoard  of 
Probation  and  Parole  for  non-violent,  cannabis-only  olfeuscs  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Stale  of 
Missouri  under  this  Act  shall  be  immediately  released. 

(a)  The  Court  shall  order  the  immediate  expungement  of  civil  and  criminal  records  pertaining  to  all 
non-violent  cannabis  only  offenses  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  under  this 
Act. 

(b)  Within  60  days  of  the  passage  of  this  Aet.lhe  Attorney  General  shall  develop  and  make 
available  to  the  public  a  legal  document  ordering  the  immediate  destruction  of  all  cannabis-related 
non-violent  civil  and  criminal  records  in  Missouri  and  for  any  olfcnsc  covered  by  this  amendment. 
This  document  shall  be  distributed  to  all  Circuit  Court  clerks  within  the  Slate. 

8.  No  Missouri  law  enforcement  personnel  or  state  funds  shall  be  used  to  assist  or  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  federal  cannabis  laws  involving  acts  which  are  no  longer  illegal  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri 
under  this  amendment 

9.  Any  person  who  willfully  impedes  the  lawful  exercise  of  these  provisions  is  guilty  of  a  Class  A 
misdemeanor. 

10.  Cannabis  fanners,  manufacturers,  processors,  and  distributors  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  special 
zoning  requirement,  licensing  fee  that  is  excessive,  discriminatory,  prohibitive,  or  in  any  way  contrary 
to  that  which  is  relative  to  any  other  commercial  or  agricultural  farmer,  manufacturer,  processor  or 
distributor. 

11.  Taxes  and  regulations  not  conflicting  with  sections  may  be  imposed  on  the  production,  distribution, 
cultivation  and  possession  of  cannabis,  marijuana  and  hemp  shall  be  subjected  to  duly  authorized 
powers,  if  any.  conferred  by  article  III  and  VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri: 

12.  All  provisions  of  this  section  are  self-executing  and  severable,  and.  except  where  otherwise 
indicated  in  the  text  of  this  document,  shall  supersede  conflicting  city,  county,  stale  or  federal  statutory, 
local  charter,  ordinance,  or  resolution. 


1^-004 


Jason  Kandkr 


JAMI  S  C.  KlRKI’ATRK'K 
ST  ATI:  INFORMATION  Cl.NTIR 
(573)751  4936 


SiiCRiri  ARY  or  Sta  tu 
Statu  of  Missouri 


F.i.i  ctions  Division 
(573)731  2301 


November  10,  2016 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  I  (2018-004) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  liscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely. 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami  s  C.  Kirkpatrick.  St.  vn  Information  Ci.ntp.r 
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County . Page  No . 

It  is  ii  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  l lie  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for 
a  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  nr  n  One  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both, 
for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  nny  name  other  than  his  nr  her  oivn,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her 
mime  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  u  petition  when  such  person  knows  lie  or 
she  is  nut  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


To  the  Honorable  Jason  Kundcr,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters 

of  the  stale  of  Missouri  and . County  (or  city  of  St.  l.nuis),  respectfully  order  that  the  following 

amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  lie  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  stale  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  nr 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  he  held  on  the  fitli  day  of  .November,  .211111  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  n  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and . County  (or 

city  of  SI.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  ill  which  I  live  are  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 


Stale  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 

I. . . being  first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 

|  Dale 
!  signed 


Name  (signatures) 


X 

I  <i  ' 

It) 

n 

12 

O 


town,  or  village) 

Zip  Code 

i  =  - 

Nome  (print  or 
Typed) 

L 

15 

signed  Ibis  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  nf  theta  signed  his  nr  Iter  name  thereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe 
that  each  lias  staled  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  eaeli 

signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  slate  nf  Missouri  and . . . County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALLSTATEMENTS  MADE  IIY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  ai  leasi  IK  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  noi ....  (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this 
petition. 

If  paid,  list  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) . 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) . Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and 

sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.I) . 


Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary . Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires . 


-OG4 


II  litis  lot  in  is  folloncil  substantially  uni!  the  requirement*  nf  srcllim  I  16.050  ami  section  1 16.080  arc  met,  ii  shall  be  sulfkicni, 
tlisi fj>tn  iliiiC  tier! ni I  anil  nicrcls  (rcliiiirn!  errors,  (I<.  IV80S.il.  658,  A.I-  1986  II. II.  1471,  e(  ul.,A.L.  1997  S.ll.  132,  A. I..  1999  II. II. 

676.  A. L.  2013  11.11.  117)  ‘Effective  1I-4I-I-I4 


Right  to  farm. 

Be  il  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be 

amended: 

35  of  Article  I  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  is  amended  by  modifying  section  35.  The 
existing  section  35  is  set  forth  hereinafter  with  the  new  matter  bold  and  deleted  matter  in 
brackets. 

Definitions  of  terms,  as  used  in  this  Act: 

a)  Cannabis:  refers  to  the  cannabis,  marihuana,  marijuana,  cannabis,  saliva, 
cannabis  imlica,  cannabis  rmlcrnlis,  or  any  variety  of  cannabis,  including  but 
not  limited  to,  derivative,  concentrate,  extract,  flower,  leaf,  particle, 
preparation,  resin,  root,  salt,  seed,  stalk,  stem,  or  any  product  thereof 

h)  Hemp:  The  fiber  of  this  plant,  extracted  from  the  stem  and  used  to  make  rope, 
fabrics,  fiherhoard,  clothing,  ami  paper.  The  sister  plant  of  cannabis 

That  agriculture  which  provides  food,  energy,  health  benefits,  and  security  is  the 
foundation  and  stabilizing  force  of  Missouri's  economy.  This  section  shall  protect  the 
right  to  grow  cannabis  and  hemp.  To  protect  this  vital  sector  of  Missouri's  economy, 
the  right  of  farmers  and  ranchers  to  engage  in  farming  and  ranching  practices  shall  be 
forever  guaranteed  in  this  state,  subject  to  duly  authorized  powers,  if  any.  conferred  by 
article  VI  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri. 


Jason  Kander 


JAMI  S  C.  KIRKPATRICK 
STATI  INFORMATION  Cl-.NTUR 
( 573 )  75  I  1936 


Secretary  oh  Statu 
Statu  ou  Missouri 


Hi  i  chons  Divisu  in 
l 573 i 731  2301 


November  10,  2016 


A 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 

State  Auditor  NOV  !  0  2016 

State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City.  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Damien  Johnson  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  VIII  (2018-003) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Damien  Johnson  on  November  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2.  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  I  Ion.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


Jami  sC.  Kikki‘A'1  rick Stati-  Information  Ci  nti.r 
600  w.  main  Strutt  •  Jitui.icson  City  65  tot 

ADMINISTRATIN':  Ill’ll.*  •  IU’SINT-.nS  Sj  UVKT'S  •  ll  p.t  ,  ION s  •  I'l’Hi.H  A'l'IONS  •  Si<  DHITM-s  •  STATI  AKt  HINT'S  •  S  I’A'l  I  I  .  ItRAR  N  •  Wo|  INI  |i  J  DIKAUV 


County . Page  No . 

II  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo,  to  the  contrary,  for 
u  term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jnil  or  n  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both, 
for  unyouc  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  Ills  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  nr  her 
name  more  than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  tile  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or 
site  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 


ts-oca 


To  the  llonnrahlc  Jason  Knndcr,  Secretary  of. State  for  the  stale  of  Missouri:  We,  the  undersigned,  registered  voters 

of  the  state  of  Missouri  and - - - - County  (nr  city  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  the  follow  ing 

amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  In  the  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or 
rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  lie  held  on  the  6th  day  of  .November,  .2018  and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I 

have  personally  signed  this  petition,  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  and . County  (nr 

city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city,  town  or  village  in  which  I  live  ore  correctly 
written  after  my  name. 

CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

Stale  Of  Missouri,  County  Of . 


that  each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each 

signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  and  ............ - .... - County.  FURTHERMORE,  I 

HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME 
ARE  TRUE  ANI)  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF,  FOUND  GUILTY  OF,  OR 
PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  at  leasl  18  years  of  age.  I  do  ....  do  not ....  (check  one)  expect  to  he  paid  Tor  circulating  litis 
petition. 

If  paid,  lisi  the  payer . 

Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) . 

(Printed  Name  of  Affiant) . Address  of  Affiant  Subscribed  and 

sworn  to  before  me  this . day  of . A.D . 


Signature  of  Notary . 

Address  of  Notary . Notary  Public  (Seal) 

My  commission  expires . 


If  tliis  tin  hi  i,  lullouul  slihstuntiully  amt  the  requirements  of  section  tit, .(ISO  and  section  1 1  r* .0X0  arc  met,  it  shall  lie  sufficient, 
disregarding  clerical  anil  merely  [ethnical  errors.  ((..  10811  S.lt.  OSS,  A.L  1086  ll.lt.  1471,  el  at.,  A.I..  1007  S.ll.  1.12,  A.l«  1000  II. u. 

676.A.I..  201.1  11.11.  117)  *  Effective  11-04-14 


1 

This  amendment  repeals,  in  part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and 
subsections  relating  to  political  parties.  Including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMO 
115.121,  115.122,  115.307,  115.309, 115.31,  115.315, 115.319, 115.321,  115.603, 115.605, 
115.607  to  115.627, 

Be  it  resolved  by  Hie  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  amended: 

Article  VIII  of  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  creating  a  new  section  known  as  section  23  of  Article 
VIII  to  read  as  follows: 

a)  Candidates  running  for  United  States  Senate,  United  States  Congress,  Governor,  U. 
Governor,  Treasurer,  Attorney  General,  Secretary  of  State.  State  Senate  and  State 
Representative  shall  be  listed  as  a  non-partisan  candidate  and  no  Party  affiliation  shall 
be  listed  next  to  a  candidate. 

b)  Unless  running  in  a  special  election  or  a  runoff,  all  candidates  shall  run  in  a  November 
election  without  running  in  a  primary  and  required  to  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes  cast. 
If  no  candidates  win  50%  plus  one  of  the  votes  cast,  then  there  shall  be  a  runoff  between 
the  top  two  candidates  no  later  than  60  days  after  the  November  election. 

c)  Candidates  shall  not  be  charged  more  than  $100  nor  be  required  to  collect  signatures. 


NOV  0  9  2016 

STATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jason  Kan d hr 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick 
Statu  Information  chntu.r 
<573)751-4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  or  Missouri 


Ei. motions  Division 
(573)751  2301 


November  9,  2016 


\%-QQ  Q 


Tlie  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65 1 0 1 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Charles  Jones  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment  to 

Article  IV  (2018-002) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
filed  by  Charles  Jones  on  November  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick  Statu  Information  Center 
600  W.  Main  Street  •  Ji  eeerson  City  65101 
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County _ 

Page  No. _ 

It  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  560.021,  RSMo.  to  the  contrary,  for  a 
term  of  imprisonment  not  to  exceed  one  year  in  the  county  jail  or  a  fine  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for 
anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  petition  with  any  name  other  than  his  or  her  own,  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  more 
than  once  for  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  petition  when  such  person  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a 
registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  (he  Honorable  Jason  Kandcr,  Secretary  of  State  for  the  state  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis). 

respectfully  order  that  the  following  proposed  law  (or  amendment  to  the  constitution)  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of 
the  stale  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  the  general  election  to  be  held  on  the  6''‘  day  of  November.  2018. 
and  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  this  petition.  I  am  a  registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri 

ami _ County  (or  city  of  St.  Louis),  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  city. 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  are  correctly  written  after  my  name. 


CIRCULATOR’S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE  OF  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ I - •  being 

first  duly  sworn,  say  (print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


Name  (signature) 

Date 

Signed 

Street  Address,  City 

Zip 

Code 

Cong 

Dist. 

Name  (printed) 

signed  this  page  of  the  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  them  signed  his  or  Iter  name  thereto  in  my  presence.  I  believe  that 
each  has  stated  his  or  her  name,  registered  voting  address  and  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  that  each  signer  is  a 
registered  voter  of  the  state  of  Missouri  and _ County. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS 
MADE  BY  ME  ARE  TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND 
GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE  INVOLVING  FORGERY.  I  am  at  least  18  years  of  age. 

I  do _ do  not _ (check  one)  expect  to  be  paid  for  circulating  this  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer - . 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures)  Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this - day  of 

_ _ _ A.D. 

Printed  Name  of  Affiant  Signature  of  Notary_ - 

_ _  Address  of  Notary  _ 

Address  of  Affiant  - 

_ My  commission  expires _ 

_  If  this  form  is  followed  substantially  and  the  requirements 

of  section  1 16,050  and  section  1 16.080  are  met,  it  shall  be 
.sufficient,  disregarding  clerical  and  merely  technical 
errors. 


This  measure  amends  the  Missouri  Constitution  by  adding  Section  54  to  Article  IV.  This  amendment  implicitly  repeals,  in 
part  or  in  whole,  and  amends  various  statutes  and  subsections  including  but  not  necessarily  limited  to  RSMo  105. 1 105. 
105.1108.  105.1 1 12. I95.0l0.(l0)(b)c.  I95.0l0.(10«d).  I95.0l0.(l7)(m)(b),  I95.0l0.(l7)(g),  I95.0IO.(I7)(I). 
195.010(24).  195.015.4,  I95.0l7.2(4)(r).  195.01 7.2(4)(z).  I95.017.2(4)(ii).  195.140.2(2).  195.202.2.  195.202.3. 

195.21 1.2.  195.211.3,  195.21 1.4.  195.222.7.  195.223.7.  195.223.8.  263.250.1. 

Ih •  it  resolved  by  the  people  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  the  Constitution  be  untended: 


One  new  section  is  adopted  to  be  known  as  Article  IV.  Section  54  and  to  read  as  follows: 

I )  Cannabis  shall  immediately  be  removed  from  the  Missouri  list  of  controlled  substances  and  shall  no  longer  be  listed 


MUBIlfflflWSJMl, 111411,1,1  l|  illll  II III llllllimi llll — 


facility  or  retail  store  or  other 


Missouri,  to  he  distributes!  to  all  circuit  court  iudecs  within  the  state. 


NOV  0  S  2016 


Jason  Kander 


5TATE  AUDITORS  OFFICE 


Jam  us  C.  Kirkpatrick. 
Statu  Information  Cuntur 
(573)751  4936 


Secretary  of  State 
State  of  Missouri 


Elections  Division 
(573)751-2301 


November  9,  2016 


t'J-OOl 


The  Honorable  Nicole  Galloway 
State  Auditor 
State  Capitol  Building 
Jefferson  City,  MO  65101 


RE:  Petition  approval  request  from  Bradley  Bradshaw  regarding  a  proposed  constitutional  amendment 

to  Article  XIV  (2018-001) 

Dear  Auditor  Galloway: 

Enclosed  please  find  an  initiative  petition  sample  sheet  for  a  proposal  to  amend  the  Missouri  Constitution 
Hied  by  Bradley  Bradshaw  on  November  9,  2016. 

We  are  referring  the  enclosed  petition  sample  sheet  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  preparing  a  fiscal  note  and 
fiscal  note  summary  as  required  by  Section  1 16.332,  RSMo.  Section  1 16.175.2,  RSMo  requires  the  state 
auditor  to  forward  the  fiscal  note  and  fiscal  note  summary  to  the  attorney  general  within  twenty  days  of 
receipt  of  the  petition  sample  sheet. 

Thank  you  for  your  immediate  consideration  of  this  request. 


Sincerely, 


Jason  Kander 


cc:  Hon.  Chris  Koster 


Sheri  Hoffman 
Barbara  Wood 


James  C.  Kirkpatrick.  State  Information  Center 
600  w.  Main  Street  •  Jefferson  City  65101 
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ll  is  a  class  A  misdemeanor  punishable.  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Section  560.021.  KS\1t>.  lo  ihc  contrary.  Tor  a  term  of  imprisonment  not  lo 
exceed  one  year  tn  the  county  jail  or  a  line  mil  to  exceed  leu  thousand  dollars  or  both,  for  anyone  to  sign  any  initiative  pciition  with  any  name  oilier 
than  his  nr  her  own.  or  knowingly  to  sign  his  or  her  name  twite  than  once  lor  the  same  measure  for  the  same  election,  or  to  sign  a  pel il ion  when  such 
persnu  knows  he  or  she  is  not  a  registered  voter. 

INITIATIVE  PETITION 

To  llte  Honorable  John  (Jay)  Ashcroft.  Secretary  of  Stale  for  the  State  of  Missouri: 

We.  the  undersigned,  registered  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis),  respectfully  order  that  ihc 

following  proposed  amendment  to  the  constitution  shall  be  submitted  to  the  voters  of  the  State  of  Missouri,  for  their  approval  or  rejection,  at  llte 
general  election  to  be  lurid  on  the  ftth  day  of  November.  20 IX  ami  each  for  himself  or  herself  says:  I  have  personally  signed  litis  petition;  I  am  a 

registered  voter  of  the  Stale  of  Missouri  and _ County  (or  City  of  St.  Louis):  my  registered  voting  address  and  the  name  of  the  ciiy. 

town  or  village  in  which  I  live  arc  correctly  wrillcn  after  my  name. 

(OITtcial  Ballot  Title) 


/ 


D 


I,'  <! 


CIRCULATOR'S  AFFIDAVIT 

STATE.  Cl*  MISSOURI.  COUNTY  OF _ I.  .  _ _ being  first  duly  sworn,  say 


(print  or  type  names  of  signers) 


NAME 

(Signature) 

Date 

Signed 

REGISTERED  VOTING  ADDRESS 
Sired,  No  IM)  Hoses 
(City.  Town  or  Village  I 

/ip 

Code 

Cong. 

Dirt. 

NAME 

(Printed  or  Typed) 

). 

/ 

/ 

s 

/ 

/ 

$. 

/ 

/ 

A. 

/ 

/ 

5. 

/ 

/ 

ft. 

/ 

i 

7. 

/ 

i 

X. 

/ 

i 

■>. 

/ 

i 

1(1. 

/ 

i 

signet!  this  page  of  ihc  foregoing  petition,  and  each  of  litem  signed  his  or  her  name  (hereto  in  my  presence;  I  believe  that  each  has  staled  his  or  her 
name,  registered  voting  address  mid  city,  town  or  village  correctly,  and  thsii  each  signer  is  a  registered  voter  of  the  Slate  of  Missouri  and 
Cuuniy. 

FURTHERMORE.  I  HEREBY  SWEAR  OR  AFFIRM  UNDER  PENALTY  OF  PERJURY  THAT  ALL  STATEMENTS  MADE  BY  ME  ARE 
TRUE  AND  CORRECT  AND  THAT  I  HAVE  NEVER  BEEN  CONVICTED  OF.  FOUND  GUILTY  OF.  OR  PLED  GUILTY  TO  ANY  OFFENSE 
INVOLVING  FORGERY. 

I  am  ai  least  IX  years  of  age.  I  do  _  do  not  (cheek  one)  expect  to  he  paid  for  circulating  ihis  petition.  If  paid,  list  the  payer 


Suhserifvd  and  swom  to  before  me  this _ day  of 


Notary  Public  (Seal) 
My  Hoard  expires _ 


Signature  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 
Printed  Name  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 
Address  of  Affiant  (Person  obtaining  signatures) 

,  AI). _ . 

Signature  of  Notary 

Address  of  Notary 


For  the  purpose  of  benefiting  the  citizens  of  Missouri  bv  providing  for  medical  research  to  find  and 


dcvclon  cures  and  treatments  for  cancer  and  other  incurable  and  chronic  diseases  or  medical  conditions,  and  h 


funding  said  medical  research  bv  the  legalization  and  use  of  medical  marijuana  or  its  derivatives  as  palliative  or 


ameliorative  treatment  for  any  such  condition,  with  taxes  on  medical  marijuana  or  any  derivatives  thereof  as  set 


forth  herein,  with  the  proceeds  of  such  taxes  to  be  used  to  establish,  provide  for,  and  continue  such  medical 


research  as  provided  herein.  This  Article  XIV  permits  authorized  physicians  to  recommend  marijuana  for 


atients  with  serious  illnesses  and  medical  conditions.  The  Article  XIV  allows  patients  with 


lifvinu  medical  conditions  the  right  to  discuss  freely  with  their  nhvsicians  the  possible  benefits  of  medical 


marijuana  use,  the  right  of  their  physicians  lo  provide  professional  advice  concerning  the  same,  and  the  right  to 


use  medical  marijuana  Ibr  treatment  tinder  the  supervision  of  a  nhvsician.  This  Article  XIV  is  not  intended  lo 


change  current  civil  and  criminal  laws  governing  the  use  of  marijuana  for  nontncdica 


does  not  allow  lor  the  public  use  of  marijuana  or  driving  under  the  influence  of  marijuana. 


Section  2.  Definitions: 


As  used  in  this  Article  XIV.  the  following  terms  shall  mean: 


minister”  means  the  direct  application  of  marijuana  to  the  body  of  a  qualifying  patient  hv  any 


roved  methods,  as  defined  herein. 

“Approved  methods"  for  the  administration  of  marijuana  are  defined  lo  include  ingestion  of  capsules. 


Article  XIV  and  its  subsections  bv  initially  and  temporarily  functioning  as  the  Chairperson  of  the  Research 


“Building  and  constructio 

ns  t 

motion,  renovation,  development  or  remodeling  of  anv  structure 


allowed  lor  in  this  article  including,  but  not  limited  to,  marijuana  cultivation  facilities,  offices,  buildings. 


clinics,  hospitals,  sidewalks,  roads,  public  transit  systems  and  structures,  public  recreational  and  entertainment 


facilities,  community  developments,  landscaping,  green  snaccs.  enterprise  zones,  housings,  parks,  recreational 


areas  and  the  planning,  design,  development,  architectural  design  and  engineering  of  anv  of  the  same. 


Campus”  means  the  primary  and  main  physical  location  of  a  campus  where  medical  research  and 


treatment  shall  be  performed,  medical  marijuana  and  the  diseases  it  ameliorates  may  be  cultivated  and  studied. 


and  headquarters  of  the  Research  Board  and  where  the  Research  Board  shall  primarily  operate,  also  indudin 


but  not  limited  to.  the  campus  selected  and  developed  under  land  acquisition  and  land  development,  and  used  as 


the  primary  physical  location  for  jobs,  building  and  construction.  land  development,  improvements,  research. 


cures  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases  under  this  Article 


XIV. 


Cures”  means  anv  and  all  cures,  also  including  but  not  limited  to.  medical  treatments,  psychiatric  and 


isvehologjcal  treatments,  medications,  protocols,  thcranics.  surgeries,  genetic  material,  biologicals,  behavioral 


treatments,  clinical  trials,  laboratory  studies,  diagnostic  tests,  evaluations,  counseling,  treatments,  implants. 


mills,  hardware,  ortholics,  machines,  electronic  devices,  computers,  software  programs,  studies,  and  endeavors 


that  help  or  may  help  in  studying,  slowing,  curing,  eliminating,  halting,  placing  in  remission,  amclioralin 


r  regressing  anv  or  all  presently  incurable  diseases,  targeted  diseases,  or  conditions,  illnesses  and 


diseases  that  are  otherwise  incurable. 


imarv  caregiver"  means  an  individual  iwcntv-onc  f  2 1  >  years  of  age  or  older  who  has 


significant  responsibility  for  managing  the  well-being  of  a  person  who  has  a  physician  certification  and  has 


been  designated  as  such  on  that  person's  application  for  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card 


consistent  with  the  regulations  of  the  Research  Board. 
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(il  “Designated  nrimarv  caregiver  identification  card"  means  a  card  issued  bv  (he  Research  Board  lo  a 
designated  primary  caregiver. 

(il  “Education”  means  anv  and  all  education,  also  including  but  not  limited  lo.  leaching,  training  and 
education  that  is.  directly  or  indirectly,  necessary,  helnful  or  sunnortivc  to  jobs,  huildinu  and  construction,  land 
development,  camnus  dcvclonment.  campus  improvement,  research,  iohs  and  educiition  in  Missouri  in  the 
endeavor  to  find  cures  for  incurable  diseases. 

(kl  “Endeavor”  means  anv  and  all  endeavors,  also  including  but  not  limited  to.  ullemnls.  quests,  searches, 
championing.  nursuit.  travel,  work,  inquiries,  treatments,  protocols,  implementations,  and  research  relating  to 
jobs,  building  and  construction,  land  dcvclonment.  camnus.  research  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  effort  lo 
find  cures  Tor  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(It  “In  Missouri"'  means  within  the  geographic  boundaries  of  the  State  of  Missouri  as  established  by  law 
and  this  Constitution. 

(mt  “Jobs’*  means  anv  and  all  forms  of  jobs  and  work  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV.  also  including  but  not 
limited  lo.  salaries,  consultants  and  fees,  employment  of  individuals  where  the  work  classification  is  directly  or 
indirectly  related  to  building  and  construction,  land  dcvclonment.  camnus.  research,  cures  and  education  in 
Missouri  in  the  endeavor  lo  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(nt  “Lund  acquisition"  means  the  acquisition  of  real  and  personal  nronerlv.  also  including  but  not  limited  to 

investigations,  inquiries,  studies,  nlans  and  review  of  data  to  determine  five  notcntinl  locations  for  land 

dcvclonment  and  aenuisilion  for  a  camnus  where  jobs  will  be  had,  building  and  construction  will  occur  and 
research  and  education  in  Missouri  will  lake  place  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases 
and  where  the  Research  Board  shall  be  primarily  located. 

(o)  “Land  development”  means  anv  and  all  land  planning  and  development,  also  including  but  not  limited  to 
studies,  inquiries,  exploration,  research,  planning,  and  actual  purchase  oflands.  buildings,  real  estate  and 
property  related  to  site  development  and  camnus.  land  acquisition,  land  design  and  use,  covenants,  restrictions, 
and  ancillary  jobs,  building  and  construction,  research  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  endeavor  to  find  cures 
for  presently  incurable  diseases. 

(pi  “Local  government”  means  a  countv  or  city  not  within  a  countv.  or  anv  citv.  town  or  village  under 
Chapters  71-82  RSMo. 

(al  “Marijuana”  means  Cannabis  iiulica.  Cannabis  saliva,  and  Caimuhis  riukralis.  hybrids  of  such  snccics. 
and  anv  other  strains,  including  but  not  limited  to  extractions,  resins,  concentrates  and  infusions,  commonly 

understood  within  the  scientific  community  to  constitute  or  contain  marijuana,  and  the  seeds  of  such  plants. 

“Marijuana’*  docs  not  include  industrial  hemn  containing  a  cron-wide  average  tetrahydrocannabinol 
concentration  that  does  not  exceed  three-tenths  of  one  percent  on  a  dry  weight  basis,  or  commodities  or 
products  manufactured  from  industrial  hemn.  or  synthetic  marijuana. 

(rl  “Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility”  means  a  facility,  person  or  entity,  licensed  by  the  Research 
Board,  to  cultivate  in  Missouri,  store  and  transport  in  Missouri  and  sell  in  Missouri,  marijuana  to  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use  or  lo  a  Medical  Mariiiinna-lnfuscd/Extraclion  Products 
Manufacturing  Facility  for  use  and  manufacture  in  mariiuana-infuscd/cxtraction  products  for  sale  to  a  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use. 

(s)  "Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility"  means  a  facility,  person  or  entity,  licensed  by  the 
Research  Board,  to  cultivate  in  Missouri,  store  and  transport  in  Missouri  and  sell  in  Missouri,  marijuana  for 
research  purposes  or  lo  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use  or  to  a  Medical 
Mariiuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  for  use  and  manufacture  in  marijuana- 
infusctl/exlraction  products  for  sale  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use,  with 

such  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  participating  in  the  research  in  some  fashion  directed  towards  the 

use  of  medical  marijuana,  by  voluntary  surveys,  or  otherwise,  with  Qualifying  patients  who  purchase  the 
research  cultivated  marijuana. 

(t>  '‘Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility"  means  a  facility,  licensed  bv  the  Research  Board,  to  transport, 
store  and  sell  in  Missouri  marijuana  or  mariiuana-infused/extraction  products  for  medical  use,  as  provided  in 
this  Article  XIV. 


(u>  “Medical  Mariiuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility*'  means  a  facility,  licensed  bv 
the  Research  Board,  to  manufacture  products  which  are  infused  with  marijuana  or  its  extracts,  or  products 
produced  from  extracts  or  derivatives  of  marijuana,  and  store  and  transport  mariiuapn-infused/cxtraction 
products  in  Missouri  for  sale  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  for  sale  for  medical  use. 
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edical  use  of  maniuann  menus  (he  production.  posscssion^dclivery,  transportation.  distribution  or 


administration  ol  maniuann.  or  paraphernalia  used  to  adm mister  maruunnn.  as  neccssnrv  lor  the  exc lusivc 


benefit  of  a  person  to  mitigate  the  symptoms  or  e  fleets  of  the  person’s  qualifying  medical  condition 


Missouri  Resident  means  for  purposes  of  this  Article  XIV  that  the  natural  person  was  physical] 


resent  and  maintained  a  residence  in  the  stale  of  Missouri  for  greater  than  one  hundred  and  eighty  ft  80)  davs 


out  of  anv  calendar  year  in  question  and  was  legally  in  both  the  United  Slates  and  Missouri  during  that  entire 


Participation  research  endues”  means  public,  private,  cniasi-nublic  or  quasi-private  entities  or 


individuals  that  enter  into  contracts  with  the  Research  Board  for  research,  building  and  construction  and 


endeavors  to  facilitate  findi nu  cures  lor  presently  incurable  diseases. 


‘Physician  certification”  means  a  written  document,  valid  for  up  to  twenty-four  (24)  months  from  the 


date  of  the  authorized  physician  s  signature,  smiled  by  an  authorized  physician,  that  states  in  the  physician’s 


rofessionai  opinion,  the  qualifying  patient  suffers  Irom  a  qualifying  medical  condition,  is  likely  to  receive 


therapeutic  or  palliative  benefit  from  the  medical  use  ol  marijuana  to  treat  or  alleviate  the  patient's  uualifvin 


of  ihc  medical  use  or  marijuana  mav  outweigh  the  health  risks  lo  the  aualifvinu  nalient. 


ropauatinu  plants  from  seed  to  plant  tissue,  clones,  vcuctativc  or  flowcrinu  area.  Plant  canopy  docs  not  include 


effectively  treatable  to  a  full  euro. 


limited  to: 


toward  the  recommendations  or  use  of  medical  innriiuana  for  psychiatric  disorders 


ix.  a  terminal  illness 


any  other  diseases  that  the  Research  Board  determines,  based  upon  reliable  data  and  uenerallv  accented 


ualilvinu  patient”  means  I )  a  patient,  eighteen  ( 1 8)  years  old  or  older,  with  one  or  more  qualifvin 


medical  conditions,  or  21  a  nalient.  under  eighteen  ( 1 81  years  old,  with  one  or  more  ciualilvinu  medical 


conditions  who  also  has  notarized  written  consent  [ram  a  parent  or  leual  minrdinn  to  use  medical  marijuana  or 


ncdical  marijuana-infused  products,  as  well  as  verbal  in  person  consent  front  a  parent  or  leual  uuardian  to  an 


authorized  physician  wrilinu  the  physician  certification. 


ualilvinu  patient  identification  card”  means  a  card  issued  hv  the  Research  Board  for  a  uualifvin 


alient  with  a  valid  physician  certification, 


“Research”  means  anv  and  all  research  and  development,  also  includinu  but  not  limited  to.  tcachin 


supportive  to  discoverinu.  imnlcmciuiim.  or  findinu  cures,  and  studies  for  cures  of  illnesses  and  diseases  that  arc 


resenllv  incurable  diseases  and  ancillary  jobs,  buildinu  and  construction,  research  and  education  in  Missouri  in 


the  endeavor  to  find  cures  for  presently  incurable  diseases. 


Research  Board"  means  the  Board  of  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Druu  Development  Institute. 


(gel  “Rule"  or  "Rules”  has  the  meaning  in  this  article  ns  il  does  in  Section  536.010  of  RSMo. 


\%<o\ 

(hh)  “Secondary  Cainmis'1  rnenns  Research  Board  discretionary  secondurv  physical  locations.  including  bul 
not  limited  lo  building  and  construction  of such  secondary  cnmnuscs  that  will  operate  in  collaboration  with  anv 
accrcditeJ  medical  or  pharmacy  school  located  within  Missouri  under  this  Article  XIV.  section  5.  nml  used  for 
jobs,  building  and  construction,  research,  cures,  and  education  in  Missouri  in  the  endeavor  lo  find  cures  for 
presently  incurable  diseases  under  Ibis  Article  XIV. 

(iil  “Shall"  means  must  in  this  Article  XIV. 

(iil  “Targeted  Disease(s)”  means  anv  and  nil  presently  incurable  diseases  that  arc,  or  may  be.  specifically 

identified  or  singled  out,  or  otherwise  isolated,  whether  hv  tvne.  suh-tvne.  sub-suh-lvnc.  and  to  show  hv 

example:  breast  cancer,  or  intcrlohular  breast  cancer,  or  estrouen  positive  breast  cancer,  or  estrogen  negative 
interlobular  breast  cancer,  or  poorly  differentiated  estrogen  positive  interlobular  breast  cancer,  etc.:  or  leukemia 
or  chronic  Ivmnhocvtic  leukemia  or  acute  Ivmnhocvlic  leukemia,  or  acute  Ivmnhocvtic  leukemia  with  certain 
genetic  markers,  or  chronic  myelogenous  leukemia,  etc.:  or  Parkinson’s  disease,  nr  early  onset  Parkinson’s 
disease,  etc.:  or  endogenous  depression,  or  depression  secondary  to  bipolar  disorder,  etc. 

Section  3.  Research  Board  and  Duties. 


(al  There  is  hereby  created  and  established  as  a  governmental  instrumentality  of  the  Slate  orMissouri  the 
“Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  which  .shall  constitute  it  body  corporate  and  politic  and 
operate  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV.  The  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  shall  exist  on  a 
campus  established  hv  building  and  construction  on  land  acquired  and  land  developed  pursuant  lo  this  Article. 
On  this  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  camnus  research  shall  be  performed  in  the 
endeavors  to  find  cures  Tor  presently  incurable  diseases.  The  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development 
Institute  shall  have  located  on  its  camnus  targeted  disease  research  gmuns  to  further  this  research. 

(bl  ‘Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute"  shall  be  governed  hv  the  “Board  of  Biomedical 
Research  and  Drug  Development”  hereafter  “Research  Board". 

tel  It  is  cxnrosslv  directed  and  permitted  that  the  “Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute" 
and  the  "Research  Board"  shall  not  be  assigned  to  anv  Missouri  Department  hut  rather  shall  be  an  independent 
institute  existing  and  operating  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV  under  the  direction  of  the  Research  Board- 

Mi  In  the  event  Section  3  subsection  (cl  of  this  Article  XIV  is  contrary  to  existing  superseding 
constitutional  law  the  “Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute''  and  “Research  Board"  shall  he 
transferred  bv  operation  of  Article  IV  section  1 2  to  a  department,  then  they  shall  be  assigned  lo  the  Department 
of  Health  and  Senior  Sendees  with  supervision  of  the  department  extending  only  lo  budgeting  and  reporting  as 
provided  bv  subdivisions  (41  and  (51  of  subsection  6  of  section  I  of  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1974. 

Supervision  bv  the  department  shall  not  extend  to  matters  relating  lo  policies,  regulatory  functions  or  other 
matters  specifically  entrusted  to  the  Research  Board  hv  this  Article  XIV.  and  neither  the  director  of  the 
department  nor  anv  employee  of  the  department  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  interfere  with  the  activities  of  the 
Research  Board  or  the  research  provided  bv  this  Article  XIV. 

(el  The  Research  Board  is  charged  bv  the  people  of  the  Slate  of  Missouri  lo  effectuate  this  Article  XIV.  to 
find  cutes  for  currently  incurable  diseases,  and  to  the  extent  reasonably  practicable  generate  income  pursuant  to 
this  Article  XIV  to  the  Stale  of  Missouri  with  such  cures. 

(0  It  is  the  duly  of  the  Research  Board  to  promulgate  rules  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Article, 
and  to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  Article.  Anv  rule  or  portion  of  a  rule,  as  that  term  is  defined  in  section 
536.010.  that  is  created  under  the  authority  delegated  in  this  article  shall  become  effective  only  if  il  complies 
with  and  is  subject  to  all  of  the  provisions  of  chanter  536  RSMo. 

i.  For  purposes  of  only  rule  making  and  adjudicated  eases,  as  defined  in  RSMo  536,010.  the  Research 
Board  is  an  agency  who  is  subject  lo  chanter  536  RSMo.  except: 

ii.  For  purposes  of  adjudicated  cases  as  defined  in  536.010.  the  Research  hoard  is  not  subject  lo  chapter 
536  RSMo  if  il  has  established  written  procedures  to  assure  that  constitutionally  required  due  process 
safeguards  exist  and  annlv  to  proceedings  that  would  otherwise  constitute  a  contested  eases  as  defined  in  section 
536.010  RSMo. 

(g)  Anv  member  of  a  Board  established  bv  this  Article  XIV  may  he  removed  for  cause  bv  a  vote  of  three 
fourths  of  both  the  Missouri  I  louse  of  Representatives  and  Senate,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Governor. 

(hi  The  Research  Board  shall  issue,  renew,  regulate,  restrict,  and  revoke  licenses  for  marijuana  facilities. 
including  bul  not  limited  lo  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Mariinana-Infuscd/Exlraction 
Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  issue,  renew,  regulate, 
restrict,  and  revoke  Qualifying  patient  identification  cards  and  designated  primary  caregiver  cards. 


s 


(il  The  Research  Board  shall  issue  rules  for  licensure  of  marijuana  facilities,  including  bui  noi  limi 
procedures  Tor: 

_ i.  issuing,  renewing,  regulating,  restricting  and  revoking  licenses  I'or  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 

Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused/Extraclion  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  and  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities. 

ii.  the  issuance,  renewal,  regulating.  restricting  and  revoealiou  of  qualifying  nation t  identification  cards 
and  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  cards,  and 

iii.  the  creation  of  a  confidential  qualifying  patient,  confidential  cultivation  location  and  confidential 
designated  nrimarv  caregiver  registry.  Patients  may  be  issued  confidential  natient  identification  numbers  for 

purposes  of  identity  protection  and  medical  marijuana  sales.  The  numosc  of  the  regulations  within  this 

subsection  is  to  ensure  the  availability  and  -sale  confidential  use  of  marijuana  by  qualifying  patients. 

( h  The  Research  Board  shall  develop  rules  whereby  the  denial  or  revocation  of  a  license,  license  renewal, 
identification  card  or  other  adverse  action  bv  the  Research  Board  shall  be: 

i.  anncalablc  to  the  Administrative  Hearing  Commission  and  otherwise  subject  to  judicial  review  as 
provided  bv  law,  or 

ii.  subject  to  Biomedical  Research  and  Drue  Development  Institute  established  written  procedures  to 
assure  that  constitutionally  required  due  process  safeguards  exist  and  apply  to  such  a  denial,  revocation,  or 
adverse  action  oC  the  Research  Board. 


(kl  The  Research  Board  shall  consist  of  nine  members  to  be  selected,  as  soon  as  practicable,  bv  the  Article 
XIV  Coordinator  as  set  forth  in  this  Article  XIV.  one  of  whom  shall  be  selected  bv  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator 
as  Research  Chairperson.  The  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  as  Research  Chairperson  until  the  nine 
members  arc  selected,  at  which  lime  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  is  terminated  from  the  Research  Board.  The 
members  of  the  Board,  other  Ilian  the  temporary  “then  existing  Research  Board”  in  section  3(0.  selected  bv  the 
Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  the  following  terms:  four  shall  serve  three  years,  and  five,  including  the 
Research  Chairperson,  shall  serve  six  years.  Thereafter,  each  appointment  shall  be  for  a  term  of  six  years.  Upon 
conclusion  of  the  Research  Chairperson’s  first  term,  or  vacancy,  whichever  conies  first,  the  Research  Board 
shall  choose  from  within  their  members  a  Research  Chairperson.  If  for  anv  reason  a  vacancy  occurs,  the 
Research  Chairperson  shall  appoint  a  new  member  to  Fill  the  unexoired  term.  Members  are  eligible  for  up  to 
four  reappointments.  Although  members  of  the  Research  Board  and  Article  XIV  Coordinator  may  hold  other 
employment,  no  member  of  such  Research  Board  shall  hold  anv  public  office,  and  no  member  shall  hold  anv 
official  position  in  a  political  party, 

i.  It  is  expressly  directed  and  permitted  that  the  person  who  is  designated  on  the  initially  submitted 
Initiative  Petition  Submission  Cover  Pace  to  be  the  contact  person  to  whom  anv  notices  shall  be  sent  under 
sections  1 16.140  and  1 16. 1 80  RSMo  for  the  initiative  petition  filed  for  this  Article  XIV  pursuant  to  RSMo 
1 16.100  and  1 16.332.  shall  serve  as  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator. 

ii.  If  the  person  who  is  designated  on  the  initially  submitted  Initiative  Petition  Submission  Cover  Pace  to 
be  the  contact  person  to  whom  anv  notices  shall  he  sent  under  seel  ions  1 16.140  and  11 6. 1 80  RSMo  for  the 
initiative  petition  filed  for  this  Article  XIV  pursuant  to  RSMo  1 16. 100  and  1 1 6.332  for  anv  reason  docs  not 
serve  as  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  the  Governor  shall  appoint  an  individual  who  is  both  a  licensed  Missouri 
physician  and  licensed  Missouri  attorney,  but  if  no  such  person  is  available  or  accents  the  appointment,  then  anv 
Missouri  resident  who  also  holds  a  Missouri  license  to  practice  medicine  and  a  PhD  in  Biology,  Chemistry, 
Biochemistry.  Physics.  Genetics,  Anatomy  or  equivalent  degree,  from  an  accredited  university  that  has  been  in 
existence  at  least  fifty  (501  years. 

iii.  The  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  without  compensation  but  shall  receive  reimbursement  lor 
expenses  associated  with  the  performance  and  delegation  of  duties  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV.  and  shall  have 
two  administrative  assistants  who  shall  each  be  paid  out  of  the  General  Purpose  Account  at  the  rate  of  a 
Missouri  State  Representative,  so  Iona  as  there  are  funds  available.  If  no  funds  are  immediately  available,  the 
administrative  assistants  niav  serve  with  deferred  compensation  until  funds  are  available  and  when  funds 

become  available  the  administrative  assistants  shall  be  paid  the  full  compensation  owed,  as  shall  the  expenses  of 

the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  be  reimbursed. 

(h  Five  members  of  the  Research  Board  shall  constitute  a  quorum.  No  vacancy  in  the  membership  of  the 

Board  shall  impair  the  right  of  a  quorum  to  exercise  all  the  rights  and  perform  all  the  duties  of  the  Board.  The 

Research  Board  may  act  only  bv  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  a  Quorum,  with  such  quorum  meeting  in 
person  when  practicable  hut  bv  video  teleconference  or  similar  means  when  approved  bv  a  majority  of  the 
Quorum.  Failure  to  regularly  and  frequently  participate  in  Board  business  shall  be  grounds  for  dismissal  front 
the  Board  upon  a  vote  of  six  members  of  the  Board. 

(ml  The  Research  Board  is  hereby  granted,  has  and  inav  exercise  all  powers  necessary  or  appropriate  to 
implement,  carry  out,  enforce  and  effectuate  its  purpose,  and  the  purposes  of  this  Article  XIV  including  but  not 
limited  to  the  following: 

i.  To  make,  purchase  or  participate  in  the  purchase  of  property: 

ii.  Adopt  bylaws  for  the  regulation  of  its  affairs  and  the  conduct  or  discharge  of  its  business  and  define  terms 
so  as  to  reasonably  and  effectively  carry  out  the  purpose  of  this  Article  XIV: 

iii  To  accept  appropriations,  gills,  grants,  bequests,  and  devises  and  to  utilize  or  dispose  of  the  same  to  carry 
out  its  numosc: 
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iv.  To  make  and  execute  contracts,  releases,  compromises,  anti  oilier  instruments  necessary  or  convenient  for 
the  exercise  of  its  nowers.  or  to  carry  out  ils  mimosc: 

v.  To  sue  nnd  he  sued:  \ 

vi.  To  have  a  seal  and  alter  the  same  at  will:  I 

vii.  To  make,  promulgate  and  front  lime  to  time,  amend  and  repeal  rules: 

viii.  To  ncrfoim  all  administrative  duties  necessary  or  that  reasonably  assist  in  the  discharge  and  conduct  of 
its  business  as  defined  in  this  Article,  includinu.  hut  not  limited  to.  the  formation  of  committees  and 
subcommittees  and  the  delegation  of  its  authority,  to  the  extent  ncrmilled  by  law,  to  such  committees  and 
subcommittees. 

ix.  To  form  advisory  panels  of  licensed  cultivators,  in  fusers/extractors,  and  dispensaries: 

x.  To  acquire,  hold,  lease,  sell  and  dispose  of  personal  property  for  its  numose: 

xi.  To  sell,  at  public  or  private  sole,  any  mortgage,  neuotiable  instrument  or  obligation  sccurim*  huildinu  and 
construction  or  land  development: 

xii.  To  enter  into  aurccmcnts  or  other  transactions  with  any  federal  or  stale  agency,  intemnlionnl  entity,  nnv 
person  or  anv  domestic  or  fore  inn  partnership,  corporation,  association  or  organization: 

xiii-  To  ncauirc  real  nronertv.  or  an  interest  therein,  in  its  own  name,  to  hold,  not  sell,  and  mav  lease  for  uo  to 
100  venrs  and  one  omion  to  renew  tin  to  number  100  venrs  such  property  to  a  tenant  to  develop,  for  building  nnd 
construction,  and  to  mnnnuc  nnd  onernte  such  nronertv.  to  enter  into  manauement  contracts  with  rcsncct  to  such 
nronertv  and  to  mortgage  such  nronertv: 

xiv.  To  nrocurc  insurance  against  anv  loss  in  connection  with  its  nronertv  in  such  amounts,  and  from  such 
insurers,  as  mav  be  necessary  or  desirable: 

xv.  To  develop  a  retirement  or  pension  nlan  for  employees.  stalT  and  board  members  work  inn  for  the 
Research  Board  or  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Dmu  Develonmcnl  Institute: 

xvi.  To  issue  and  sell  revenue  bonds  to  fund  anv  numose  authorized  bv  this  Article.  Anv  bonds  issued  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Article  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  an  indebtedness  of  the  Stale  of  Missouri  or  of  anv 
political  subdivision  thereof,  and  shall  not  he  deemed  to  be  an  indebtedness  within  the  mcaninu  of  anv 
constitutional  or  statutory  limitation  unon  the  incurring  or  indebtedness.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  or  sales  ol~ 
anv  bonds  issued  hereunder  shall  he  naid  into  the  slate  treasury  and  be  credited  to  a  fund  to  be  designated  the 
“Biomedical  Research  and  Drue  Develonmenl  Institute  Trust  Fund".  The  bonds  shall  be  retired  serially  and  hv 
installments  within  a  period  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years  from  their  dale  of  issue  and  shall  bear  interest  at  a 
rale  or  rales  not  exceeding  the  rate  ncrmilled  bv  law¬ 
ful  The  Research  Board  shall  chartic  Pees  for  each  applicant  for  each  license  to  onernte  a  Medical  Marijuana 
Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility 
or  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused/Extroction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  as  follows:  I.  Except  for  Medical 
Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities,  a  non-rcfundnhlc  $25.000  application  fee  lor  each  type  of  facility 
which  shall  constitute  the  licensure  Tec  for  the  first  year  of  licensure;  2.  For  Medical  Marijuana  Research 
Cultivation  Facilities  a  non-rcfundnhlc  $5.000  annlication  fee  which  shall  constitute  the  licensure  fee  for  the 
first  year  of  licensure  and,  in  addition  3.  For  each  type  of  facility  in  each  subsequent  licensure  year,  a  Tee  equal 
to  1 25%  of  the  nro-rata  estimated  average  yearly  cost  to  the  Research  Board  of  administrating  and  cnlorcinn  this 
Article  XIV  annlication  and  licensing  process,  estimated  over  a  five  (5)  year  period,  divided  equally  among  all 
applicants  based  on  the  yearly  estimated  number  of  annlicants  for  such  licenses  over  the  same  five  (5)  year 
period,  as  reasonably  estimated  bv  the  Research  Board. 

lot  The  Research  Board  shall  set  a  limit  on  the  amount  or  marijuana  that  may  be  purchased  per  month, 
provided  that  limit  is  not  less  than  three  (3)  ounces  every  thirty  (30)  days  of  dried  unprocessed  marijuana  or  its 
extract  equivalent  as  reasonably  determined  bv  the  Research  Board.  A  requested  waiver  of  anv  such  limit  mav 
be  reviewed  bv  the  Research  Board  Tor  a  oualifvinu  natient  with  written  certification  from  two  physicians,  not 
ol'lhe  same  clinic,  setting  forth  compelling  reasons  Tor  additional  amounts  requested. 

fnl  The  Research  Board  shall  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  era n ted  for  Medical  Mariiuana- 
Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturinu  Facilities  within  the  slate  of  Missouri  to  a  total  of  not  less  than  fifty 
1501  licenses.  Unon  the  written  reoiicst  of  a  local  government  to  the  Research  Board  for  an  exception  to 
increase  the  specific  number  of  available  licenses  within  that  local  government,  above  the  restriction,  such 
exception  for  a  specific  number  of  licenses  mav  be  granted  bv  the  Research  Board  for  such  licenses. 
Alternatively,  unon  the  written  request  of  local  uovemmenl  far  an  exception  to  exclude  local  government  front 
Medical  Mariiuana-Infuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  the  Research  Board  mav  provide  such 
a  requesting  local  government  a  five  (51  year  exclusion,  which  thereafter  mav  be  reconsidered  bv  the  Research 
Board  for  renewal  every  five  (51  years  if  the  local  uovemmenl  has  placed  the  matter  to  a  vote  or  the  local 
uovemmenl  population  and  such  vole  resulted  in  a  majority  vote  for  a  continued  ban  unon  jnlused/extraction 
nroducts  facilities. 
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(til  The  Research  Board  shall  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  lor  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv 
Facilities  within  each  county  or  cilv  not  within  a  county  to  two  (2)  for  every  twenty  thousand  (20.001)) 
inhabitants.  Il~a  county  or  city  not  williin  a  county  lias  fewer  than  twenty  thousand  (20.0001  inhabitants,  the 
Research  Board  mnv  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  granted  Tor  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities  to  two 
(21.  Unon  the  written  request  of  a  local  government  to  the  Research  Board  for  an  exception  to  increase  the 
specific  number  of  available  licenses  within  that  local  uovernmeni.  above  the  restriction,  such  exception  fora 
specific  number  of  licenses  may  be  granted  bv  the  Research  Board  for  such  licenses.  Alternatively,  unon  the 
written  renuest  of  a  local  government  for  an  cxccntion  to  exclude  local  government  front  Medical  Marijuana 
Disnensarv  Facilities,  the  Research  Board  mav  provide  such  a  requesting  local  government  a  five  (51  year 
exclusion,  which  thereafter  mav  be  reconsidered  bv  the  Research  Board  for  renewal  every  five  (51  years  if  the 
local  government  lias  plaeetl  the  matter  to  a  vole  of  the  local  uovemnient  population  and  such  vote  resulted  in  a 
majority  vole  for  a  continued  ban  unon  dispensaries. 

(rl  The  Research  Board  mav  restrict  the  number  of  licenses  u ranted  lor  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation 
Facilities  within  the  slate  orMissouri  to  a  total  of  not  less  than  filly  (501  licenses,  and  the  number  of  Medical 
Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  facilities  to  a  total  of  not  less  than  lour  hundred  (4001  licenses.  If  the  number 
of  licenses  is  restricted  bv  the  Research  Board,  unon  the  written  rcoucst  of  a  local  government  to  the  Research 
Hoard  for  an  exception  to  increase  the  specific  number  of  available  licenses  within  that  local  government.  above 
the  restriction,  such  exception  for  a  specific  number  of  licenses  mav  be  uranted  bv  the  Research  Board  for  such 
licenses.  Alternatively,  unon  the  written  request  of  a  local  uovernmeni  for  an  cxccntion  to  exclude  local 
iiovcrnmenl  from  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation 
Facilities,  the  Research  Board  mav  provide  such  a  requesting  local  government  a  five  (51  year  exclusion,  which 
thereafter  mav  be  reconsidered  bv  the  Research  Board  for  renewal  every  five  (51  years  if  the  local  government 
has  placed  the  matter  to  a  vole  of  the  local  government  nonulalion  and  such  vote  resulted  in  a  majority  vote  for 
a  continued  ban  unon  cultivation. 

(si  flic  initial  nine  members  of  the  Research  Board  shall  have  their  compensation  set  as  the  annual  salary 
received  bv  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice.  Thereafter,  for  new  members  of  the  Board,  the 
compensation  shall  be  an  amount  agreed  unon  bv  at  least  one  half  of  the  Research  Board,  and  approved  bv  the 

Governor,  but  not  less  than  the  annual  salary  received  bv  the  Missouri  Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice.  Unon 

further  years  of  service,  the  compensation  shall  be  increased  every  three  years  bv  the  greater  of  a  cost  of  living 

increase  based  upon  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPU,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Board  of 

Labor  or  its  successor  agency,  or  at  a  raised  amount  agreed  upon  unanimously  bv  the  Research  Board  and 

approved  bv  the  Governor. 

(tl  A  nonpartisan  scientific  nominatinu  committee,  hereafter  nonpartisan  commission,  of  five  (51 
individuals  shall  review  applications,  interview  candidates  and  for  each  vacancy  in  the  Research  Board  and 

shall  select  a  panel  of  four  (41  individuals  from  which  the  Research  Chairperson  shall  appoint  as  mcmbcrtsl  of 

the  Research  Board.  The  five  individuals  on  the  nonpartisan  commission  members  shall  he  elected  from  the 
combined  pool  of  licensed  Missouri  physicians  and  pharmacists  ns  set  out  in  this  subsection  (11.  Residents  of  the 
State  of  Missouri  who  are  licensed  Missouri  physicians  or  licensed  Missouri  pharmacists  and  living  in  the  State 
of  Missouri  at  least  six  (61  months  over  the  twelve  ( 1 21  months  before  the  election  in  this  subsection  (tl  shall 
elect  a  urand  total  of  five  individuals  from  the  combined  nool  of  licensed  Missouri  nhvsicians  and  pharmacists 
to  serve  as  members  of  said  nonpartisan  commission.  Each  member  shall  serve  four  (41  year  terms  except  that 
from  the  initial  election  of  members  of  the  nonnartisan  commission.  the  three  (31  with  the  lowest  number  of 
votes  shall  be  elected  to  two  (21  year  terms,  and  the  other  two  (21  members  which  shall  be  elected  to  a  four  (41 
year  term,  and  the  members  of  the  nonpartisan  commission  shall  select  one  of  their  number  to  serve  as 
chairperson.  No  member  of  the  nonnartisan  commission  shall  hold  anv  public  office,  and  no  member  shall  hold 
any  official  position  in  a  political  party.  The  nonnartisan  commission  mav  act  only  bv  the  concurrence  of  a 
majority  of  its  members.  The  members  of  such  nonnartisan  commission  shall  receive  a  salary  equal  to  that  of  an 
elected  stale  senator  as  compensation  for  their  services  and  they  shall  receive  their  necessary  traveling  and  other 
expenses  incurred  while  actually  engaged  in  the  discharge  of  their  official  duties.  Except  as  provided  otherwise 
in  this  Article  XIV.  anv  and  all  such  nonnartisan  commissions  shall  be  governed,  and  all  nonnartisan 
commission  elections  provided  for  under  this  section  shall  be  held  bv.  and  regulated  under,  such  rules  as  a  panel 
of  three  retired  Missouri  judges  appointed  bv  the  Research  Chaimerson.  or  Article  XIV  Coordinator  prior  to  the 
Research  Chairperson,  shall  promulgate.  Said  rules  shall  he  presented  to  the  Research  Chairperson  who  shall 
file  such  rules  with  the  secretary  of  stale  on  behalf  of  the  Research  Board  within  twentv-one  (2 1 1  days  of 
receiving  them  from  the  three  indue  panel.  The  three  iudpc  panel  shall  be  compensated  the  standard  rate  of 
retired  senior  judges  paid  out  of  the  General  Purpose  Account  during  the  weeks  in  which  they  perform  work. 
Pending  selection  and  appointment  that  will  fill  the  Research  Board,  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  appoint 
four  (41  temporary  acting  members  and  the  Governor  shall  appoint  four  (41  temporary  actum  members  who 
topclhcr  with  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  be  the  “then  existing  Research  Board"  and  shall  have  the  power 
and  duties  of  the  Research  Board  until  such  member  positions  arc  otherwise  filled  pursuant  to  this  Article. 

Those  temporary  members  shall  serve  at  the  same  rale  as  Research  Board  members  so  Iona  as  there  arc  funds 
available.  If  no  funds  are  immediately  available,  the  members  mav  serve  with  deferred  compensation  until 
funds  arc  available  and  when  funds  become  available  the  members  shall  be  paid  for  time  served  from 
appointment,  and  for  their  reasonable  expenses  incurred  to  effectuate  their  duties. 
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(ul  Applications  lor  vacancies  in  the  Research  Board  are  nemiiited  bv  anv  licensed  physician  or  licensed 
pharmacist  residing  in  the  Stale  or  Missouri  for  ai  least  three  years  prior  to  their  application  who  also  holds  a 
PhD  in  Biology.  Chemistry.  Biochemistry,  Physics.  Genetics.  Anatomy.  Biomedical  Engineering. 

Neuroscience,  a  Juris  Decree,  or  equivalent  degree  who  may  submit  an  annlicalion  to  the  nonnartisnn 
commission  for  consideration.  Additionally,  anv  citizen  of the  United  Stales,  or  Nohcl  Laureate  in  the  field  of 
medicine  or  science  with  permanent  residence  in  the  United  States,  who  also  holds  a  PhD  in  Biology. 
Chemistry.  Biochemistry.  Physics.  Genetics.  Anatomy.  Biomedical  engineering.  Neuroscience,  a  Juris  Degree. 
or  equivalent  decree,  from  an  accredited  university  that  has  been  in  existence  at  least  fifty  (SOI  years,  imon 
nomination  of  a  Dean  of  the  School  of  Medicine  of  the  University  of  Missouri  -  Columbia.  Kansas  City.  St. 
Louis.  St.  Louis  University,  or  Washington  University  in  Si.  Louis,  or  urton  nomination  of  a  member  of  the 
Missouri  Stale  Senate  may  submit  their  annlicalion  to  the  nonpartisan  commission  lor  consideration. 

(vl  The  Research  Board  shall  establish  targeted  diseases  research  croups,  hereafter  research  groups,  aimed 
at  research,  finding  cures,  and  endeavors  for  fighting  specific  tarceied  diseases  consistent  with  the  numosc  of 
the  charge  of  this  Article  XIV.  Specific  targeted  diseases  shall  he  identified  hv  the  Research  Board,  and  such 
targeted  diseases  may  he  identified  for  receiving  segregated  donations  and  contributions  before  and  after  the 
targeted  disease  research  croup  is  established.  Research  erouns  shall  be  governed  bv  a  panel  of  not  less  than 
three  (31  individuals  and  not  more  than  seven  (71,  chosen  bv  the  Research  Board,  who  shall  oversee,  supervise, 
steer,  and  regulate  the  group's  research  to  find  cures.  Individuals  on  the  Research  Board  may  sit  on  un  to  four 
(41  targeted  disease  group  governing  panels.  Research  groun  nanel  members,  excent  Tor  Research  Board 
members  who  shall  receive  no  additional  compensation,  shall  have  iheir  comncnsation  set  as  the  annual  salary 
determined  hv  the  Research  Board,  but  in  no  event  less  than  70%  of  the  annual  compensation  of  the  Missouri 

Supreme  Court  Chief  Justice.  When  a  targeted  disease  group  governing  panel  includes  five  (51  or  more 

members,  up  to  two  (21  of  those  members  may  he  non-comnensatcd  non- voting  advisory  members  of  a  SOI  c3 
charitable  organizational  that  has  demonstrated  a  commitment,  as  determined  bv  the  Research  Board,  to 
finding  a  cure  for  the  targeted  disease. 

(wl  Members  of  the  Research  Board,  except  as  allowed  under  this  Article  XIV  shall  not  enter  into  anv 

financial  or  business  relationships  with  an  entity  that  profits  from  medical  research  or  medications  and  therapies 

to  treat  incurable  disease  under  this  Article  XIV.  other  than  in  an  accredited  university  faculty  position,  during 

the  member’s  tenure  on  the  Research  Board,  and  for  a  period  of  two  (21  years  aller  that  member’s  tenure  on  the 

Research  Board  ends,  nor  mnv  a  Research  Board  member  ever  steer  research  to  or  toward  a  particular  direction 
or  activity  with  the  purpose  of  hclning  a  private  comnanv  Tor  personal  or  for  family  financial  gain,  either 
directly  or  indirectly.  Nothing  in  this  subsection  shall  prohibit  or  prejudice  a  hoard  member  or  Article  XIV 
Coordinator  from  entering  into  anv  employment,  financial  or  business  relationship  so  long  as  such  docs  not 

steer  or  influence  Article  XIV  research  toward  a  particular  company  nor  toward  a  rcsult/oiitcome  for  personal 

financial  gain. 

(xl  The  monies,  including  but  not  limited  to  all  revenues  and  taxes  generated,  obtained  and  distributed 
under  this  Article  XIV.  and  all  other  monies  generated,  obtained,  and  distributed  under  this  Article  XIV  shall 
not  be  included  within  the  definition  of  "total  slate  revenues"  ns  that  term  is  used  in  section  17  of  Article  X  ol* 
this  constitution  nor  he  considered  as  an  "expense  of  state  government"  as  that  term  is  used  in  section  20  of 
article  X  of  this  constitution. 

(vl  The  Research  Board  shall  establish  a  public  website  for  transmission  and  receipt  orinformation  to  and 
from  the  public. 

(zl  Within  ninety  (901  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XI V  if  practicable,  but  in  no  event  shall  the 

time  exceed  six  (61  months  after  the  c(Tectivc  date  of  this  Article  XIV.  ihe  Research  Board  shall  make  available 
to  the  public  license  application  forms  and  annlicalion  instructions  for  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities. 
Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facilities,  and  Medical 
Mariiiiana-lnfuscd/Exlmction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(aal  Within  ninety  (901  days  of  the  effective  date  of  this  Article  XIV  irnracticablc.  hut  in  no  event  shall  the 
time  exceed  six  (61  months  afler  the  elTectivc  date  of this  Article  XIV.  ihe  Research  Board  shall  make  available 

to  the  public  annlicalion  forms  and  application  instructions  for  qualifying  patient  and  primary  caregiver 

identification  cards.  Within  one  hundred  and  twenty  (1201  days  of  the  elTectivc  dale  of  this  Article  XIV.  if 
practicable,  but  in  no  event  more  than  eight  (81  months  after  the  effective  dale  of  this  Article  XIV.  the  Research 
Board  shall  begin  acccntinu  applications  for  such  identification. 
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shall  he  sel  at  two  dollars  and  seventy  five  cents  (S2.75)  ncr  drv-wcitiht  ounce,  with  such  rale  to  be  increased  or 


decreased  each  year  by  llic  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor 


index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency. 

i.  For  all  wholesale  sales  of  marijuana,  a  rcceinl  must  be  uiven  hv  ihc  seller  which  identifies  all  the  parties 


involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  tvnes  of  marijuana  involved  in  the  sale  and  the  total  amount  of  mono 


involved  in  the  sale,  including  itemizations  and  grand  total  sale  amounts. 


A  tax  is  hereby  imnosed  on  each  retail  sale  in  Missouri  of  Marijuana  and  Marijuana  Infuscd/Kxlraction 


roducts  by  a  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facility  at  a  rate  of  filtccn  nercent  ( 1 5%)  or  the  purchase  price 


aid  or  charued.  or  in  ease  such  sale  involves  the  exchange  of  nronerlv.  to  fifteen  nercent  ( 1 5%t  of  Ihc 


consideration  oaid  or  chanted,  including  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  exchanged  at  the  time  and  nlacc 


oF  the  exchange. 

i.  The  tax  must  be  collected  bv  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  and  paid  to  the  Department  of 


Revenue  within  thirty  (301  days  of  the  retail  sale. 


ii.  For  all  retail  sales  of  marijuana,  a  receipt  must  he  aiven  hv  the  seller  which  identifies  all  the  parties 


involved  in  the  sale,  all  amounts  and  types  of  marijuana  involved  in  the  sale  and  the  lotaLamount  of  mono 


involved  in  Ihc  sale,  including  itemizations  and  urand  total  sale  amounts.  The  seller  of  the  product  must 


of  the  receipt  to  the  Department  of  Revenue  or  be  subiecl  to  an  automatic  penally  up  to  SI  00 


Mariiuana-Infused/Extraclion  Products  MannfaclurincFaciliiy. for  a  minimum  of  30  days  to  a  maximum 


of  life,  and  if  a  non-human  entity  a  maximum  of  forever. 


in  Missouri, 

Such  person  or  entity  may  apply  to  the  Research  Hoard  for  and  obtain: 


A  yearly  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  license  to  grow  marijuana.  Each  such  license 


shall  be  valid  for  crowing  marijuana  in  un  to  twenty  thousand  <20.0001  square  feet  of  plant  enno 


beat  ion  is  unsuccessful)  and  then  annually  at  SIS.000  per 


lication  and  will  be  returned  if  the 


license  unon  renewal:  or 

b.  A  yearly  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  license  to  crow  marijuana.  Each  such 
license  shall  be  valid  for  crowing  marijuana  in  up  to  two  thousand  five  hundred  (2.S00)  square  feet  of 


lanl  canopy.  Each  such  license  shall  be  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  ofSIO.OOO  for  the  first  year  per  license 


which  mast  be  bv  money  order,  cashier’s  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  bv  Ihc  Research  Board 


and  accompany  the  application  and  will  be  returned  if  ihc  application  is  unsuccessful)  and  then  annuall 


at  SS.000  ner  license  upon  renewal. 

Such  licenses  may  be  renewed  cachvcar.  and  rates  for  both  licenses  may  be  increased  or 


decreased  each  year  by  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or 


successor  index  as  published  by  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  accnc 


No  more  than  three  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  or 


osscsscd  by  any  individual,  croup  of  individuals,  or  cntity(s)  under  substantially  common  control. 


e.  No  more  than  five  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  or 
osscsscd  bv  any  individual,  croup  of  individuals,  or  entitv(s)  under  substantially  coinmo 


ownership,  or  management,  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  bv  derivative. 
ii.  When  there  arc  more  applications  for  licenses  Ilian  arc  available,  except  as  stated  in  4(c)ii.a.  of  this 


subsection  immediately  below,  licenses  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  competitive  bids  (such  bids  must  be  b 


money  order,  cashier’s  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  bv  the  Research  Board,  and  accompany  the 


application  and  will  be  relumed  if  the  bid  is  unsuccessful!,  with  licenses  awarded  to  the  highest  bidder.  Such 


bids  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  prescribed  bv  the  Research  Board  to  avoid  disclosure  of  bid  amounts  to 


competing  bidders  during  Ihc  bidding  process. 


a.  The  Research  Board  may  set  aside  un  to  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilil 
licenses  and  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  licenses  to  be  awarded  based 


upon  a  ranking  using  the  following  factors:  site  security,  including  capacity  for  ease  of  cultivation. 
experience  with  understanding  the  medicine  and  law  surrounding  the  cultivation  and  use  of  medic 
marijuana,  experience  with  agriculture,  horticulture,  health  care  and  the  cannabis  market,  and  sufficient 
available  capital  to  maximize  probable  success:  acceptance  in  the  site  community:  business  plan  for 


10 


Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  1-ucilitv  licenses  and  business  nlun  nlus  research  nlan  for  Medical 
Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facililv  licenses:  nolcntial  Tor  positive  economic  impact  in  die  site 
community  and  maintaining  ecmneiiiivcncss  in  ihc  marijuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In  ranking 
applicants  and  awarding  licenses,  the  Research  Board  may  consult  with  or  contract  other  public  agencies 
with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors.  The  Research  Board  may  lift  or  ease  any  limit  on  the 
number  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities 
to  meet  the  demand  for  medical  marijuana  hv  Qualifying  patients  and  research. 

iii.  Marijuana  must  he  crown  indoors  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility:  a  room,  warehouse  or  greenhouse,  or 
other  enclosed  area  cauinncd  with  locks  or  other  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  by  authorized 
personnel,  nicotine  the  Research  Board  standards  and  industry  standards  for  safety  and  safe  use  of  electricity. 

iv.  Unon  request  to  the  Research  Board,  state  institutions  of  higher  education  governed  bv  sections  174.020 
to  174.500  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  and  chanter  172  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  shall  he  granted, 
without  charec.  up  to  one  ( 1 1  medical  marijuana  research  cultivation  facility  license  ner  institution  ner  year  to 
grow  marijuana. 

v.  Unon  request  to  the  Research  Board  hv  an  entity  operating  under  authority  of  section  10  of  this  Article 
XIV.  the  Research  Board  may  grant.  without  charnel  up  to  one  ( 1 1  medical  marijuana  research  cultivation 
facility  license  to  a  total  of  no  more  than  ten  <  1 0)  such  entities  for  purposes  of  researching  the  benefits  of 
medical  marijuana  for  various  presently  incurable  diseases, 

vi.  Initial  annlications  for  licenses  shall  be  accented  beginning  no  more  than  seven  (7)  months  after  passage 
of  this  Article.  The  initial  application  period  shall  remain  onen  for  ninety  <90>  days. 

vi.  After  the  initial  application  period,  when  one  or  more  licenses  become  available,  the  opening  shall  he 
published  on  the  Research  Hoard’s  website  for  ninety  (901  days,  at  the  close  of  which  an  additional 
application  period  of  ninety  (90)  days  shall  immediately  commence. 

<dl  Subject  to  the  limitations  within  this  Article  a  person  who  is  a  Missouri  resident  for  three  or  more  years. 

or  entity  that  is  registered  to  do  business  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  and  owned  at  least  seventy  percent  (70%)  or 

more  hv  three  year  or  longer  duration  Missouri  residents,  mavannlv  for  and  obtain  a  license  to  operate  a 

Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facility  in  Missouri.  Such  person  or  entity  mav  annlv  to  Ihc  Research  Board  for 
and  obtain  a  yearly  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  license  to  sell  marijuana  ormariiuana- 
infuscd/cxtraciion  products  for  medical  use  within  a  county  or  city  not  within  a  county.  Each  such  license  shall 
be  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  of  S25.000  for  the  first  year  ner  license  (which  must  be  bv  money  order,  cashier's 

check,  or  other  means  ns  determined  bv  the  Research  Board  and  accompany  the  application  and  will  be  relumed 

if  the  application  is  unsuccessful!  and  then  annually  at  $10.000  ner  license  unon  renewal,  with  such  rates  to  be 
increased  or  decreased  each  year  hv  the  ncrccntaec  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI), 
or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Research  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency. 

L  No  more  than  five  (51  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facililv  licenses  shall  be  issued  to  or  possessed  bv 
anv  one  individual,  croup  of  individuals,  or  cntitvtsl  under  substantially  common  control,  ownership,  or 
management,  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  hv  derivative,  nor  shall  such  one  individual,  croup  of 

individuals,  or  entity  ever  possess  more  than  fifly.pcrccnl  (50%),of  thc.liccnscs..^ 

not  within  a  county. 

ii.  When  there  arc  more  applications  for  licenses  than  ate  available,  in  total  or  for  particular  locations,  except 

as  slated  in  4(dlii.a.  licenses  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  a  three  prone  test  established  hv  the  board.  O 

knowledge  of  nharmaev  and  ability  to  have  a  pharmacist  available  for  consultation  to  qualifying  patients 
purchasing  marijuana,  2)  knowledge  of  medicine  and  medical  research,  and  3)  competitive  bids  (such  bids 
must  be  bv  money  order,  cashier's  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  bv  the  Research  Board,  and 
accompany  the  application  and  will  he  returned  if  the  hid  is  unsuccessful!,  with  licenses  awarded  to  Ihc 
individual,  individuals  or  entities  with  the  highest  score.  Such  bids  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  prescribed  bv 
the  Research  Board  to  avoid  disclosure  of  bid  amounts  to  competing  bidders  during  the  bidding  process. 

a.  The  Research  Board  mav  set  aside  tin  to  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  licenses  to  be 

awarded  based  unon  a  ranking  using  the  following  factors:  knowledge  of  nharmaev.  knowledge  of 
neuroscience  and  marijuana  interactions,  site  security,  experience  with  understanding  the  medicine  and 
law  surrounding  the  use  of  medical  marijuana,  experience  with  retail  nharmaev.  health  care  and  the 
cannabis  market,  business  nlan.  and  sufficient  available  capital  to  maximize  probable  success:  acceptance 
in  the  site  community:  potential  for  positive  economic  impact  in  the  site  community  and  maintaining 
competitiveness  in  the  mariiuann  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In  ranking  applicants  and  awarding  licenses, 
the  Research  Board  mav  consult  with  or  contract  other  public  agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding 
these  factors. 

iii.  Initial  annlications  for  licenses  shall  he  accented  beginning  no  more  than  seven  (71  months  after  passage 
of  this  Article.  The  initial  annlication  period  shall  remain  open  for  ninety  1901  days. 

iv.  After  the  initial  annlication  ncriod.  when  one  or  more  licenses  become  available,  the  opening  shall  he 
published  on  the  Research  Board’s  website  for  ninety  (901  days,  at  the  close  of  which  an  additional 
application  ncriod  of  ninety  (90)  days  shall  immediately  commence. 

tel  Sullied  to  ihc  limitations  within  this  Article  a  person  who  is  a  Missouri  resident  for  three  or  more  years, 
or  entity  that  is  registered  to  do  business  in  the  Stale  of  Missouri  and  owned  at  least  seventy  percent  f70%1  or 
more  hv  three  year  or  longer  duration  Missouri  residents,  mav  anpl  v  for  and  operate  a  Medical  Mariiuana- 
Infuscd/Exlraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  in  Missouri.  Such  person  or  entity  mav  annlv  to  the 
Research  Hoard  for  and  obtain  a  yearly  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused/Extraclion  Manufacturing  Products  Facility 


tt 


ii  license  lo  buv  marijuana  I'roni  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  or  Medical  Marijuana  Research 
Cultivation  Facility  anti  sell  medical  marininim-infuscd/cxtractcd  products  to  a  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv 
Facility.  Each  such  license  shall  he  taxed  at  an  initial  rate  of  S20.000  for  the  first  year  oer  license  (which  must 
be  bv  money  order,  cashier’s  check,  or  other  means  as  determined  bv  the  Research  Board  anti  accomnanv  the 
application  and  will  he  returned  if  [lie  implication  is  unsuccessful!  and  tlien  annually  at  SI  0.000  ncr  license  unon 
renewal,  with  such  rales  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  bv  the  pcrccntaite  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI),  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Research  Board  of  Labor  or  its 
successor  agency. 

ij  No  more  than  live  (51  Medical  Marijuana- In  fuscd/F.xtrnction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  licenses 
shall  be  issued  lo  or  possessed  bv  anv  one  individual,  aroun  of  individuals,  or  cntilvtsl  under  substantially 
common  control,  ownership,  or  manaaement.  whether  directly,  indirectly  or  bv  derivative,  nor  shall  such 
one  individual,  group  of  individuals,  or  entity  ever  possess  more  than  fifty  ncrccnt  (50%  I  of  the  licenses  for 
a  given  county  or  city  not  within  a  county. 

ii.  When  there  are  more  applications  for  licenses  than  arc  available,  except  as  slated  in  4(clii.a.  licenses  shall 
be  on  the  basis  of  competitive  bids  (such  bids  must  be  bv  money  order,  cashier's  check,  or  other  means  as 
determined  bv  the  Research  Board,  and  accomnanv  the  application  and  will  he  returned  if  the  bid  is 
unsuccessful!,  with  licenses  awarded  lo  the  highest  bidder.  Such  bids  shall  be  made  in  a  manner  prescribed 
hv  the  Research  Hoard  to  avoid  disclosure  of  bid  amounts  lo  eomnelinu  bidders  during  the  bidding  process. 
a.  The  Research  Board  mav  set  aside  tin  lo  50%  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facility  licenses  lo 

be  awarded  based  unon  a  ranking  using  the  following  factors:  site  security,  experience  with 
understanding  the  medicine  and  law  surrounding  the  use  of  medical  marijuana,  experience  with  retail 
pharmacy,  health  care  and  the  cannabis  market,  business  nlan.  and  sufficient  available  capital  to 
maximize  probable  success:  acccnlancc  in  the  site  community:  potential  for  positive  economic  impact  in 
the  site  community  and  maintaining  comnelitiveness  in  the  marijuana  for  medical  use  marketplace.  In 
ranking  anolicants  and  awarding  licenses,  the  Research  Board  mav  consult  with  or  contract  other  public 
agencies  with  relevant  expertise  regarding  these  factors. 

iii.  Initial  applications  for  licenses  shall  be  accented  beginning  no  more  than  seven  (71  months  after  passage 
of  this  Article.  The  initial  application  period  shall  remain  onen  for  ninety  (901  days, 

iv.  After  the  initial  annlication  period,  when  one  or  more  licenses  become  available,  the  oneninu  shall  be 

published  on  the  Research  Board’s  website  for  ninety  1901  days,  at  the  close  of  which  on  additional 

annlication  period  of  ninety  1901  days  shall  immediately  commence. 

(ft  A  qualifying  nation!  must  obtain  annually  a  qualifying  n.nicnl  identification  card  from  the  Research 
Board  and  shall  be  taxed  at  an  annual  rate  of  SI  00  ncr  issuance,  with  such  rate  to  be  increased  or  decreased  each 
year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPU,  or  successor  index  os 
published  bv  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor  agency.  Upon  application  for  a  qualifying  patient 
identification  card,  the  Research  Board  must,  within  thirty  1301  days,  provide  either  the  card  or  a  written 
explanation  for  its  denial  of  the  card.  It  shall  not  be  grounds  for  denial  that  use  of  medical  marijuana  is  not 
approved  under  federal  law. 

<gl  A  designated  primary  caregiver  must  obtain  annually  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card 
from  the  Research  Board  for  each  designated  qualifying  patient  and  shall  be  taxed  at  an  annual  rate  of  SHIP  per 
issuance,  with  such  rate  lo  be  increased  or  decreased  each  year  bv  the  percentage  of  increase  or  decrease  of  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  (CPU,  or  successor  index  as  published  bv  the  U.S.  Board  of  Labor  or  its  successor 
agency.  Unon  application  for  a  designated  primary  caregiver  identification  card,  the  Research  Board  must. 
within  thirty  (301  days,  provide  either  the  card  or  a  written  explanation  for  its  denial  of  the  card.  It  shall  not  be 
grounds  for  denial  that  use  of  medical  marijuana  is  not  approved  under  federal  law. 

(Ill  Marijuana  in  Missouri  for  retail  sale  mav  only  be  sold  bv  a  licensed  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv 
Facility. 

(il  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facility,  or  Medical 
Mnriiuana-Infused/Exlrnction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall  assign,  sell,  give,  lease,  sublease,  or 
otherwise  transfer  its  license  lo  anv  other  individual  or  entity  for  at  least  five  (51  years  from  the  time  of  the 
initial  annlication  bv  the  licensee,  and  then  not  without  the  express  consent  of  the  Research  Board,  not  to  be 
unreasonably  withheld.  Licenses  are  transferable  upon  death  bv  will  or  inheritance. 

(il  No  taxes  or  Ices  shall  be  imposed  on  the  sale  of  medical  marijuana  except  as  provided  in  this  Article. 

(kl  In  event  subsection  (il  of  this  section  4.  immediately  above,  is  found  unconstitutional,  the  taxes  imposed 

pursuant  to  this  section  arc  separate  from  and  in  addition  to  anv  general  state  and  local  sales  and  use  taxes  that 
apply  lo  retail  sales  of  tangible  personal  properly. 

(11  All  revenues  collected  from  the  taxes  imposed  on  the  sale  of  marijuana  pursuant  to  this  section  must  be 
deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund.  All  revenues  and  taxes 
collected  from  the  issuance  of  licenses  to  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana 
Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuuna-lnfuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities,  and 
Medical  Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facilities,  except  as  provided  elsewhere  in  this  Article  XIV.  must  likewise  be 
deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Tmst  Fund. 


Section  5.  Trust  Fund 

(al  The  "Biomedical  Research  and  Dma  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund"  is  hereby  established  in  the 
slate  treasury.  Within  Ihc  Biomedical  Research  anti  Drue  Development  Institute  Trust  {ninil  shall  be  ihc 
following  accounts  which  include  but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to: 

L  General  Purpose  Account: 
u.  Land  Acquisition  Account: 

iii.  Taraeted  Diseases  Account  and  its  sub-accounts:  and 

iv.  Section  10  Account. 

(bl  Except  for  repayment  of  bonds  under  this  Section  5.  subsection  h.  which  shall  he  naid  first,  at  the 
conclusion  of  each  fiscal  year,  the  stale  treasurer  shall  allocate  all  monies  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 
Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  that  are  not  otherwise  in  an  account  to  the  Research  Board  for  disbursement 
and  investment  as  directed  in  this  section.  Purina  the  first  live  (51  years,  the  monies  shall  he  deposited  50%  into 
the  General  Purpose  Account.  25%  into  the  Land  Acquisition  Account  and  25%  into  the  taraeted  disease 
account.  Thereafter  the  Research  Board  shall  direct  the  ncrccntaac  of  money  to  be  deposited  into  each  account. 
Monies  deposited  in  the  fund  shall  include  but  arc  not  limited  to  the  desianaled  funds  received  from  sections  4. 

5  and  10  or  Article  XIV.  money  transferred  from  the  Research  Board  and  anv  other  amounts  which  mav  be 
received  from  arants.  gifts.  devises,  bequests,  contributions,  donations,  and  money  from  contracts,  from  the 
state  or  federal  eovemment.  derivative  of  intellectual  nroncrtv  riahls.  or  anv  other  source.  Monies  in  the  fund 
shall  be  used  solely  for  the  purposes  established  hv  this  Article  XIV. 

(cl  Monies  deposited  into  the  General  Purpose  Account  shall  be  used  for  research,  presently  incurable 
diseases,  tareeted  diseases,  huildina  and  construction,  the  camntis.  cures,  endeavors,  jobs,  payment  and 
compensation  for  jobs,  administrative  expenses,  and  education  in  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  performed  pursuant 
to  this  Article  XIV.  Up  to  10%  of  the  annual  General  Purpose  Account  mav  he  allocated  bv  the  Board  to 
various  universities  in  the  State  of  Missouri  with  accredited  medical  or  pharmacy  schools,  or  currently  existing 
at  the  time  of  passage  of  this  Article  XIV  independently  accredited  medical  or  pharmacy  schools  within  Ihc 
State  of  Missouri,  for  collaborative  efforts  pursuant  to  section  10  of  Article  XIV.  and  to  Ihc  development  of 

secondary  campuses  in  Missouri  at  these  in-state  universities  with  accredited  medical  schools  and  pharmacy 

schools,  plus  up  to  a  further  5%  annually  mavbc  allocated  for  research  purposes  to  various  such  universities 

who  have  developed,  or  have  in  the  past  12  months  before  passage  of  this  Article  XIV  been  actively  taking 

steps  to  develop,  including  but  not  limited  to  providing  classes  that  will  count  as  credit  for,  er.nluate  programs 

in  biomedical  engineering  and  neuroscience.  Additionally,  un  to  10%  more  or  Ihc  General  Purpose  Account 

mav  be  allocated  bv  the  Research  Board  to  various  joint  collaborative  in-Missouri/non-Missouri  research  efforts 
pursuant  to  section  10  of  Article  XIV.  and  un  to  2%  more  of  the  General  Purpose  Account  mav  be  allocated  bv 
the  Research  Board  as  grants  to  Missouri  local  law  enforcement  apencics  to  assist  with  costs  associated  with 
medical  marijuana  law  enforcement  and  safety. 

(dl  Monies  deposited  into  the  Land  Acquisition  Account  shall  he  used  Tor  Land  Acquisition  and  Land 
Development.  The  Land  Acquisition  Account  mav  receive  specific  designated  grants,  gifts,  devises,  bequests, 
contributions,  donations,  and  money  from  contracts,  from  the  stale  or  federal  government,  derivative  of 
intellectual  nroncrtv  rights,  or  anv  other  source,  and  such  specific  designated  monies  shall  he  seprepated  for  the 
Land  Acquisition  and  Land  Development,  not  comminuted  with  other  money. 

(cl  Monies  deposited  into  the  Targeted  Diseases  Account  shall  he  used  for  research  performed  bv  targeted 
disease  research  groups,  taraeted  diseases  research  building  and  construction,  targeted  disease  research  jobs, 
ancillary  activities  of  the  research  urouns  and  for  support  of  the  research  of  tarucled  diseases  research  groups  as 
set  forth  in  this  Article  XIV.  Individual  targeted  diseases  croups  mav  receive  specific  designated  grants,  gifts, 
bequests,  contributions,  donations,  and  money  from  contracts,  from  the  state  or  federal  government,  derivative 
of  intellectual  nroncrtv  rights,  or  anv  other  source,  and  such  sneci  fie  designated  monies  shall  he  segregated  into 
targeted  disease  sub  accounts  for  that  individual  targeted  disease  group.  not  commingled  with  other  money,  and 
shall  be  used  only  for  Ihc  numoscs  of  that  research  grotto. 

(O  Except  where  specifically  slated  otherwise,  all  administrative  costs,  expenses,  jobs  and  compensation  for 
duties  performed  and  incurred  under  this  Article  XIV  and  bv  the  Research  Board  shall  he  naid  from  the  General 
Purpose  Account  of  this  fund. 

(el  The  unexpended  balance  existina  in  the  fund  and  anv  of  its  accounts  at  the  end  of  anv  biennium  year 
shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  section  33.0S0  rein  line  to  the  transfer  of  unexpended  balances  to  the 
general  revenue  fund. 

(hi  All  monies  deposited  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Trust  Fund  and  its 

accounts  shall  remain  separate  and  apart  from  the  general  revenue  of  the  Stale  of  Missouri  and  shall  be  used 

only  for  the  numoscs  of  this  Article  XIV.  Monies  in  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute 
Trust  Fund  shall  be  first  used  to  renav  bonds  and  anv  other  form  of  indebtedness,  if  anv.  issued  bv  the  Board  for 
the  purposes  authorized  bv  Article  XIV.  The  unexpended  balances  of  such  monies  shall  remain  in  the 
Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Tmsl  Fund  and  in  the  particular  account  in  which  the 
monies  are  placed,  and  such  balances  shall  not  revert  to  the  general  revenue  fund. 
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(il  To  niainiiiin  transparency.  each  year  the  Research  Board  shall  nublish  the  itemized  income  imd  expenses 
from  the  fund  and  ils  accounts  in  n  report  made  available  on  the  Research  Board's  website  using  ucncral 
accented  accounting  principles. 


Section  6.  Land  Aenuisition. 

(a)  It  is  cxnrcssiv  directed  and  permitted  that  within  the  Research  Board  shall  be  established  a 
subcommittee  known  as  the  Land  Acquisition  Board.  Such  subcommittee  members  shall  not  receive  any 
additional  nav.  The  Land  Aeouisilioti  Board  shall  consist  of  five  individuals,  four  members  of  the  Rcscurch 
Board  selected  by  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  and  the  fifth  member  being  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator.  The 
members  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  selected  by  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  serve  the  following 
initial  terms:  one  shall  serve  two  years,  one  shall  serve  three  years,  and  two  shall  serve  four  years.  Thereafter, 
each  appointment  shall  be  for  a  term  of  four  years.  If  for  any  reason  a  vacancy  occurs,  the  Article  XIV 
Coordinator  shall  appoint  a  new  member  from  within  the  Research  Board  to  1111  the  uncxnircd  term.  Members 

are  elipible  for  reappointment.  Before  the  appointments  by  wav  of  the  nonpartisan  commission  that  will  fill  the 

Research  Board  and  then  in  turn  the  Land  Acquisition  Board,  the  Article  XIV  Coordinator  shall  appoint  four 
temporary  members  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board,  who  mav  or  mav  not  be  members  of  the  then  existing 
Research  Board,  who  together  shall  be  the  “then  existing  Land  Acquisition  Board”  and  shall  have  the  power  nnd 
duties  of  the  Land  Acquisition  Board.  Those  temporary  members  shall  serve  at  the  same  rate  as  Research  Board 
members  so  lone  as  there  arc  funds  available.  If  no  funds  are  immediately  available,  the  members  mav  serve 
with  deferred  compensation  until  funds  arc  available  and  when  funds  become  available  the  members  shall  be 
paid  for  time  served  from  appointment,  and  reasonable  expenses  incurred  to  effectuate  their  duties. 

(b)  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  make  investigations,  inquiries,  studies  and  review  data  to  identify  no 
more  than  five  but  no  less  than  three  notential  locations  for  land  development  and  Land  Acquisition  and  for  a 
campus. 

(cl  The  Land  Aenuisition  Board  shall  have  the  authority  to  promulgate  anv  necessary  and  sunnortive  rules, 
regulations  and  procedures  to  fulfill  its  duties  and  authorized  activities  under  this  Article  XIV.  bv  and  throuuh 
the  Research  Board. 

(dl  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  renort  an  overview  of  activities  and  status  of  Ihc  Land  Acquisition 
Board  to  the  Research  Board  no  less  than  once  every  one  hundred  nnd  twenty  days. 

(el  No  earlier  than  one  year  after  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  is  formed,  and  no  later  than  four  years  after  it 
is  formed,  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  submit  a  report  of  final  proposed  locations  for  a  camnus  and 
designated  on  mans  for  each  proposed  location.  Such  mans  shall  be  drawn,  bv  lines  of  longitude  and  latitude  or 
bv  use  of  historical  boundaries  such  as  state  lines,  rivers,  lone  standing  thoroughfares,  and  county  or  city 
boundaries.  The  final  dimensions  and  geographic  inclusions  of  the  land  for  camnus  development,  which  shall  at 
a  minimum  include  the  inner  one  contiguous  square  mile,  layered  bv  additional  increments  at  two,  four,  nine, 
sixteen,  twenty  five  and  thirty  six  continuous  square  miles,  with  thirty  six  being  the  maximum  that  could  be 
purchased  pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV  for  camnus  development,  will  he  determined  bv  Ihc  Land  Acquisition 
Board.  The  proposed  locations  of  Ihc  camnus  and  mans  must  be  approved  bv  2/3  of  the  Research  Board,  or  if 
the  Research  Board  is  not  vet  formed  then  bv  a  unanimous  vote  of  the  llien-exislinu  Research  Board  members 
and  the  consent  of  the  Governor. 


r?-co\ 


(f>  Unon  approval  pursuant  to  section  6  subsection  (el  in  the  next  general  election  more  than  6  months  after 
the  section  6  subsection  (cl  approval  occurs,  voters  of  the  affected  county  or  counties,  shall  have  a  “ves"  or 
“no**  vote  on  whether  they  desire  to  allow  Ihc  land  to  be  acquired  and  the  camnus  developed,  alone  with  ils 
building  and  construction  and  Article  XIV  activities,  on  the  proposed  location  that  is  within  their  respective 
county.  Maps  that  include  more  than  one  county  sliall  be  designated  a  multi-county  man,  and  the  votes  of  all 
affected  counties  within  the  multi-countv  man  shall  be  counted  as  though  one  county, 

(el  The  proposed  campus  locution  county  which  receives  Ihc  most  votes  bv  percentage  of  voles  cast,  in  Ihc 
respective  proposed  campus  location  counties,  shall  be  the  approved  camnus  development  site. 

(hi  The  question  presented  to  voters  pursuant  to  Section  6,  subsection  (fl  shall  be  in  the  following  formal: 

Shall  a  camnus  for  research,  development,  building  and  construction,  jobs,  cures  and  education  in 
Missouri  for  endeavors  to  find  cures  for  incurable  diseases,  and  all  that  entails  under  Article  XIV  of  the 
Missouri  Constitution,  be  built  on  the  nronosed  camnus  development  site  that  includes  the  county  in 
which  I  live  and  will  result  in  land,  in  and  around  the  vicinity  set  forth  on  Ihc  Biomedical  Research  and 
Drue  Develonment  Institute  Man  below,  being  affected,  and/or  purchased  from  the  landowners: 

Yes _ No 


(man  hercl 
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The  amount  to  be  acquired  slmll  ben  minimum  of  one  square  mile  of  contiguous  property,  but  otherwise 


limited  onlv  hv  purchasing  funds  lo  a  maximum  of  thirty  six  contiguous  square  miles. 


As  funds  become  available,  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  have  authority  to  negotiate,  acquire.  and 


urchase  nronerlv  for  the  research  camnus.  The  Land  Acquisition  Board  mnv  use  anv  and  all  legal  means  to 


acquire  and  purchase  such  nroncrtv  for  the  camnus. 

The  amount  to  be  acquired  for  the  camnus  shall  be  a  minimum  of  one  square  mile  of  continuous 


ronertv.  hut  otherwise  limited  onlv  bv  nurchasinu  funds  to  a  maximum  of  thirty  six  square  miles  of  continuous 


The  final  dimensions  and  ecoornnliic  inclusions  of  the  land  for  camnus  development,  which  shall  at  a 


minimum  include  the  inner  one  contiguous  souarc  mile,  will  he  determined  bv  the  Land  Acquisition  Board. 


The  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  begin  acquiring  land  hv  purchasing  land,  as  outlined  in  this  section 


of  Article  XIV.  six  (6)  months  after  the  general  election  referenced  in  section  6(0.  takes  place,  or  as  soon 


thereafter  as  practicable.  The  nurchasinu  shall  nrocecd  in  a  manner  consistent  with  reasonable  camnus 


dcvclonmcnt. 

Clerical,  research  and  cencral  administrative  sunnort  staff  for  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  shall  he 


rovided  wanes  or  salaries  bv  the  Land  Acauisition  Account.  The  Research  Board,  and  the  then  cxistinc  Land 


Acquisition  Board  members  until  the  Research  Board  members  arc  all  annointed  and  fill  the  Land  Acquisition 


Board,  shall  have  the  authority  to  cmnlov.  hire,  fire  and  set  waccs  for  all  clerical,  research  and  cencral 


administrative  sunnort  staff  for  the  Land  Acquisition  Board  and  lo  fulfill  its  functions  under  this  Article  XIV. 


■TimCtmTa  Muh«1C<1 


on  Board,  until  the  board  is  terminated  and  its  powers  an 


the  Research  Board,  mav  establish  a  land  use  plan  and  set  aside  un  to  twenty  live  percent  of  the  acquired  land 


d  narks  and  recreational  activities  within  the  campus.  Such  land,  at  the 


Section  7.  Immunities 


Physician  Certification  on 


tient  Identification  Card. 


A  Medical  Mariiuann  Disnensarv  Facility  mav  sell  medical  marijuana  or  medical  marijuana-infused 


roducts/cxtractions  to  a  qualifying  patient  or  designated  primary  carecivcr  upon  production  of  a  valid 


ualifvinc  patient  identification  card  or  designated  primary  carcuiver  identification  curd,  respectively  and  shall 


not  be  subject  lo  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law  except  as  provided  for  bv  this  Article 


Medical  mariiuana  cultivation,  transportation,  storage,  infusion  and  extraction  of  products,  and  sale 


ursuant  to  this  Article  XIV  is  hcrebv  lecal.  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions 


under  Missouri  law  except  as  provided  for  hv  this  Article  XIV 


Board,  shall  not  subject  the  possessor  to  arrest,  criminal  or  civil  liability,  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law 


rovided  that  a  valid  qua! ifyinii  patient  identification  card,  a  designated  primary  caremver  identification  card,  or 


the  equivalent  issued  to  a  non-Missouri  resident  bv  another  state  or  nohtica  I  subdivision  of  another  state  that  is 


A  physician  shall  not  he  subject  lo  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law  or 


hvsician  certification  or  recommending  the  use  of  Medical  Mariiuana  to  a  person  diacnosed  with  a  qtmlifvin 


medical  condition  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  Article. 

_ A  health  care  provider,  including  but  not  limited  to  anv  pharmacist,  shall  not  he  subject  to  professional 


discipline,  or  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law.  for  providing  health  care  services 


that  involve  the  medical  use  of  mariiuana  consistent  with  this 


(u>  A  designated  nr i mars'  caregiver  shall  not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 

Missouri  law  for  purchasing  or  administering  marijuana  lor  medical  use  hv  a  Qualifying  nntienl  in  a  niiinner 
consistent  with  this  Article.  No  individual  shall  serve  as  the  designated  primary  caregiver  for  more  than  throe 
(31  qualifying  patients  at  one  time. 

(hi  Actions  and  conduct  bv  n  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research 
Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  ora  Medical  Mnriiunnn-Inruscd/Extraclion 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility,  licensed  iind  registered  with  the  Research  Board,  or  employees  of  such 
facilities,  pursuant  to  and  as  permitted  bv  this  Article  and  in  compliance  with  Research  Board  regulations,  shall 
not  be  subject  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  relating  to  marijuana  under  Missouri  law  cxccnl  as 
provided  for  bv  this  Article. 

i.  A  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical 
Marijuana  Disnensarv  Facility  or  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfuscd  Product  Manufacturing  Facility  who  allows 
any  license  under  this  Article  to  lanse  or  expire  through  failure  to  timely  renew  or  reannlv  for  such  license 
shall  still  be  subject  to  the  nrolcctions  of  this  Article,  provided  the  licensee  obtain  a  valid  license  within 
ninety  (901  days  of  the  date  of  the  lapse  or  expiration  of  the  prior  license  and  nav  all  lines  called  for  in  this 
Article. 

ii.  A  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical 
Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  or  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfused/nxlraction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility 
who  allows  any  license  under  this  Article  to  lanse  or  expire  through  failure  to  timely  renew  or  reannlv  for 
such  license  shall  be  subject  to  and  must  nav  a  fine  of  S5.0Q0  if  a  valid  license  is  obtained  within  ninety 
(901  days  of  the  lanse  or  expiration  of  the  nrior  license. 

(il  There  shall  he  no  immunities  for  negligence.  either  common  law  or  statutorily  created,  nor  criminal 
immunities  for  onerating  a  vehicle,  aircraft,  dangerous  device,  or  navigating  a  boat,  under  the  influence  of 
marijuana,  and  cxccnl  as  specifically  set  out  in  this  Article  the  use  of  marijuana  shall  not  be  a  defense  to  any 
civil  liability  or  criminal  activity. 

(il  Missouri  attorneys  providing  legal  advice  or  representation  relative  to  this  Article  XIV  shall  not  he 
subject  to  professional  discipline,  or  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under  Missouri  law  for  nrovidinu 
such  legal  advice  or  representation. 

(kl  Patient  information  under  this  Article  shall  be  afforded  the  same  protection  and  confidentiality  under  the 
law  as  other  patient  medical  information. 

(11  No  patient  shall  be  denied  access  to  medical  care  or  priority  for  an  organ  transplant  because  they  hold  a 
qualifying  patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(ml  No  patient  shall  be  denied  Medicaid  or  other  medical  insurance  or  other  governmental  benefits  because 
they  hold  a  qualifying  patient  identification  card  or  use  marijuana  for  medical  use. 

(nl  No  testing  laboratory  shall  be  subject  to  civil  or  criminal  prosecution,  denial  of  any  riftht  or  privilege. 
civil  or  administrative  penalty  or  sanction,  or  disciplinary  action  hv  anv  accreditation  or  licensing  board  or 
commission  for  providing  laboratory  testing  services  that  relate  to  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  consistent  with 
this  Article  XIV  and  otherwise  mcctina  legal  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

(ol  No  health  care  provider  shall  be  subject  to  mandatory  reporting  requirements  for  the  medical  use  of 
marijuana  bv  non-cmaneinated  aualifvinn  patients  under  eighteen  years  of  ace  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this 
Article  XIV  and  with  consent  of  a  parent  or  guardian. 

(nl  Subject  to  provisions  to  the  contrary  within  this  Article  XIV.  anv  individual  acting  within  the  scone  of 
this  Article  XIV  shall  not  be  subject  to  professional  discipline,  or  to  criminal  or  civil  liability  or  sanctions  under 
Missouri  law  for  actions  authorized  within  this  Article  XIV. 


Section  8.  Legislation. 

(al  Nothinu  in  this  Article  shall  limit  the  legislature  from  enacting  laws  consistent  with  this  Article,  or 
otherwise  effectuating  this  Article,  but  the  legislature  shall  not  be  allowed  to  enact  laws  to  hinder  the 
effectiveness  of  this  Article  or  otherwise  alter  this  Article.  Except  as  specifically  provided  in  this  Article. 
nothing  in  this  Article  shall  limit  the  authority  of  a  municipality  or  county  under  its  land  planning  and  zoning 
regulations  to  restrict  the  location,  but  not  the  number  of  or  presence  of  in  a  municipality  or  county  of  Medical 
Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility,  Medical  Marijuana 
Dispensary  Facilities  or  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused/Gxlraclion  Products  Manufacturing  Facilities. 

(bl  No  elected  official  shall  interfere  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Research  Board's  obligations  and 
activities  under  this  Article  XIV. 
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Section  9.  Umjtatjons  and  Ollier  Provisions. 

Nothing  in  lliis  Article  permits  a  nerson  to: 

i.  Undertake  nnv  task  under  the  influence  of  mnriinnna  when  doing  so  would  constitute  negligence  or 
professional  ninlnrnclicc:  or 

ik  Oncralc.  navigate.  or  he  in  actual  physical  control  of  any  dangerous  device  or  motor  vehicle,  aircraft  or 
motorboat  while  under  the  influence  of  marijuana:  or 

iiL  Brine  a  claim  against  nnv  employer,  former  employer  or  nrosnective  employer  for  wrongful  discharge, 
discrimination,  or  anv  similar  cause  of  action  or  remedy,  based  on  the  employer,  former  employer  or 
nrosnective  employer  prohibiting  the  cmnlovec.  former  cmnlovcc  or  nrosnective  employee  from  beine 
tinder  the  influence  of  marijuana  while  at  work  or  discinlinine  the  employer  or  former  employee,  up  to  and 

including  termination  from  employment,  for  working  or  attempting  to  work  while  under  the  influence  of 

marijuana:  or 

jv.  Consume,  smoke,  or  use  marijuana  in  a  iail.  prison,  or  other  correctional  facility;  or 

v.  Consume,  smoke,  or  use  marijuana  in  a  drug  rehabilitation  facility:  or 

vi.  Consume,  smoke,  or  use  marijuana  in  a  hospital  or  medical  facility  without  a  hospital  or  facility’s 
consent:  or 

vii.  Consume,  smoke  or  use  marijuana  in  a  public  place,  including  specifically,  hut  not  limited  to.  sidewalks, 
parks,  playgrounds,  sporting  facilities,  businesses,  airports,  hus  stations,  trains,  casinos,  government 
buildings,  churches,  synagogues  or  mosoucs:  or 

viii.  Undertake  prowinp  or  processing  marijuana  in  a  negligent  or  dangerous  manner. 

(hi  A  physician  certification  mav  only  he  given  after  the  physician  has  conducted  a  full  assessment  or  the 
patient’s  medical  history  and  an  in-nerson  physical  examination.  A  physician  certification  may  be  valid  for  ui 
to  twenty  Pour  (24)  months. 


(cl  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical 
Marijuana  Disncnsarv  Facility  or  Medical  Mariiuann-Infuscd/Extrnction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall 
he  owned,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  have  as  an  officer,  director,  hoard  member,  manager  or  employee,  anv 
individual  who  has  been  convicted  of  a  felony.  However,  the  Research  Board  mav  on  a  case  by  case  basis  find 
an  exception  based  upon  letters  of  recommendation  and  proof  of  rehabilitation  hv  community  service  and  lack 
of  subsequent  convictions  if: 

i.  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  the  medical  use  of  marijuana  or  assisting  in  the  medical  use  of 
marijuana:  or 

ii.  The  person’s  conviction  was  for  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  the  nerson  was  not  incarcerated  in  the 
Missouri  Department  of  Corrections,  or  its  equivalent  in  other  jurisdictions,  that  is  more  than  ten  (101  years 
old:  or 

iii.  The  person’s  conviction  was  lor  a  non-violent  crime  for  which  the  nerson  was  incarcerated  in  the 
Missouri  Department  of  Corrections,  or  its  equivalent  in  other  jurisdictions,  that  is  more  than  fifteen  (151 
years  old:  provided  that  at  least  live  (51  years  has  elapsed  since  that  nerson’s  release  front  incarceration. 

(dt  A  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility  and  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility  shall  not 
be  owned  or  controlled,  in  whole  or  in  part,  bv  anv  nerson  who  has  not  been  n  resident  of  Missouri  for  at  one 
year  nrior  to  the  dale  of  the  Medical  Mnriiunnn  Cultivation  Facility’s  application. 


(cl  No  marijuana  or  medical  mariimmn-inPuscd  product  mav  be  brought  into  the  State  of  Missouri  from 
outside  of  the  state  for  use,  sale,  distribution,  or  otherwise. 


(fl  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical 

Marijuana  Disncnsarv  Facility  or  Medical  Mariiunnn-Infuscd/Extmction  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall 

lamifacturc.  package  or  label  marijuana  or  mnriiuana-infused  products  in  a  false,  misleading  or  confusing 
manner  or  in  anv  manner  likely  to  cause  confusion  between  the  marijuana  or  marijuana-infused  product  and  anv 
product  not  containing  marijuana. 


(el  All  edible  mariiunna-infused  product  must  he  sold  in  individual  child-rcsislant  rc-closcablc  containers 
that  arc  labeled  with  dosage  amounts,  instructions  for  use,  and  estimated  length  of  effectiveness.  All  marijuana 
and  mariiuana-infuscd  products  must  he  sold  in  containers  clearly  and  consciously  labeled,  in  a  font  si’/c  at  least 
as  large  as  the  largest  other  font  size  used  on  the  package,  as  containing  “Marijuana.’’  or  a  “Mariiuana- 
Infusctl/cxtraction  Product."  The  product  itself  must  additionally  he  imprinted  with  the  conspicuous  lettering 
“TUC.  when  practicable.  A  label  of  at  least  1 2  point  bold  font  must  be  used  alerting  natients  if  processed  or 
packed  with  nuts  or  allergens,  or  in  a  facility  where  nuts  or  other  allergens  arc  processed  or  used. 


(hi  No  poisonous  or  deleterious  substances  shall  he  added  to  anv  marijuana  or  mariiuana-infuscd/exlracted 
product.  Doing  so  shall  be  punishable  bv  law  as  established  bv  the  Stale  of  Missouri. 
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f  i)  It  shall  be  the  rcsnonsibililv  of  the  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research 
Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Pisnensarv  Facility  and  Medical  Mariiuana-Infuscd/Extraclion 
Products  Facility  to  provide  each  subsequent  nerson  or  entity  in  the  stream  ol’ commerce  a  listing  or  all 
substances  used  in  the  growth  and  processing  of  marijuana,  oilier  than  soil,  witter,  and  seed.  All  Marijuana  sold 
for  anoroved  methods,  in  addition  to  other  labels  required  bv  this  Article  XIV.  subject  to  modification  bv  the 
Research  Board,  shall  be  labeled  or  include  the  followinu  information  on  package  inserts,  in  at  least  8  point 
1X0S1 

i.  "GOVERNMENT  WARNING:  THIS  PACKAGE  CONTAINS  MARIJUANA.  A  CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE.  KEEP  OUT  OH  REACH  OF  CHILDREN  AND  ANIMALS.  MARIJUANA  MAY  ONLY 
BE  CONSUMED  BY  A  QUALIFYING  PATIENT  WITH  A  QUALIFYING  PATIENT 
IDENTIFICATION  CARD.  MARIJUANA  USE  WHILE  PREGNANT  OR  BREASTFEEDING  MAY  BE 
HARMFUL.  CONSUMPTION  OF  MARIJUANA  IMPAIRS  YOUR  ABILITY  TO  DRIVE  AND 
OPERATE  MACHINERY.  DO  NOT  USE  WHEN  OPERATING  A  MOTOR  VEHICLE  OR 
DANGEROUS  MACHINERY.  THE  INTOXICATING  EFFECTS  OF  INGESTED  MARIJUANA 
PRODUCTS  MAY  BE  DELAYED  UP  TO  TWO  HOURS." 

ii.  For  packages  containing  only  dried  flower,  the  net  weiulit  of  marijuana  in  the  package. 

iji.  Identification  of  the  source  and  dale  of  cultivation,  the  tvnc  of  marijuana,  or  for  marijuana  infused 
products  the  date  of  manufacturing  and  packaging. 

iv.  The  appellation  of  orient,  if  any. 

v.  List  of  pharmacologically  active  inttredienls.  bv  percentage,  including.  but  not  limited  to. 
tetrahydrocannabinol  (THC).  cannabidiol  (CEDI,  and  other  cannabinoid  content,  the  THC  and  other 
cannabinoid  amount  in  milligrams  ncr  servinu.  servinus  ncr  nackaue.  and  the  THC  and  other  cannabinoid 
amount  in  milligrams  for  the  nackaue  total,  and  the  potency  of  the  marijuana  or  marijuana  product  bv 
reference  to  the  amount  of  tetrahydrocannabinol  and  cannabidiol  in  each  serving. 

vi.  For  marijuana  infused  products,  a  list  of  all  ingredients  and  disclosure  of  nutritional  information. 

vii.  A  list  of  any  solvents,  nonoruanic  pesticides,  herbicides,  and  fertilizers  that  were  used  in  the  cultivation, 
production,  and  manufacture  of  such  marijuana  or  marijuana  product. 

viii.  A  warning  if  nuts  or  other  known  allergens  arc  used  in  the  product,  or  place  of  processing  or  sale. 

(i)  No  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Ctdtivalion  Facility.  Medical 

Marijuana  Pisnensarv  Facility  or  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfuscd/Extractinn  Products  Manufacturing  Facility  shall 

assign,  sell,  give.  lease,  subliccnsc.  or  otherwise  transfer  its  license  to  anv  other  facility,  person,  or  entity  except 
as  provided  in  this  Article  XIV. 

(k)  This  Article  XIV  shall  not  he  construed  as  requiring  health  insurance  companies  to  provide  coverage  for 
medical  marijuana  use. 

(It  No  new  license  shall  be  granted  to  anv  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana 
Research  Cultivation  Facility.  Medical  Marijuana  Pisnensarv  Facility  or  Medical  Muriiuana-Infuscd/EMmelion 
Products  Manufacturing  Facility  that  is  located  within  one  thousand  feet  of  anv  then-existing  school,  group  day 
care  home,  child  day  care  center,  church,  synagogue  or  mosque. 

(mt  A  physician: 

i.  shall  not  issue  physician  certifications  for  the  use  of  medical  marijuana  exceeding  twenty  five  percent 
(25%t  of  the  number  of  prescriptions  written  bv  that  physician  in  the  same  calendar  vean  and 

ii.  shall  not  have  an  income  from  treating  qualifying  patients  with  primarily  medical  marijuana  exceeding 
twenty  five  percent  (25%)  of  the  physician’s  gross  income. 

(n)  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  state  of  Missouri  that  contracts  related  to  marijuana  for  medical  use  that  are 
entered  into  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  Designated  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities. 

Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facilities.  Medical  Mariiuana-Infused/Extraction  Products 

Manufacturing  Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Pisnensarv  Facilities  and  those  who  allow  property  to  be  used  • 

bv  those  entities,  should  he  enforceable.  It  is  the  public  policy  of  the  slate  of  Missouri  that  no  contract  entered 
into  bv  Qualifying  Patients.  Designated  Primary  Caregivers.  Medical  Marijuana  Research  Cultivation  Facility, 

Medical  Marijuana  Cultivation  Facilities,  Medical  Mariiuana-lnfuscd/Extraction  Products  Manufacturing 
Facilities,  or  Medical  Marijuana  Pisnensarv  Facilities,  or  bv  a  person  who  allows  property  to  be  used  for 
activities  that  are  exempt  from  state  criminal  penalties  bv  this  Article  XIV.  shall  be  unenforceable  on  the  basis 
that  activities  related  to  medical  marijuana  may  be  prohibited  bv  federal  law. 

(o)  Marijuana  cultivation  of  all  types  must  occur  indoors  in  an  enclosed,  locked  facility:  a  warehouse,  room, 
greenhouse,  or  other  enclosed  area  equipped  with  locks  or  other  security  devices  that  permit  access  only  bv 
authorized  personnel.  Research  Board  requirements,  and  meeting  industry  standards  for  safely  and  safe  use  of 
electricity. 

(pi  Real  and  personal  property  used  in  the  cultivation,  manufacture,  transport,  testing,  distribution,  stile,  and 
administration  of  marijuana  for  medical  use  or  for  activities  otherwise  in  compliance  with  this  Article  XIV  shall 
not  be  subject  to  asset  forfeiture  solely  because  of  that  use. 
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(q)  The  Research  Board  m;iv  require  Medical  Marijuana  Dispensary  Facility  to  Imvc.  on  call  during  all 
operating  hours,  an  individual  licensed  in  Missouri  to  ihe  practice  of  pharmacy  as  dcllnctl  in  Chunter  338  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  who  is  available  for  on-silc  or  telephone  consultation  within  ihirtv  (301  minutes. 

Section  10.  Public-Private  Collaborative  Ventures. 

{a)  The  Research  Board  mav  enter  into  leases  of  nroncttv  owned  or  lo  he  acquired  hv  the  Research  Hoard 
on  the  campus  with  participating  research  entities  for  building  and  construction,  iohs.  education,  research  to  find 
cures,  and  in  such  endeavors  enter  into  contracts  for  joint  ventures  and  collaborative  efforts  and  lo  find  euros 
and  treatments  for  presently  incurable  diseases  and  targeted  diseases  and  to  develop  cures  that  mav  he 
discovered,  improved  or  patented,  in  whole  or  nart.  and  lease  nroncrtv  for  reasonable  campus  development  and 
pursuant  to  this  Article  XIV. 

(b>  Any  participating  research  entities,  whether  public,  private,  qiiasi-nublic  or  ouasi-nrivatc.  which 
develops  cures  or  treatments  which  occurs  in  whole  or  nail,  directly  or  indirectly,  bv  having  its  presence  on  the 
Biomedical  Research  and  Drue  Development  Institute  campus  or  in  participation  bv  written  agreement  with  the 
Research  Board,  shall  nav  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund  -  Section  10  Account 
an  agreed  upon  contractual  amount  but  if  no  contract  has  been  entered  into  ns  to  an  amount,  then  the  greater  of 
three  percent  of  all  gross  revenues  or  seventeen  percent  of  all  profits  derived  from  the  participating  research 
entities  cures  or  treatments,  whether  such  monies  were  produced,  earned,  derivative,  interest  or  otherwise 
received.  All  contracts  when  practicable  shall  be  published  on  the  Research  Board’s  website  at  least  14  calendar 
days  before  any  contract  is  finalized  and  published  again  after  the  contract  is  finalized. 

(cl  The  Research  Board  mav.  alone  with  or  in  conjunction  with  the  participating  research  entity,  or  other 
entities,  or  on  its  own,  make,  produce,  develop,  market,  distribute,  license,  and  sell  cures,  goods,  services  and 
products,  both  of  a  medical  and  non-medical  nature. 

(dl  All  participating  research  entities  shall  establish  a  physical  presence  in  Missouri,  be  licensed  to  do 
business  in  the  Slate  of  Missouri  and  consent  to  jurisdiction  of  Missouri  courts,  and  all  contracts  shall  be 
governed  bv  Missouri  law. 

(cl  Participating  research  entities  shall  not  provide  anything  of  value  to  anv  member  of  the  Research  Board 

or  their  employees  that  could  influence  academic  or  research  freedom,  or  otherwise  interfere  with  the  academic 

or  research  freedom  of  anv  member  of  the  Research  Board,  nor  to  targeted  disease  groups  or  panels. 
Participating  research  entities  who  violate  this  prohibition  shall  have  leases  voided,  and  shall  surrender  all 
profits  derived  from  the  participating  cures  and  treatments  produced,  earned  or  received,  to  the  State  of 

Missouri,  and  shall  he  liable  for  anv  actual  and  consequential  damages  and  in  appropriate  circumstances  also 

punitive  damages,  to  the  Research  Board  with  all  such  damage  awards  being  credited  to  the  Biomedical 
Research  and  Drug  Development  Trust  Fund  -  Section  10  Account. 

(Q  Anv  monies  received  pursuant  to  this  section  10  shall  be  paid  into  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug 
Development  Tmsl  Fund  -  Section  10  Account  and  annually  disbursed  bv  the  following  formula: 

i.  Fifty  percent  (50%)  to  the  Biomedical  Research  and  Drug  Development  Institute  Tmst  Fund  General 
Purpose  Account: 

ii.  Twentv-five  percent  <25%1  to  general  revenue  of  the  Stale  of  Missouri  with 

a)  1/4  of  this  25%  for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  funding  Missouri  state  roads  and  bridges  infrastructure 

repairs. 

b}  1/4  of  this  25%  for  the  exclusive  numose  of  funding  public  nre-school  programs,  public  elementary  and 
secondary  school  programs,  and  lo  provide  grants  to  in-state  Missouri  students  to  attend  slate  institutions  of 
higher  education  governed  at  the  lime  of  the  enactment  of  this  Article  XIV  bv  sections  of  174,020  lo 
174.500  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri  and  chanter  172  Revised  Statutes  of  Missouri.,  and 

c)  1/4  of  this  25%  for  Ihe  exclusive  purpose  of  funding  medical  care  for  Missouri  residents: 

d)  1/4  of  this  25%  lo  fund  Missouri  public  employee  retirement  trust  funds:  and 

iii.  Twentv-five  percent  (25%)  to  be  refunded  lo  Missouri  slate  income  lax  paving  citizens,  refunded 
equally  to  all  ciliy.cns  of  Missouri  who  have  paid  slate  income  taxes  of  more  than  five  hundred  dollars  (SS00) 
or  more  in  the  year  prior  to  the  payments  being  received  bv  the  Research  Board  pursuant  to  this  section  10, 
up  to  Ihe  total  amount  of  state  income  tax  paid  bv  such  Missouri  citizen  in  that  year.  Anv  residual  amounts 
above  and  hevond  the  lax  refund  shall  he  paid  equally  lo  all  Missouri  state  income  lax  paving  Missouri 
residents.  The  refund  check  to  Missouri  citizens  shall  clearly  stale  “Research  Board  Tax  Refund". 

(gl  All  contracts  entered  into  pursuant  to  this  section  10  and  this  Article  XIV  shall  require  that  anv  cures 
obtained  pursuant  to  section  10  and  this  Article  XIV  shall  be  made  available  to  the  residents  of  the  Slate  of 
Missouri  at  cost,  with  no  mark-un. 

Section  II.  Effective  Date. 


(al  The  provisions  of  this  Article  shall  become  effective  on  December  31.  2018. 
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Section  12.  Severability. 


IK-C01 


(a)  Ail  of  the  orovisions  of  this  Article,  all  sections,  all  subsections  anthill  clauses  and  phrases  shall  he  sclf- 
cn  Porcine.  All  of  the  sections,  subsections,  provisions,  clauses,  phrases,  anil  words  within  them  arc  severable. 


competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or  unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  remnininu  sections,  subsections. 


revisions,  clauses,  phrases,  or  words  within  them  shall  be  and  remain  valid.  If  anv  anpointment  or  selection 
ursuant  to  this  Article,  except  3(kli-iii..  arc  found  bv  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  unconstitutional  or 


unconstitutionally  enacted,  the  anpointment  and  selection,  subject  to  anv  valid  nualilication  rciuiircincnt.  shall 


be  made  bv  the  Governor  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of  the  Senate,  (fall  appointments  or  selections  pursuant 


